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Q.  PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS? 

A. My name is LeiLani J. Hines. I am a Senior Staff Specialist I1 for Carrier 

Management for WorldCom, Inc. (“WCom”). My business address is 63 12 S. Fiddler’s 

Green Circle, Suite 600 E, Englewood, CO 801 11. 

Q. 

A. 

resolving provisioning and maintenance issues with Qwest as well as supporting 

customer specific projects and tracking performance issues for various aspects of our 

business relationship with Qwest. I n  addition, I am part of a team of people that 

coordinates testing and deployment of local operation support systems with Qwest and 

ensures that local contract requirements are met. Our team also tracks the overall 

pcrfomiancc of Qwest for combined WCom entities. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES FOR WCOM. 

As a Senior Staff Specialist I1 for Carrier Management, I am responsible for 

Q .  

\\.CO>l. 

A. 

(For purposcs of this testimony, all references hereafter will be to WCom.) I have held a 

variety of positions in the areas of Customer Service, External Affairs and Carrier 

Relations. I joined Carrier Management in October of 1987. I have a BS degree in 

Business Administration from the University of Phoenix. 

Q .  

A. 

requirements of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) and associated FCC 

regulations governins unbundled loops (Checklist Item No. 4). I will also provide an 

analysis and critique of the SGAT’s unbundled loop provisions. In addition, I will assess 

PI,E.ASE DESCRIBE YOUR RELEVANT EXPERIENCE WITH MCI AND 

I ha\e been employed by MCi/LVConi for 16 years, in a number of capacities. 

\\IIAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to assess Qwest’s compliance with the 

1 



1 Qwest’s compliance with the requirements of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 

2 

3 

(“Act”) and associated FCC regulations governing number portability (Checklist Item 

No. 1 1). I will also provide an analysis and critique of the SGAT’s number portability 

4 provisions. Finally. I will assess Qwest’s SGAT language addressing line splitting and 

5 

6 

provide an analysis and critique of the SGAT’s line splitting provisions. 

I will refer to language found in Qwest’s SGAT, Third Revision, dated July 21, 

7 2000. I believe that language found in sections 9.2 (Unbundled Local Loop) and 9.4 

S (Line Splitting) of that document is the most current language proposed by Qwest in 

9 Arizona and elsewhere in the 14 state region. I will also address language found in 

10 sections I O .  1 and 10.2 of that Third Revised SGAT; however, I will also discuss a 

1 I revised section 10.2 which Qwest proposed in the first multi-state workshop held in Salt 

12 Lake City from October 3-6,2000, and further revisions proposed by Qwest to Section 

13 10.2 during the workshop. Finally, there is no significance to the font or color of text 

11 found i n  my tcstiniony. I have copied text from Qwest documents, and did not try to 

I5 

16 USBUNDLED LOCAL LOOP 

17 Q. 

change thc color or fonts. 

WHAT IS UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOP TRANSMISSION AND WHY IS 

IS IT 13IPORTANT:‘ 

19 A. The FCC ‘s First Report and Order and UNE Remand Order both define a local 

20 loop as “a transmission facility between a distribution frame (or its equivalent) in an 

2 1 incumbent LEC central office and an end user customer premises.” This definition of 

32 

23 

unbundled loops includes two-wire and four-wire analog voice-grade loops and two-wire 

and four uire  loops that are conditioned to transmit the digital signals needed to provide 
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services such as ISDN, ADSL, HDSL and DS1-level signals. The Act requires Qwest to 

provide “local loop transmission from the central office to the customer’s premises, 

unbundled from local switching or other services.” 

Without access to the features, functions and capabilities of the loop, CLECs are 

impaired in entering the local market as there are no other viable, cost-effective 

alternatives that CLECs could turn to for loops. It is imperative that Qwest have 

enforceable procedures in place that will ensure unbundled loops are available without 

adversely affecting the quality of service provided to end-users when switching carriers. 

Q .  

CHECKLIST ITEhl4  FOR UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOPS. 

PLEASE DISCUSS WCOkI’S GENERAL CONCERNS REGARDING 

1 1 A. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 statewide averaged rate. 

WConi’s principal concern is that the proposed SGAT lacks sufficient detail to 

satisfy the niininium requirements for Unbundled Local Loops under the Act and FCC 

regulations. Moreover, Exhibit A to the SGAT does not contain just and reasonable 

pricing as detcrmined by the Arizona Corporation Commission. (See, footnote 1 to 

Exhibit A for rclcvant proposcd rates.) Moreover, the unbundlcd loop rate is not 

deavcragcd in accordance with the interim rates set in Arizona and only contains a 

3 



1 Q. PLEASE DISCUSS WCOM’S SPECIFIC CONCERNS REGARDING 

2 QWEST’S PROPOSED SGAT ON UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOPS. 

3 A. I will discuss WCom’s concern by section number. I will rely on language found 

3 in Qlvest’s SGAT, Third Revision, dated July 21, 2000. I believe that section 9.2 found 

5 in that document is the most current language. 

6 Section 9.2.1 - Description. 

7 Section 9.2.1 defines Qwest’s obligation to provide non-discriminatory access to 

S unbundled loops. WCom requests modification to conform its definition to comply with 

9 the FCC UNE Remand. As currently written, Qwest’s definition does not include 

I O  mention of the features, functions and capabilities of the transmission facilities, nor is it 

1 1  clear on the demarcation point for the loop. Without access to the features, functions, and 

12 capabilitics of the loop, CLECs are impaired in entering the local market. There are no 

13 

14 

viable, cost-effective alternatives that CLECs could turn to for loops. In the discussion of 

thc U S E  Rcniand $165. thc FCC puts forth: 

\.\‘e conclude that the LEC’s must provide access to unbundled loops, 
including high-capacity loops, nationwide. We find that the requesting 
carriers are impaired without access to loops, and that loops include high 
capacity lines, dark fiber, line conditioning, and certain inside wire. 
Requiring carriers to obtain loops from alternative sources would 
matcnally raise entry costs, delay broad based entry, and limit the scope 
and timeliness of the competitor’s service offering. (FCC 99-238, 4 165). 

Therefore, WCom requests the following definition replace Qwest’s 

2 1  Loop definition found in Section 9.2.1 to conform to the relevant FCC requirements: 

25 
2 0 
27 
’S 
29 

Qbt’cst oflers non-discriniinaton access to Unbundled Loops. The Loop 
iVcoc*ork Elenient iriclitdes all features, functions, and capabilities of the 
trunsmission facilities berrr*een an Qwest ‘s central office, and the loop 
tlminrcation point at [he cus[onier premises. Such fealut-es, functions, and 
capabilities include darkjber.  line conditioning, certain inside wire and 
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atrached electronics owned by Qwest, except the electronics used for  the 
provision of advaticed senices, such as DSLAMs) . 

Section 9.2.2.3.1 - Unbundled FibedHigh Capacity Loops. 

Section 9.2.2.3.1 states Qwest’s general obligation to provide unbundled fiber and 

high capacity loops to CLECs. The language in this section is insufficient and Qwest 

includes exclusionary language that binds it to only provide such portions of the loop 

“where facilities are available and existing on an ICB basis.” High capacity loops are an 

essential feature to the loop. Without non-discriminatory and consistent access to high 

capacity loops, CLECs entry into the local market, and their ability to compete with the 

suite of services Qwest provides to its customers is significantly hindered. The FCC 

supports the inclusion of high capacity lines in the definition of loop. “High-capacity 

loops retain the essential characteristic of the loop: they transmit a signal from the central 

office to the subscriber, or vice versa (FCC 99-238 176).” Moreover, denying CLECs 

access to fiber and high capacity loops because of a lack of facilitic ensures CLECs are 

not ablc to meet customer needs where Qwest has failed to install adequate facilities. 

