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) DOCKET NO. U-0000-97-238 

IN THE MATTER OF U S WEST 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S ) RESPONSES TO PROCEDURAL 
COMPLIANCE WITH $j 271 OF THE 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 

) ORDER OF JUNE 8,1999 

1996 

ELI submits the following responses to the question 

~ - - . . - ' . e I I  l/l_ , 
Division's June 8, 1999 Procedural Order. 

1. What are the current national standards for OSS? 

RESPONSE: ELI joins in the responses filed by the other CLEC 
intervenors with respect to question no. 1. 

2. For areas in which no national standards exist, when are national 
standards anticipated? 

RESPONSE: ELI joins in the responses filed by the other CLEC 
intervenors with respect to question no. 2. 

3. What are the current FCC guidelines for OSS? 

RESPONSE: ELI joins in the responses filed by the other CLEC 
intervenors with respect to question no. 3. 

4. What are other standards this Commission should consider in evaluating 
whether U S WEST OSS complies with 5 271? 

RESPONSE: ELI joins in the responses filed by the other CLEC 
intervenors with respect to question no. 4. 



5. Has an OSS, or any portion of OSS, been approved by the FCC? If so, 
please provide specifics. 

RESPONSE: ELI joins in the responses filed by the other CLEC 
intervenors with respect to question no. 5. 

6. What type of collaborative process do you recommend to enable the 
parties to reach agreement on an acceptable OSS? 

RESPONSE: Based on previous collaborative processes and workshop 
sessions in other states, ELI recommends that Commission staff take an 
active role in the workshops. Hearing Division should consider using a 
persodmediator unconnected with the decisional process to preside over 
the collaborative processes and workshop sessions, conduct third party 
testing, facilitate discussions among the parties and mediate disputed 
issues and positions. Such person would supervise and administer the 
workshops. 

7. What information is necessary to enable you to determine whether 
U S WEST’S OSS is acceptable? 

RESPONSE: ELI joins in the responses filed by the other CLEC 
intervenors with respect to question no. 7. 

8. Do you agree that formal discovery should remain in place during the 
workshop phase of OSS? Should the discovery process be modified, if 
so, how? 

RESPONSE: ELI opposes ongoing discovery during the workshop 
phase because it would be disruptive to and distract from the 
collaborative workshop process. Further, ELI is a small company with 
limited money and resources. Continued discovery would pose an 
unreasonable burden and expense on ELI. ELI requests that Hearing 
Division allow the parties to finish discovery already propounded to 
date, but stay any hrther discovery and motions to compel until after 
the workshops. Such ruling is necessary to avoid undue expense and 
burdens on ELI and to prevent U S WEST from unduly pressuring 
CLECs with additional discovery. 

9. What discovery items that had been incorporated into intervenors’ 
testimony should be separated out and responded to by intervenors prior 
to the filing of testimony? 

RESPONSE: As noted by the Hearing Officers at the June 1 1,1999 
discovery hearing, question no. 9 is intended mainly to be answered by 
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U S WEST. ELI suggests that after the workshops have concluded, 
Staff and intervenors file their testimony on non-OSS matters. 
Discovery then would be permitted on those subjects. U S WEST 
would file rebuttal testimony on non-OSS subjects 30 days after the 
Staff/intervenor filing. ELI joins in the responses filed by the other 
CLEC intervenors with respect to Question No. 9. 

10. How should workshops be conducted to ensure maximum results in 
assessing U S WEST’S OSS? Who should participate? How many 
workshops do you anticipate being useful, and over what period of 
time? 

RESPONSE: See ELI’S response to Question No. 6 above. The 
mediator also should be prepared to resolve disagreements between the 
parties during discussions, especially when those disagreements must be 
resolved before other issues can be addressed by the parties. ELI 
believes all parties to this 0 271 proceeding should be allowed to 
participate in the workshop process along with appropriate subject 
matter experts. Based on experience in other states, ELI estimates that 
the workshop process will take several weeks with numerous workshop 
sessions. Of course, the time necessary to complete the process depends 
on cooperation by U S WEST and actual readiness of U S WEST 
systems and interfaces. 

1 1. Should a Staff Report issue with recommendations regarding existing 
OSS compliance and modifications to achieve compliance? How long 
after the last workshop will Staff need to issue a report? 

RESPONSE: Yes. A Staff Report is necessary and valuable for the 
workshop process. Commission Staff should issue a report as soon as 
possible after the workshop process is complete, but with sufficient time 
to allow a complete, final and adequate report addressing all pertinent 
issues. 

12. How much time after issuance of a Staff Report will you need to 
respond to the report? 

RESPONSE: Because ELI does not focus on OSS issues, ELI would 
defer to the other CLECs on the time period necessary to respond to a 
Staff report. 