Q\\ est’s rates for retail senices and rates for wholesale services include revenues to 

allow Q\vest to expand its network to account for new growth. For example, in the 

arbitrations conducted in Arizona under Section 252 of the Federal Act, Qwest reported 

that i t  installs 3 lines per customer to anticipate growth. The wholesale rates, both for 

recurrins charges and non-recurring charges, established for interconnection services, all 

unbundled elements, and resold services include sufficient revenues to ensure Qwest is 

ablc to construct new network and re-enforce existing network. Finally, while Qwest 

relies heavily on pricing certain activity on an “ICB”, there is no process contained in the 

SGAT describing how the ICB process works. Without such an explanation of the ICB 

5 
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process in the SGAT, CLECs are left to Qwest’s determination of cost and consequent 

pricing with no speedy recourse. Accordingly, WCom proposes that Section 9.2.2.3.1 be 

changed to read as follows: 

Qwest shall provide other unbundled fiber and high capacity loops to 
CLEC(s). Such loops will be provided on a fiber optic transmission 
technology capable of supporting any OCn level. Parties will cooperate 
to dererrnine the specific transmission technology by which the unbundled 
loop will be provided. 

Section 9.2.2.4 - Charges For Cable Unloading and Bridge Tap Removal. 

Section 9.2.2.4 describes the process for “conditioning” a loop that could include 

removal of load coils and excess bridge taps in order to provide a CLEC with a non- 

loaded loop, and associated charges. WCom is unable to find a non-recurring price for 

cable unloading and bridge tap removal or a Unbundled Loop installation non-recurring 

charge in Exhibit A. Accordingly, these services are not priced at just and reasonable 

rates to ensurc CLECs are charged in accordance to competitive practices and in a non- 

discriminatory basis. hlorcover. as noted later in WCom’s discussion of line splitting, 

specifically Section 1.3.2.2, CVConi does not believe such non-recurring charges are 

appro p ri at e . 

6 



1 Section 9.2.2.7 - Spectrum Compatibility. 

2 Qwest’s spectrum compatibility limitation places restrictions on rolling out loop 

3 technology that is not be consistent with emerging technologies and prevents CLECs 

from meeting customer needs. The FCC addressed the means by which an ILEC can 4 

make such restrictions. (See, FCC Decision No. 99-48 at paragraphs 70 through 91, 5 

6 which address Spectrum Management.) These paragraphs oblige the ILEC to disclose 

7 information with respect to rejection of requests for such services based on spectrum 

compatibility, and places the burden upon the ILEC to demonstrate significant S 

9 degradation in performance of services based on spectrum compatibility issues. Qwest’s 

10 Section 9.2.2.7 contains no such requirements and leaves spectrum management 

I 1  completely tvithin the control of Qwest with no explanation to CLECs of Qwest alleged 

I:! spectrum compatibility problems. The FCC recognizes the need to resolve such issues in 

order to allow compctitive service offerings to end user customers. Consistent with FCC 13 

13 requiremcnts, WCom requests that Section 9.2.2.7 be changed to read as follows: 

IC 
I 0 
1: 
I S  
19 
20 
21 

2 3  
24 
25 
26 
27 
25 
29 
3 0 
31  
32 

7 1  -- 

QM i’st \ti11 prolisioti BHI-ISDN, DSl.  or DS3 capuhle or ADSL capable 
Loops in arcus s e n d  h). Loop facilities andlor transmission eqttipnient. 
I n  thi. elrtit Qhvst believes [hut the provisioning of such a service is not 
coniputihle ktith the Loop fiicilities andlor transmission equipment, m e s t  
rvill disclose to requesting carrier, in writing, within 10 calendar days of 
the request to provision such a service, Qwest ‘s basis for  believing that 
provisioning the requested service is not compatible with the Loop 
fiicilities andor transmission facilities. m e s t  will bear the full burden of 
denioristratirig incompatibility with the requested order. Claims of 
spiwruni iticoniputibility must be supported with specific und verifiable 
supporting it formation. Qivest \trill adhere to and incorporate industry 
stunriurds in regard to spectrum compatibility as they become available. 

I/ Q\z*est claims a service is significantly degrading the performance of 
other ad\*uticed senices or traditional voice band services, then Qwest 
ntiist notif?, the aflected carrier and allow that carrier a reasonable 
opportunity to correct the problem. Any claims of network harm must be 
sitpported with specijc and verifiable supporting in formation. 

7 



1 
2 Section 9.2.2.12 - End User Disregards CLEC’s Order. 

3 WCom opposes the broad language in 59.2.2.12 that allows Qwest to disregard a 

4 CLEC’s order for Unbundled Loops. If there is a conflict between the end user and the 

5 CLEC regarding the disconnection or provision of Unbundled Loops, Qwest must contact 

6 the CLEC. CLECs must have the opportunity to resolve such a conflict before the end 

7 user is automatically, and unilaterally by Qwest’s determination, reconnected to the 

S original local service provider, ~vhich is the equivalent of slamming. Moreover, Qwest 

9 has required CLECs to have a single point of contact throughout this SGAT. Qwest 

I O  should direct the end user to the CLEC’s single point of contact and Qwest should 

1 1 contact the CLECs single point of contact and not take the action proposed in Section 

12 9.2.2.12. This is the very point for having a single point of contact. Therefore, Section 

13 9.2.2. i 2 should read: 

14 
1 5  
1 6 
1‘ 
IS 
1 9 
2 0  
21 
2 2  

vtiicre is N cori/lict hetlrverr an erid user (and/or its respecti\v rigetit) and 
CLEC regarding the disconnection or provision of Utihuticlled Loops, 
Q\t’cst \till cotitact CLEC. or CLEC’s agent, as the single point of contact 
]Or its c * n d  iiscrs ’ scnvice needs. including without limitation, sales, service 
Clcsigri. order triking, pro\isioning, change orders, training, maintenance, 
troithie rcports. repair, post-sule servicing, billing, collection and inquiry. 
CLECsliall irtforni its crid irsers that they ure end users of CLEC. CLEC’s 
end users contacting Q\cvst \.s*ill be instructed to contact CLEC. 

23  Section 9.2.2.13 - Qwest Access to Customer Premises. 

24 Section 9.2.2.13 allows Qtvest to enter and access customer facilities/premises at 

25 a “reasonable hour” to test and inspect such facilities and lines in connection with such 

36 purposes or to remove facilities and lines for termination of Unbundled Loop Service. 

27 Qwcst should be required to coordinate such activity with the CLEC and the affected 

2s CLEC end user customer before conducting such activity. A clearly identified time 
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period \vi11 also allow all parties more efficient and prepared use of time should any 

problems or questions arise during the testing or inspection of the facilities/premises. 

WCom requests the following modifications to section 9.2.2.13: 

Facilities and lines furnished by @est on the premises of the end user up 
to and including the NID or equivalent are the property of Qwest. Qwest 
shull haiDe reasonable access to all such facilities for  network management 
pirrposes. Qwest will coordinate entry dates and times with appropriate 
CLEC personnel and end user customer to accommodate testing and 
inspection of such facilities and lines in connection with such purposes or 
upon termination or cancellation of the Unbundled Loop service to 
renro\*e such facilities and lines. Such entry is restricted to testing and 
inspection of Qwest ‘s own propertjq in that facility. Entry for  any other 
purpose is subject to the audit proiisions in (Audit section) of this 
trgrecment. 

Section 9.2.3.7.6 - Firm Order Commitments. 

In Section 9.2.3.7.6, Qwest indicates i t  will provide FOCs (Firm Order 

Commitments) to CLEC’s according to the PO-5 performance measure. WCoin has been 

repcatcdll; informed by Qwest, that a FOC is not a firm order “commitment”, but rather a 

firm order “confirmation”. WConi requests clarification on the definition and meaning of 

the FOC 3s this wording is confusing and contrary to current understanding. In addition, 

\\‘Coni notes that Section 20 of the SGAT that Qwest will incorporate the Arizona 

Commission’s decision of performance measures efforts. WCom assumes that the 

language found in Section 20 means that Qwest will include the Performance Indicator 

Definitions also kno\vn as the “PIDs” into the SGAT. If, however, this is not the intent of 

Section 20, \\’Coni requests that performance measure language found in PO-5 be added 

to the SGAT to include the intervals for orders requesting unbundled local loops. 

9 
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NUMBER PORTABILITY 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT IS NUMBER PORTABILITY AND WHY IS IT IMPORTANT? 

The Act defines number portability as the ability of users of telecommunications 

services “to retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without 

impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one 

telecommunications carrier to another.”’ 

Order In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, “nuniber portability is essential to 

nicaningful competition in the provision of local exchange services. . . .Number 

As the FCC observed in its First Report and 

portability pro\.idcs consumers flexibility in the way they use their telecommunications 

services and promotes the development of competition among alternative providers of 

telephone and other telecommunications services.”2 Without number portability 

customers \vi11 be deterred from switching carriers harming the development of 

compct i tion. 

Gi\.cn how critical number portability is to the development of local competition, 

i t  is impcrati\*e that Qwest have enforceable procedures in place that will ensure that 

numbers are ported kvithout adversely affecting the quality of service provided to end- 

uscrs tvhen switching carriers. 

1 S Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE WCOhI’S EXPERIENCE IN OBTAINING NUMBER 

10 PORTABILITY FROM QWEST. 

20 A. 

2 1 

At present number portability is usually implemented smoothly and with few 

problems by Qwest for WCom orders. However, Qwest number porting has not always 

‘ 47  U.S.C. 4 153(30). 
* In thc ,Udrrzr of Telephone Numbcr fortabili[.v, First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking. CC Docket No. 95-1 16, FCC 96-256,128 (released July 2, 1996) (“Firsf Number forfnbility 
Order“). 

7 9  

10 
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been acceptable. Initially, WCom frequently experienced extended outages during 

number porting with Qwest, sometimes because Qwest would port the number 

prematurely. In other instances, service would be interrupted several days after the initial 

porting, or the port of a customer's service would have to be delayed because there was a 

problem finding or scheduling the conversion. Over time, these problems decreased, and 

as I already mentioned, smooth cutovers are the norm. I attribute this improvement to the 

detailed procedures that have been developed by Qwest, WCom and other CLECs that 

helps ensure each party is aware in advance of the requirements and steps that will be 

taken to order, schedule and, if necessary, reschedule porting activity to ensure minimal 

customer interruption. These details are missing from the Qwest's SCAT filed in the 

multi-state proceeding, and need to be included. 

Q. PLEASE DISCUSS WCOhI'S GENERAL CONCERNS REGARDING 

CHECKLIST ITEhl 1 1  ON LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY. 

14 A. 

15 

I O  

17 

1 S 

U'Com's principal'concern is that the proposed SCAT lacks sufficient detail in 

Scction 10.2 to satisfy the minimum requirements for LNP under the Act and FCC 

regulations. In the absence of provisions adequately describing the parties obligations 

there is no ivay to ensure timely and efficient porting of numbers using LNP. Using the 

existing interconnection agreement as a starting point, and through the development of 

19 

20 

2 1 

supplemental supporting documentation, WCom and Qwest have cooperated in 

implementing reasonable processes for LNP. Working together, the parties have 

established \vhat WCom views as minimum standards for LNP. 

-- 7 7  

23 

In Arizona, Qwest has not proposed any new language for number portability as it 

did in the multi-state workshops held on October 3-6, 2000. However, because WCom 

1 1  



1 has been assured that Qwest will make the same or a very similar proposal in Arizona, I 

2 am providing the same testimony on this issue as I did in Utah after Qwest proposed new 

3 language in the multi-state proceeding on September 26, 2000. Moreover, in the multi- 

3 state workshop Qwest recommended and the participants use the new Section 10.2 to 

5 discuss LNP rather than the earlier versions. The earlier version of Section 10.2 is now 

6 nhat is contained in the Arizona SCAT, 3rd Revised, dated July 2 1 ,  2000. 

7 I ,  therefore, am not providing the first round of testimony that Thomas T. Priday 

S filed in the multi-state workshop on September 1, 2000, on behalf of WConi that, in my 

0 opinion. resulted partially in Qwest's modified Section 10.2 provided on September 26, 

I O  2000. However, that first round of testimony actually addressed the language now found 

1 1 in Section I O .  1 and 10.2 of the Arizona SCAT, Third Revised, dated July 2 1, 2000. In 

12  short. I see no reason to comment upon Section 10.2 contained in the Arizona SGAT, 

13 Third Revised, when Qwest has assured WCom i t  will update that section before the 

14 \vorkshop. \!'Coni requested no modifications to Section 10.1 and Qwest made no 

I 5  niodifications to section 10.1 as i t  appears in the Arizona SGAT, Third Revised. 

I O  Q. \\'IIAT SGAT LANGUAGE DID QWEST PROPOSE IN T H E  MULTI- 

17 STATE \\'ORKSHOP ON SPEThlBER 26,2000? 

1 S A. Qwcst rovrote Section 10.2 as follows: 

26 
' 7  
2s 
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quality, _ _  reliability,--or convKience when switching from one 
telecommunications carriecto-another, 

10 2: 1,2_--p--- The FCC __ adopted the industry-recommended, long-term 
number portability solution that uses a Location Routinglumber (LRN) 
~chJec_ture_--Under the LRN architecture, each switch is assigned a 
unique ten-digit LRN, the first six digits of which identify J-he-k-catLon of 
that switch. The LRN technology is a triggering and addressing method 
which allows the re-hominq of individual telephone numbers to other 
switchesand ensuLes the proper routing of calls to ported telephone 
numbers through the use of a database and the signaling network. The 
LRN solution interrupts call processing throuqh the use of an Advanced 
I n t e I1 ig e n t Ne two rkJbl N) tfigg e r, common I y refer red to as- the- LRN-t [ig ger . 
Ducing this interruption, a query is launchsap th-e-LNP-database in-the 
signaling network-a-nd the call is re-addressed using the LRN information 
foL the poced-telephone_nun_um_ber. The LRN will route the call to the 
prpper switch destigtioc. The actual routinq of the call with either the 
dialed number, for calls-to non-ported numbers, or the LRN, for calls to 
ported numbers, observesthe rules, protocols _and requicements of the 
existingPubkc O-ff&e Dialing Plan (PODP) 

----wwwuswest m/d+-"nclnntr(lcrlncllrnnw4kRdeX-kt4 
10 2 2.1 __^. _ _  Qwest.will-provide Local- Number- Portability (LNP), also 
known- as long-term-Gumber portability, in_a-non-disc[iminatory manner in 
compliance with the-FCC's rules and regulatjons-and-the guidelines of the 
FCC's North Am-gr&an Numbering Council's (NANC) Local Number 
Portabil!ty_-Adnjnistration (LNPA) Working Group and the Industry 
Numbering Committee (INC) of the Alliance- for-Telecommunications 
Industry Solutions (AT1 S). - g w e s + w i l l - s e o F Q t n a t e P ~ + ~ h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
L o o p  cutovers +n a r e a - ~ - a ~ i e a ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ ~ e f f i G e  
CkWUptW- 

102-2.2 Each Party shall use reasonable efforts to facilitate the 
expeditious deployment of LNP. The Parties shall comply with thg 
processes and implementation schedules for LNP deployment prescribed 
by the FCC. - Inaccordance with industg-guidelines, the publications of 
LNP capable__s_witches and the schedule and status for future deployEmj 
will bejdentified in the Local Exchange RouJinq Guide (LERG). 

10.2.2.3- _--_l--l-___- In connection with the provision of LNP, the Parties aqree 
to-support and-cogply-ME all relevant requirements oc guidelines-thal 
are adopted-byJhe-ECC, or that are agreed to b y  thetelecommunications 
i d u s t y  as a natioLal industry standard, 

... 
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10.2.2.4 Qwest will ~~ coordinate LNP with Unbundled Loop cutovers. 
i_n._a._reasonable_..am~.u~t of time and with minimum service disruption, 

Agreement. For coordination . . ~~ with loops not associated ___ with Qwest's 
Unbundled Loop ~. ~ offeria, ~ the CLEC may order the LNP Managed Cut, as 
described in Section 10,2.,54. 

PurSuallLto.. u nbu n d ! e _ d _ . C o o P ~ ~ ~ ~ O n s - ~ ~ ~ e d . . ~ ~ S e ~ t ~ ~ 9  of-!his 

10 2 2.6___ _ _  Ne it h e r_ - Pa rty -s_h_a_l l t b e  - requ i red -to p rov id e---nu mbe r 
portability for excluded numbers (e.q. 500 and 900 NPAs, 950 and 9 3  
NXX number services, and other as excluded by-FCCulmgs-issyed from 
time t 0- tjm e u nd erjhis Ag re e men t . 