13. When will the intervenors and Staff be able to file a preliminary 
statement indicating whether U S WEST is in compliance with any 
checklist items? 
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RESPONSE: ELI believes that it will be in a position to file a 
preliminary statement indicating its position on various checklist items 
within 30 days. At that time, ELI would be in a position to file a 
document indicating what checklist items ELI will address at the § 271 
hearing. Of course, ELI will reserve any and all rights to address further 
checklist issues and items as appropriate. 

14. Any other relevant information that the parties desire to provide. 

RESPONSE: ELI has nothing further to add at this time. ELI will 
supplement as appropriate. 

DATED this & c y  of June, 1999. 

By: 

V Michael M. Grant, Esq. 
Todd Wiley, Esq. 
2600 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3020 
Attorneys for Electric Lightwave, Inc. 

and ten (1 0) copies filed this 
day of June, 1999, with Docket Control. 

COPY f the foregoing hand-delivered 
this h a y  of June, 1999, to: 

Hearing Officer Barbara Behun 
Hearing Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
COPY of the fo egoing faxed and 
mailed this d a y  of June, 1999, to: 

Andrew D. Crain, Esq. 
Charles W. Steese, Esq. 
Thomas M. Dethlefs, Esq. 
U S WEST, Inc. 
1801 California Street, Suite 5100 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
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and COPY of the foregoing mailed 
this x % a y  of June, 1999, to: 

Timothy Berg, Esq. 
FENNEMORE CRAIG PC 
3003 North Central Avenue 
Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2913 

Thomas L. Mumaw, Esq. 
SNELL & WILMER LLP 
One Arizona Center 
400 East Van Buren 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0001 

Donald A. Low, Esq. 
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO. L.P. 
8140 Ward Parkway SE 
Kansas City, Missouri 641 14 

Mr. Carrington Phillips 
COX COMMUNICATIONS 
1400 Lake Hearn Drive, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 19 

Thomas H. Campbell, Esq. 
LEWIS & ROCA 
40 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Stephen Gibelli, Esq. 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
2828 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1200 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Joan Burke, Esq. 
OSBORN MALEDON 
2929 North Central Avenue 
21st Floor 
P.O. Box 36379 
Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379 
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Richard M. Rindler, Esq. 
Morton J. Posner, Esq. 
SWIDLER BERLIN 
3000 K Street N.W. 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20007 

Michael Patten, Esq. 
Lex J. Smith, Esq. 
BROWN & BAIN, P.A. 
P.O. Box 400 
Phoenix, Arizona 85001 -0400 

Mr. Charles Kallenbach 
AMERICAN COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 
13 1 National Business Parkway 
Annapolis Junction, Maryland 2070 1 

Karen L. Clauson, Esq. 
Thomas F. Dixon, Esq. 
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP. 
707 17th Street, Suite 3900 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

Richard S. Wolters, Esq. 
AT&T and TCG 
1875 West Lawrence Street 
Suite 1575 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

Ms. Joyce Hundley 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street NW 
Suite 8000 
Washington, DC 20530 

Daniel Waggoner, Esq. 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE 
1501 Fourth Avenue 
Suite 2600 
Seattle, Washington 98101-1688 
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Alaine Miller, Esq. 
NEXTLINK Communications 
500 108th Avenue NE, Suite 2200 
Bellevue, Washington 98004 

Maureen Scott, Esq. 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Mr. Ray Williamson 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Patricia L. vanMiddle 
AT&T 
2800 North Central Avenue 
Suite 828 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Richard Smith, Esq. 
COX CALIFORNIA TELECOM, INC. 
Two Jack London Square 
Oakland, California 94697 

Mr. Bill Haas 
Mr. Richard Lipman 
McLEOD USA 
6400 C Street SW 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 54206-3 177 

Steven Duffy 
RIDGE & ISAACSON 
3101 North Central Avenue 
Suite 1090 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
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Richard S. Wolters 
Maria Arias-Chapleau 
AT&T Law Department 
1875 Lawrence Street 
Suite 1575 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

David Kaufman 
e.spire Communications, Inc. 
466 West San Francisco Street 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501 

Frank Paganelli 
Colin Alberts 
Blumenfeld & Cohen 
1615 M. Street 
Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Diane Bacon 
Legislative Director 
Communication Workers of America 
5818 North 7th Street 
Suite 206 
Phoenix, Arizona 85014-581 1 

Penny Bewick 
ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE, INC. 
P.O. Box 4678 
Vancouver, Washington 98662 

Philip A. Doherty 
545 South Prospect Street 
Suite 22 
Burlington, Vermont 05401 

W. Hagood Ballinger 
53 12 Trowbridge Drive 
Dunwoody, Georgia 30338 
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Andrew 0. Isar 
Telecommunications Resellers Association 
43 12 92nd Avenue NW 
Gig Harbor, Washington 98335 

Raymond S. Heyman 
Randall H. Warner 
Two Arizona Center 
400 North 5* Street 
Suite 1000 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3906 
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