10 2.2.L _____I___._ After an endzoffice becomes equipped with-LNP,al! NXXs 
assigned to that end _office will be-d-ejined as portable,- to-the- extent 
technLcaIly feasible, and-&anslations will be chanqed in each Party's 
switches _so that _the portable NXXs are available for LNP database 
queries.-When_aJ NXX is defined as portable, it will also be defined as 
Rortable in all LNP-capable switches that have direct trunks to the end 
office associated with the portable NXX. 

10 2 2.8--.-.----- Each Party-shall - offer number portability to customers for 
any portion-of an existing-Dm block wlkkut being Lequired to porj the 
entire_block_of DLD numbers. Each Party shall permit customers who port 
a portion of DID number: to retain DID service on the remaining portion of 
the DID numbers. 

10 2.2 9 . . At the -time of portinq a number via-LNP from Q_w_est, 
Owest shall ensure that the LLDB. entry for that number is de-provisioned 
ftheQwest-~lLiB- is-notJbeing used by the CLEC. 

10.2.2.10 Both Parties -agree to follow the- LNP switch-[e-quest 
process -established -by- the Parties and in compliance with industry 
guidelines. 

10 2.3 1 Each Party shall sign the apprqriate _-NP&C user 
agree men t ( sl-aAd_-obja in certification from the ap p ropr i a t e_ -N PAC 
administrator( s) that- lh e-Pa rty or the Pa_rtyls-Seplce 0 rde r -  Ad m i n i s t ra tio n 
[SOA) and Local Service Management System (LSMS) vendor(s) has 
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sys.t_te_m__s and equipme-ntJhat-aLe compatible with the NPAC'S established 
protocols-_and that the application of such systems and equipment is 

c a a t i b l e  with the NPAC. 

10.2.3.2 Each Party shall cooperate to facilitate the administration 
of the SMS through the process prescribed in the documents referenced 
in-Section 21. 

-_ 10.2.4.1 - -- Q wes t s h a I I pe d0rm-d e fa u I t L N P-_qu e ri es- w heCe-C L E C i s  
___ unable - I_ -- to - perform !ts-own query. CLEC sha!Lpe_rform &-the default 
SarHeCkK LNP d a t a e e  queries where Q w e s i s  unable to perform its 
own query. Qwest query services and charges are defined in FCC Tariff 
#5, ingludinq End Office and Tandem Default Query Charges which are 
conlalmed in Tariff Section 13 (Miscellaneous Service) and Database 
Query C ha rg e s-w hjc h-aIe con ta in ed in Ta riff Sect io n_ 2 0-( C CS AC- Se rvice 
Applica t i o n a  

10 2.4 2- For local calls to a NXX in which at leastone number has 
been-ported via LNP at the request of thesLECC, the Party that owns the 
originating switch shall_ query an LNP database as soon as the call 
reaches-!hgJrstLNP-capable switch in the call path The Party that owns 
the originating switch shall qu_ey-onn_a_bcal call to a NXX in which a tkas t  
one number has been ported via LNP prior to any attempts to route the 
call to any other switch Prjor to the fir_st-numbeLin-a--NXX beEg ported 
via LNP at the request of the CLEC, Qwest may querr-al l_cal~ directed to 
the NXX, subjectjo the billinq provisionsssdiscussed in Section 10.2.4.1 
and pIov[deA_that Qwest-queries shall not adversely _affect the quality of 
service- to--CLEC's customers or end-uLeLs 3s- compared to the service 
Qwest provides its owncustomers and end-users. 

10 2.4.3 A Party shallbe-chamed .for_a-LNP_queg by the-other 
Party _ _ _  only if the Pa-rty-t_q_b_e charqed is the N-1 carrier and it was obligated 
to-perform the LNP query but failed to do so. Parties are not obliqated to 
perform the-L-NP-query prior to the first poc-in a-NXX. 

10.2,4.4 On calls oriqinating from a-Party's network, the-Par& will 
populate, Ifftechnically feasibleLJhe Jurisdiction Information Parameter 
(JIP) with the first six digits of the originat_lng LRN in the SS7 Initial 
AddLgss-MLssage. 

10-24.5 - - -___ Each- Party shall cooperate in the Qrocess of porting 
numbersJCom one caryier to another so as to limit service outaqe for the 
polfed subscriber. Qwest-shall update i_ts LNP databas-e-fromdhe NP-A-C 
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SMS data within fifteen (15) minutes of receipt of a download from the 
NPAC- SM s. 

10.2.5 0 rd e ri nq B o t ~ r t i e f d t a l C ~ ~ b ~ ~ e f ~ ~ t a ~ a  rdsas-developed 
by the tndustry. IN~~rvice-cso~de~e6via-al-ocaI-Se~ice-Req-uest -af&associated 
Number P o r t a b + h t y - - b r m s - - S p e & W ~ ~ b ~ f d e ~ ~ ~  
contained i-wM-WnocolnReGOUfGe-E;tld8. CLEC may 
order long t e r r t l - n u f R b e r - p ~ a ~ i ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ b f ~ g ~ - a  R -electrcKticinterface: 

&2 cf this 
Agreement: 

. .  T h w i e d f ~ ~ ~  i:! !%€A 

10.2.5.1 Both- Parties shal l  -comply -with ordering standards _as 
developed- by the-jndustry and as described in Section 12 of this 
Agreement.. LNP-sSweLs ordered via a Local Service Request and 
associated Number Portability forms. -_Spe&k-&ta ii 

. I n t e f c o ~ c ~ l ~ - - ~ ~ ~ 0 - ~ - ~ d ~ C  - - LEC may order long term 
number portability either manualbpr through an electronic interface. The 
electronic qate_way_Sqlu&&n for ordering service 15 dgscribed in Section 12 
of thts-Aq ree menL 

Standard Due Date Intervals. Service intervals for LNP are 
& 

R & W Q f k € X ~ ~  fi@-e-h!e2a@l!9e-w& 
capj+@te--mt--ava i4aMe;iote-F-a I s are on an-lndiy&@ 
G a s e - - B a s t w -  -._Orders received after 3.00 p.m. 
(moun-tain time) are considered the next business-da: 
The- f-ollowing service intervals have been established for 
local num be_r_porta bility; 

. . .  10.2.5.2 
described below. 7hese-k --B-e-@HHk- 

_ _  Number of Lines Interval 
Simple (1 FW1 FB) 

- __ - - - 1-20 I!n_es-_- 4 business days 
- 21 -5Ojines- 5 business days 

_I __ ___l___l 51 or more lines ICB __ 

Complex (PBX Trunks/lSDN) 
- - - ___I __- -- 

-. I __ 

_- 1-8 lines or trunks 
_I 5 business - - . -- day2 
6 business-days ______I_ 9-16 lines or trunks 

.- - - - 1 7 - 2 4 - h ~  s -or- t r un ks -1 -b us fl e s s d ay s 
I__ I___II_--__ 25 or more lines or trunks - I  

Centrex 
I- lOj ines 5 business days 
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- 10.2.5 _ _  3 Most LNP order activity is flow-throuqh, meaning that- 
ten ( IO) diqit unconditional triqqer, or line side attribute (LSA) trigger, can 
be set automatically. The CLEC may request any Due Date/Frame Due 
Time (DD/FDT) where the trigqer can be set automatically, although there 
may be some - limitations due to schedujed-__-m-alfltenance or othej 
circumstances related to the Number Portabllity Administration 
CentedService Masage-msnt System NPACISMS. If the DD/FDT on a flow- 
though cut is-0-utside Qwest's normal bu-sjnes? hours for LNP, Qwe>t-wfl 
have personnel available in the Repair Center to assist in the event that the 
CLEC exper iencsroblems during the cut. In addition, Qwest _alNows the 
CLEC-torequest-a-Macaged Cut on a 24 X-7 basLs_ in those situations 
where a cut would otherwise have been flow-throuqh, but where the C& 
has a business- need to-have Qwest personnel dedicated to the cut. The 
t e rm s a n d con d it i on s for Ma n a ged C u ts-arg d escnbed j n- 1 0.2.5.4. 

1 0 2 . 5 4  . - LNP Managed Cut: A Maqaged-Cut permits CLEC to 
select-a-coor_dinatecj-cut foI-LNP. Managed Cuts are offered on a 24 &J 
basis_ 

10 2-5 4 1 Th-%date and time for themaLaged cut requires up- 
G n t  planning 3rd- may need to be negotiated betweguQwest and 
CLEC. All requests will be processed on a first come, first served 
basis and are subsct to Qwest's abilityAo meet a reasonable 
demand .-Cons ideja t ion s such a ~ s y s  t e-m- -down ti meL _switch 
upgrades, switch maintenance, and the-possibility- of other CLECs 
requestjng _the same FDT in the same switch_(switch contention) 
must be reviewed In-the event that any of these situations could 
occur, Qwest will neggtiate with-C_LEC for an-agreed _upon FDT, 
prior to issuing the Firm Order Confirmation (FOCr-When- t_hls-up- 
front coordination and-FDT negotiation is requir-ed, additional time 
will be required f_or__the FOC. Otherwise, standard intervals will 
apply. 

10 2,5 4 2 CLEC shall request-a Ma-naged-CuJ-by-submitting a 
Local Service Request (LSR] and designating this order as a 
Ma_naged-Cut in the remarks section of the LSR form. 

10.2.5.4 3 CLEC will incur additional charges for the Managed 
Cut dependent upon the FDT. The rates are based upon whether 
the request is _within Qwest's normal busines_s_-hours or out of 
hguoucs. Qwest'sngrmal business hours are 7:OO a.m. to 7:OO p.m., 
local time,- M-onday- thrgugh-EridayLTh-e_ rate for Managed Cuts 
during normal business__hpuws is the standard rate The rate for 
Managed Cuts out of hours, except for Sundays and Hol!dxs, s 
the overtime rate, and Sundays and Holidays is the premium rate. 
Exhibit A of this Agreement contains the rates for Managed Cuts. 
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33 

10.2.6 

10.2.5.4 4 _ _  Chgrges for Managed Cuts shall be based. upon 
actual hours worked in one half (%I hour increments multiplied by 
the number of Qwest personnel actively participatinqin the cut- 

10.2.5.4.5 Qwest will schedule the appropriate number of 
G-pl_oyees-_prior to the cut, based upon information provided-k 
CLEC. CLEC will also have appropriate personnel scheduled for 
the negotiated FDT. If CLEC’s information is modified durinq the 
cut, and, as-a resuIt,non:schedu!ed--empIoyees are-requirerdJ 
CLEC shall be charqed a three (3) hour minimum callout per each 
additional non-scheduled emp_l_qyeg_- !f_the cut is either cancejled, 
or _supplemenLed-Jo change. th_e due date, within twenty four (24) 
hours of the neqotiated FDT, CLEC will be charged a three (3) 
-- hour minimum. 

10 2.5.4.6 --ln-the event that the LNP M a m e d  Cut conver@ 
i s n o t  successfuI,_CCEC and Qwest agree to isolate and fix the 
problem in a timeframe acceptable to CLEC. If the probleE 
cannot be corrected within an acceptable timeframe, CLEC may 
request the resjost of Qwest service for the ported customer, 
Such restoration shall occur immediately upon request. CLEC is 
required to issue a-S-u~glemental LSR to eith_ecmcel the-oliginal 
LSR or chanqe the due date. 

Main le na n ce a nd Re2a i r Standa rd--Duei)ate - Irttewa ls,Se NiceiRtelva Is for- 

Centrex 
- 1 - 1 Q l i n ~ 5 - b u s i  n e ss days 
L_- I-WiRe”0 -business -days 
_Î _- 2-1- Ofmorskner ‘CB 
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10 2 6 1 Each Party is responsible for its own end users and will have the 
responsibility _ fo r  resolution-of any service trouble report(s) from its end 
users. End user customers will be instructed to report all cases of_troubl_e 
to their Service Provider. 

10.2.6.2 -. -. Each Party will provide their respective end user customers the 
correct telephone numbers to call for access to their respective repair 
bureaus. Each Party will provide their repair contact numbers to one 
an 0 1 her_o_n_ a .Le_c=i PLw! I .ba Si?, 

10.2.6 3 Qwest will work cooperatively with CLEC to resolve trouble reports 
when the trouble-cgndLtion has been isolated and found to be within a 
poaon of the Qwest network. Qwest will perform stazdardtests to isolate 
and-repair the trouble. 

1 9 long - 4 e m - w r n b e r - p w Q b i ~ ~ ~  
20 
21 

changes to, su& ruies.Rate Elements 
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I 10 2.7.1 --_____ Qwest will ccmpk with FCC and-com-missjon rules on cog 
cecovery for Ion g term n u m be r porta b i I it y&utQwest-reserves-+t&-ftqht-te 
& l k m g e , + m d - e x k - 4 x m g ~ s .  

10.2 8 
the Padres and tn c o m p l e a n w ~ t W & t ~ ~ s  

60th Parties agree - t o - f d l o w - t ~ - L , ~ P - f w i t c k f e q u e s t - p r o c  

10.2.9 Both Partiesagree-to-ccKnpljcwitk-+ntF;t- and - inter-company - testing 
g u d e l w s  a s - e s t a  b l r s h e 6 - b y f h e - W e s t e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~  ta tion -and-Teskr+kam 
and/or State s p e c t f ~  learns. 

Section 2 - -  1 0 - N-E-WOKSTANDARDS: 

N ew- Sect! o n I 
2 1 .3  :4 Loq I -Ngmbe r_-Pprta b i I i t y 

N u-mbe r-rogab@Q--Gsn-eri c Switch i n q and S iq n a I i n g Require men t s for 
N.umbe_ruoflabillty, Issue 1 .OO, February 12, 1996 (Editor - Lucent 
Te chfio 1 o CJ i e s , I nc); 

Gene ri c-OJ e ra t o r S e rv i ce s Switch i n q Require men t s for N u m be r 
Portability, Issue 1 .OO, Final DraBIApjl_l 2, 1996-/Edit0t-z Nortel); 

19 



, 
\ 

1 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
12 
13 
13 
15 
I6 
17 
IS  
19 
20 
21 

3 * 

3 3  
A- 

? -  -3 

24 

’ 5  

2 0 

’7 

’S 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

ATIS, TRQ No. 1 , Technical Requirements for Number Portability 
Operator Services-Switching Syskms, April 1999; 

AJS, TRQ No. 2, Technical Requirements for Nu-mber Portability 
Switchinq Svstems,April 1999; 

ATIS, TRQ No. 3, Technical Requirements for Number Portabilitv 
Databaseand Global Title Translation, April 1999; 

FCC First Report and Order and FurtheLNotice of Propo$ed Rulemakin% 
- FCC 96-283; CC Docket 95-1 16, RM 8535; Released-J& 2, 1996; 

- FCC -_____ First Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration; FCC 97- 
74; CC Docket 95-1 16, RM 8535; Released March 1 1, 1997. 

FCC _Second Peport and Order, FCC 97-298;_CC-DOck-g-95-116, RM 
8535, Released August 18, 1-99? 

Q. PLEASE DISCUSS W’COhl’S SPECIFIC CONCERNS REGARDING 

QjF’EST’S SCAT SECTION 10.2 PROPOSED ON SEPTEMBER 26,2000, 

TO TIIE AIULTI-STATE WORKSHOP ON NUMBER PORTABILITY AND 

Q\\‘EST ACREEhIENTS \l‘ITII YOUR COMhIENTS, IF ANY. 

A. Section 10.2 addresses Qwest’s’ proposed method of providing pernianent 

number portability. Qu.est’s modifications addressed the majority of WCorn’s concerns 

rcgarding L S P .  hoivever, the comments below are designed to highlight areas where 

additional clarity is required to satisfy the Act and FCC regulations. 

10.2.1.2 Ten-Digit Trigger Feature 

b’Com seeks modification of sections 10.2.1.2 and 10.2.5.3 that describe Qwest’s 

obligation to employ a 10-digit trigger. Proper implementation of the 10-digit trigger 

feature is essential to ensuring the smooth transfer of numbers from one carrier to another 

and protecting customers against inadvertent loss of service. Use of the ten-digit trigger 

by the donor carrier means that switch translations do not have to be removed 

20 



1 immediately after the cutover; it does no harm for the switch to “think” it is still serving 

7 - the relevant telephone number because the ten-digit trigger forces the switch to perform 

3 an LNP database dip and route the call based on the results of the query. With the ten- 

4 digit trigger operating, the call will be completed to the party now served by a competing 

5 carrier regardless of whether the original switch translation has been removed. Therefore 

6 \.VCom requests modifications to clarify trigger language within 10.2. 

7 Qwest makes an incorrect statement in 10.2.1.2. The FCC did not adopt a 

S solution, but rather stated that they found the LNP LRN method to be consistent with 

0 their performance criteria for porting. However, the FCC did adopt the inter-carrier 

technical operations processes developed by the NANC. To be absolutely and 10 

1 1  unmistakably clear on these points, WCom proposes deletion of the first sentence in 

12 section 10.2.1 2. In Utah, Qwest agreed to replace the first sentence of Section 10.2.1.2 

as follo\vs: “Qivest uses Location Number Routing (LRN) architecture.” 13 

14 \\’orldConi relies on a Due DatdFrame Due Time in managing its customer 

IS relations. I n  Scction 10.2.5.3 Q w s t  references some nondescript limitations which 

16 would ncgatc Qbvest’s offering of adherence to a Due DateFrame Due Time. WorldCom 

17 rcquests language justifying the specific circumstances under which Qwest would not 

IS  provide or abide by a Due Date/Franie Due Time. In the absence of these specific 

exceptions, CLEC tvould be depending, to their detriment, on Due DatesFrame Due 19 

Times that could be changed or ignored at Qwest’s whim. Qwest agreed to add a notice 20 

21 requirement and rewrite section 10.2.5.3 as follows: 

Most LNP order actjvi_ty-is-flow-throuqh, meaninq that the te-nAlOldiJ 
unconditional Jigger, -OL line- side attribute (LSA) trigger,can-_be set 
automatica!y,_lhe-CLEC-mayLequest any Due-Date/Frame Due Time 
(DDIFDT) on a 24 x 7 basis where the triqqer canbe_~et_a~~omaticaJy, 
although- the[e--qay-be- some instances when the Qwest or the NPAC 

2 1  
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3 
provides CLEC with advanced electronic notice of specific blocks of time 

other..cir_cumstances. re.lated.--tp the Number Portability Administration 

flow-though cut is outside Qwest's normal business hours for LNP, QwesJ 
will have-personnel available in the Repair Center to assist in the event 
that CLEC experjences poblems durinq the cut. In addition, Qwest 
allows CLEC to request a Manaqed Cut on a 24 X 7 basis in those 
sLuations where a cut would otherwise have been flow-throuqh, but 

dedicated to the cut. The terms and conditions for Managed Cuts are 
de2cribed..in 1 0.2.5.4. 

which cannot be used as a DD/t=DT due..to.schedukd _ _  maintenance or 
Center/Sen/iC_e_-Ma-n-agem~nt-SY~em NPA~!~M-S,._!r_th.?eDD/FDTona. 

where--. !he._C_LE-!Ja&-a-.. bus.iG3-cdLo- have Q.west_-P!?rson!.?! 

14 Section 10.2.2.6 Excluded Numbers 

I5 Qivest awkwardly puts forth a niodification in Section 10.2.2.6 that neither party 

16 shall be required to provide number portability for excluded numbers. WorldCom 

17 requests a small edit to this sentence to clarify those numbers are limited to only those 

1 S Lvhich are excluded by the FCC. The section should be reworded as such: 

I9 
20 
21 

2 5  

IO. 2.2.6 :+'either Party sltall be required IO provide ittimber portability for 
tiumbers \i*hich are e-xcluded by FCC rulings, (e.g. 500 and 900 NPAs. 
950 a t i d  976 NXY number services). 

11 -- 
Qtvest agrccd to adopt WCom's proposed language for Section 10.2.2.6 in the multi-state 

24 narkshop. 

2 j Q. DOES \\'COhl RECOMMEND ANY ADDITIONAL CHANGES TO 

26 QjI'EST'S 3IULTI-STATE SGAT LANGUAGE? 

27 A. )'a, as discussed above, the late filed proposed SGAT reflects a relatively 

2 s  incomplete description of LNP processes. Accordingly WCOM recommends adding the 

29 following important provisions. 

30 WCom also proposes adding the following language to ensure necessary changes 

31 are made IO the 91 1/E911 databases. 
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1 In connection with all LNP requests, the Parties agree to compIy with the 
2 Nalional Emergency Number Association ("NENA '') Recommended 
3 Standards for  Senice Proltider Local Number Portability (NENA-O2-006), 
4 as ma?' be updated from time to time, regarding unlocking and updating 
5 End Users' telephone number records in the 91 I/Autoniatic Location 
6 Inforniatiori ("ALII') database. The Old Service Provider shall perform 
7 the 91 I record unlock funcrion on the due date of the order. 

8 
9 Qwest essentially agreed to this proposed revision to be identified as 

10 Section 10.2.2.12 as follows: 

1 1  
12 
13 
11 
15 
1 6 
17 

1s 

19 

I n  connection wirh all LNP requests. the Parties agree to comply with the 
Nut ional Em ergen cy Number Association ("NENA '') Recon1 mended 
Standards fo r  Service Provider Local Number Portahilit?? (NENA-O2-006), 
as n i q -  be updated from time to time, regarding unlocking and updating 
End Users' relephone number records in the 91 l/Autornatic Location 
It formation ("A Ll'y darabase. The current Provider shall perform the 
9 I I record titilock firtiction on the cotripletion date of the order. 

WCorn is concerned with the use of the phrase "completion date" in  Section 

20 10.2.2.12. M'Com believes Qivest is using the term "completion date" to be is the "day 

2 1 follo\i,ing the activation of the customer's service on the new service provider's switch." 

_ _  71 tlo\i,ci.cr, the phrase "completion date" as commonly used refers to the date Qwest 

2 3  completes an order, which is not u.hat WCom believes is meant here. I f  the phrase 

2 1  "completion date" is going to be used here i t  should be defined in Section 10.2.2.12 in a 

25 last sentence as the day following the activation of the customer's service on the new 

26 sewice provider's switch. 

27 WCorn suggests incorporating a number of provisions setting forth Qwest's 

2s obligations to facilitate the CLECs ability to meet their customers' particular needs. 

29 First, \VCO>l requests that the following language be added to address Qwest's 
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1 obligation to port thousand-number blocks. In order to serve large customers, CLECs 

2 need assurance that Qwest can port pooled thousand-number blocks. 

3 
4 
5 
6 Guide. 
7 

8 

Portahilitq, for a thouscind block ( N n - 8  of numbers shall be provided by 
utilizing reassignnient of the block to CLEC through standard industry 
ordering principles, as contemplated in the Local Exchange Routing 

Qwest requested that WCorn determine if the addition of Section 10.1.2.18 

9 into section 10.2 as subsection 10.2.2. I 1 would address WCorn’s concerns. That 

I O  section provides as follows: 

1 1  
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10.1.2.1 8 NXX Migration, or Local Exchange Routing Guide 
Reassignment, reassigns the entire central office code (NXX) to the 
CLEC switch if the code is used solely for one end-user. Where one 
Party has activated an entire NXX for a single end user, or activated a 
substantial portion of an NXX for a single end user with the remaining 
numbers in that NXX either reserved for future use or otherwise unused, if 
such end user chooses to receive service from the other Party, the first 
Party shall cooperate with the second Party to have the entire NXX 
reassigned to an End Office operated by the second Party through the 
NANP administrator. In addition, both Parties agree to cooperate in 
arranging necessary updates and industry notification in the LERG (and 
associated industry databases, routing tables, etc.). Such transfer will be 
accomplished with appropriate coordination between the Parties and 
subject to appropriate industry lead-times (as identified in the LERG 
guidelines and the Central Office Code Administration guidelines) for 
movement of NXXs from one switch to another. Other applications of 
NXX migration will be discussed by the Parties as circumstances arise. 

79 N‘hichcvcr language is approved, the text should note that reassignment of the 

30 pooled block is done by the pool administrator. 

31 h’cxt, the SGAT should include provisions that permit CLECs to port numbers 

32 that have been reserved by end-use customers in anticipation of growth. In addition the 

33 SGAT should anticipate the circumstance that a customer may desire to reserve 

24 



1 additional numbers and have them ported to the new carrier at the time of the transfer. 

2 WCom proposes the following language to address these circumstances: 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 and 
9 

10 
I I  
12  
13 
14 
15 
16 

17 

IS 

Porting of Reserved Numbers . The Customers of each Party may port 
Reserved Numbers from one Party to the other Party via LNP. In 
anticipation ofporting from one Party to the other Party, a Party’s 
subscriber may reserve additional telephone numbers and include them 
kith the numbers that are subsequently ported to the other Party. 

Porting of Unassigned Numbers. Each Party shall, upon request by the 
other Part?., port unassigned numbers which are (i) requested by the other 
Part?-’s Customers or (ii) needed fo r  a footprint NPA-NXX code so that 
senice can be provided in a particular rate area. The Parties may use 
LSRs fo r  ordering Unassigned numbers, unless other processes are 
niutuallj’ agreed upon. Numbers may be requested in the form of a 
quatrtitjv of up to 25 telephone numbers from a specified NPA-NXX, or as a 
list of up to 25 specific numbers. 

Qwest agreed to add limited porting of reserved numbers with new 

19 language assigned section 10.2.2.13, but refused to add porting of unassigned 

20 numbers. Qwest’s proposed Section 10.2.2.13 read as follows: 

21 
-- 9 1  

-3 9- 

24 retail tariff: 

25 

Porting ofResenvd Numbers. The Customers of each Party may port 
R c w n r t l  hirnrhers/ronr one Party lo the other Party via LNP. Qwest will 
port nrrnibers previorrsly reserved by a crrstonier via the appropriate 

WCom is willing to accept Qwest’s proposed language for the last 

26 sentence of Section 10.2.2.13 if the word “previously” is removed. “Previously” 

27 is not related to a particular event in this section, therefore, previously has no 

2s relevant startins or ending point in order to determine what is meant by 

29 “previously” Le. Previous to what? Finally, the SGAT should explicitly allow 

30 customers to geographically relocate at the same time they port their telephone 

3 1 numbers to a new camer. The following proposal addresses this scenario: 

25 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
12 
13 

14 

Limits on Subscriber Relocution. Qwest and CLEC agree that a Customer 
ma?. geographically relocate at the same time as it ports its telephone 
number, using LNP, to the New Service Provider; provided, however, that 
the Old Service Provider may require that the Customer's relocation at the 
time of the port to the New Service Provider be limited to the geographic 
area represented by the NxXo f  the ported telephone number. The Old 
Service Provider may not impose a relocation limitation on the New 
Service Provider or the New Service Provider's subscribers that is more 
restrictive than that which the Old Service Provider would impose upon its 
own subscribers with telephone numbers having the same NXYas the 
telephone number(s) being ported. In addition, the Old Service Provider 
may not impose any restrictions on relocation by a ported End User while 
that End User is served by the New Service Provider. 

15 
16 

Qwest agreed to a similar provision as section 10.2.2.14 as follows: 

17 
1s 
19 
20 
21 
27 
23 
2 1  
2 5  
76  
7 7  

7 s  
2 0 
30 
31 
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Liniirs oti Subscriber Relocation. Qwest and CLEC agree that a Customer 
may geographically relocate at [he same time as it ports its telephone 
riirnrbcr. itsirig LNP. to the New Service Provider; provided, however, that 
tlie Curretrt Senice Provider may require that the Customer's relocation 
ut [he time ofrhe port to the New Service Provider be limited to the 
geogruphic area represented by the NXX of the ported telephone number. 
Tlie Current Senice Provider may not impose a relocation limitation on 
the ,Vm' Senice Prorider or the New Service Provider's subscribers that 
is more restrictilve than [hat rvliich the Current Service Provider would 
impose upon its ONT subscribers with telephone numbers having the same 
A!LY us [he relephotre numhcr(s) being ported. In addition, the Current 
Scn*ice Pro\wier n r q *  nor inipose any restrictions on relocation by a 
portcti E d  User \c*hile tknt End User is served by the New Service 
Provider, except insofar as the relocation must be within tlie satcle local 
calling area and subject to the satire local calling area rate structure. 

32 
33 WCom cannot agree to the additional language requiring the relocation to 

34 be subject to the same local calling area rate structure. WCom is concerned that 

35 this would require a CLEC to have the same rate structure as Qwest, which would 

36 limit customer choices. 

37 
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1 Q. DID QWEST PROPOSE ANY OTHER MODIFICATIONS? 

2 A. In order to ensure that Qwest will port numbers permanently assigned to a 

3 

3 

company (i.e. radio station) for large volume calls, Qwest agreed to add the following 

sentence to the en,d of Section 10.2.2.1 "Unless specifically excluded in section 10.2, all 

5 telephone numbers assigned to an end-user customer are available to be ported through 

6 LNP." and strike the previous last sentence altogether. 

7 LINE SPLITTING 

S Q. U'HAT IS LINE SPLITTING? 
9 

I O  A. Line splitting involves the provision of voice and data service over a single loop 

1 1 by two different CLECS.~ In contrast, Line Sharing refers to the situation where the 

12 ILEC provides the voice service and a D-LEC provides the data service on the same line.4 

13 \+'Corn's testimony on Line Sharing \vas discussed by Thomas T. Priday for the emerging 

14 services workshop. My testimony today will address Line Splitting. 

15 Q. 

I(J 

AS A R-IATTER O F  POLICY, SHOULD THE COMMISSION REQUIRE 

Q\\'EST TO PROVIDE LINE SPLITTING IN A UNE-P ENVIRONMENT? 

17 A. \r'es. At present, UNE-P is the only vehicle most CLECs have to offer voice 

1 S 

19 

sewices to residential and small business customers on a scale that will provide 

nieaningful competition to the ILECs. However, the CLECs' ability to compete in the 

20 mass markets will be severely constrained if  they are unable to also provision data 

2 I services in a timely and cost effectively manner. Line Splitting will allow a voice CLEC 

In the case of line splitting the data service can also be provided by the ILEC or the ILEC's data affiliate. ' Application of SBC Communications, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, And Southwestern Bell 
Conununications Services, Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 
CC Docket KO. 00-65, FCC 00-238 (Ret. June 30. ZOOO), I 3 2 4  ("SWST Texas 271 Order"). 

I 

27 



1 

2 

3 

3 

5 

G 

7 

S 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

13 

I 5  

I6 

* 17 

IS 

19 

70 

21 

3 3  -- 
23  

(V-CLEC) using UNE-P to offer a full suite of features and services to its customers 

without having to collocate. 

In its Line Sharing Order, the FCC concluded that the high frequency portion of 

the loop is a capability of the loop. The FCC has also stated that an ILEC must provide a 

requesting carrier access to UNEs along with all of the UNE’s features, functions and 

capabilities, “in a manner that allow the requesting telecommunications carrier to provide 

atti. telecommunications service that can be offered by means of that network element.”5 

Hoivever. in order to gain access to the high frequency portion of the UNE loop, line 

splitting is required. Such line splitting is accomplished by adding passive electronic 

equipment referred to as “splitters,” a device that splits the low and high frequency 

portion of the loop and allows the high frequency portion of the loop to be routed to a 

DSLAhl. 

Q. \\’tlYSHOULD THE Q\VEST BE REQUIRED T O  DEPLOY THE 

SPLITTERS IN LINE SPLITTING (NON-ILEC VOICE) SCENARIOS? 

A. 

delivered in ;1 UNE-P architecture in a manner that is efficient, timely, and minimally 

disruptive to the retail customer. When UNE-P is provisioned, the service to the 

custonier (whether voice or data) should not require any more work than is necessary. 

Therefore. for example, if a customer has Qwest or Verizon for voice and a D-CLEC for 

data, then the customer should be entitled to keep its data provider i f  the customer 

chooses to have its voice service migrate to a V-CLEC who serves via WE-Platform. 

LVithout the option of an ILEC-furnished line splitter, a UNE-P provider would have to 

purchase or augment collocation space (or collocate in a common area), deploy its own 

A Q\\.est furnished line splitter is the only way to allow HFPL access to be 

’ 47 C.F.R. $ 5  I 
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1 

2 

splitter, and go through a provisioning process that is lengthy, cost prohibitive, and 

unduly disruptive to the customer. 

3 

4 

5 

G 

7 

S 

9 or \.oice providers. 

Use of Qwest-owned splitters can eliminate unnecessary service lead times and 

can allow for more efficient use of resources and scarce central office and frame space, 

especially in the circumstance of an end user terminating service or migrating the xDSL 

senice or voice service to another provider. CLECs and ISPs should encounter fewer 

competitive barriers to acquiring or migrating customers when using ILEC deployed 

splitter, and this is especially true when an end user exercises their choice to switch xDSL 

I O  

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Thus, failure by the ILECs to deploy line splitters effectively destroys the utility 

of CITE-P as a viable means of competing for residential customers who want advanced 

scnices. I f  ILECs arc not obligated at the request of a carrier to deploy the line splitters, 

\L'Com and other CLECs seeking to provide a bundled service of voice and data services 

to their customers stand to forfeit much of the benefit associated with providing local 

senice on a broad scaled using UNE-P. 

16 Q. IIAS TIIE FCC REQUIRED ILECS T O  PROVIDE SPLITTERS? 

I7 A. 

IS 

19 

20 

2 1 

Not yet. However, in the interest of promoting broad-based competitive entry in 

the State of Arizona, WCom asks this Commission to exercise its authority to require 

Qtvest in this proceeding to provide access to ILEC-owned splitters on a line-at-a-time 

basis. The FCC has clearly stated that its requirements are the minimum necessary, and 

that state conimissions are free to establish additional requirements, beyond those 

29 



1 established by the FCC, where consistent.6 

2 Q. HAVE OTHER STATE COMMISSIONS REQUIRED THE ILECS TO 

3 PROVIDE THE SPLITTER? 

4 A. Yes. Arbitrators for the Texas Public Utilities Commission recently ruled that 

5 Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (“SWBT”) “is required to provide the splitter in 

6 order to allow [the CLEC] to access the full functionality of the loop.”’ In rejecting 

7 S WBT’s proposal requiring UNE-P CLECs to collocate in order to gain access to the 

S high frequency portion of the loop, the Arbitrators reasoned: 

9 
10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 space. 

SWBT’s proposal . . . (1)  unnecessarily increases the degree of 
coordination and manual work and accordingly increases both the 
likelihood and duration of service interruptions; (2) introduces 
unnecessary delays for space application, collocation construction, and 
splitter installation; and (3) unnecessarily wastes central office and frame 

s 

15 Q. \\’HAT IS YOUR RECOhlhlENDATION WITH RESPECT TO SPLITTER 

1 6 D E PLOY hI E NT? 

17 A. Qlvest should be required to own splitters and make them available to CLECs on 

18 a line-at-a-time basis. Qwest should not be permitted to offer only CLEC-owned splitter 

19 deployment options. WorldCom agrees with AT&T’s regarding the highly preferable use 

20 of a Qwest-deployed, line-at-a-time splitter arrangement. This position does not mean 

2 1 that CLECs should not be allowed to deploy their own splitters as they so desire, but it 

22 does rccognizc that other options need to be made available to CLECs desiring to enter 

’ WNE Remand Order at 11 154-60. 

TCG Dallas, and Tcleport Communications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 252(B)( 1) of the Federal 
Communications Act of 1996. Docket No. 22315, Arbitration Award, p. 19 (September 13,2000). 

Southucstcrn Bell Telephone Company For Arbitration with AT&T Communications of Texas, L.P., 7 

* I d  
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the marketplace. Qwest-owned splitters, offered on a line-at-a-time, will also promote 

the ability of CLECs to offer bundled voice and data service, in direct competition with 

Qwest. 

As noted earlier, the FCC is now considering this issue in response to AT&T’s 

petition for reconsideration of the UNE Remand Order. This Commission can impose 

such a requirement on Qwest as well. 

Q. 

IbIPOSE IN ORDER TO ENSURE LINE SPLITTING IS PROPERLY 

IblPLEhIENTED? 

.A. 

ILECs require voice CLECs to collocate in order to provide UNE-P line splitting. 

Requiring a W E - P  CLEC to collocate defeats the purpose of UNE-P making it too 

costly 10 sen’e niass market customers. As has been discussed in more depth, by 

requiring the ILECs to provision the splitter to UNE-P CLECs who desire it ,  the 

Commission \vi11 eliminate the need for the UNE-P CLEC to collocate. 

ARE THERE OTHER REQUIREMENTS THE COMMISSION NEEDS TO 

Yes. The Comniission should also clarify that under no circumstance may the 

Nor should the Commission permit the ILECs to unnecessarily break apart 

combinations of network elements for migrations from line sharing scenarios (ILEC 

voice and D-CLEC data or ILEC data) to UNE-P line splitting scenarios (UNE-P V- 

CLEC voice and D-CLEC data or ILEC data). Only by requiring the ILECs to keep 

migrations as simple as possible, can the Commission keep the CLECs’ cost of providing 

service at a reasonable Ie\’el. Where cross connects are required in order to provision 

W E - P  line splitting (such as adding data to a UNE-P line), the ILEC should be required 

3 1  
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to perform the central office work -- the same central office work that i t  performs to 

provision line sharing. 

In addition, as discussed above, the CLECs must be able to order the W E - P  line 

sharing arrangement as a platform offering and must not be required to order each 

unbundled network element individually in order for the customer who migrates to the 

UNE-P CLEC’s voice service to retain its data service. 

Finally, Qwest has proposed new rate elements and interim prices in its SGAT for 

Line Splitting and Line Sharing. WorldCom does not concur with all of the proposed rate 

elements, nor with the suggested prices. WorldCom is in agreement with other CLECs 

that have expressed all rates and rate elements proposed by Qwest for Line Splitting and 

Line Sharing should be reviewed in the permanent cost docket. 

Q. DO l’OU HAVE SPECIFIC CONCERNS ABOUT LANGUAGE FOUND IN 

K.-iS-l FOR T€IE SGAT? 

A. Yes, 1 do. 

Section 1.1. 

Qw.est’s introductory description of Line Splitting, as stated in its proposed AZ 

SGAT attachment 9X. section 1 . 1  entitled “Description”, states that this offering provides 

CLECs \vith the opportunity to offer advanced data service simultaneously with an 

“existing” UNE-P by using the high frequency range of the loop. Line Splitting should 

be available as a service offering when a CLEC is ordering or modifying any UNE-P 

arrangement from Qwest, rather than being restricted to only current, or “existing” UNE- 

P customers of the CLEC. WConi should be able to order a new UNE-P arrangement 

from Qwest and request splitting as an aspect of that order at the same time. Accordingly, 
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1 WorldCom recommends removal of the term "existing" from proposed Section 1.1, as 

2 follo\vs: 

3 
4 
5 

Line Splitting provides CLEC with the opportunity to offer advanced data 
sewice simultaneously with an existing UNE-P by using the frequency 
range above the voice band on the copper loop. 

6 
7 Section 1.2.1.1 
8 
9 As previously mentioned in our comments, Qwest should be required to own 

10 splitters and make them available to CLECs on a line-at-a-time basis. Qwest should not 

1 1 be permitted to offer only CLEC-owned splitter deployment options. Under no 

12 circumstances should Qwest require voice CLECs to collocate in order to provide W E - P  

13 line splitting, nor should Qwest unnecessarily break apart combinations of network 

14 elements for migrations from line sharing scenarios (Qwest voice and D-CLEC data) to 

I5 USE-P line splitting scenarios (UNE-P V-CLEC voice and D-CLEC data). Where cross 

I O  connects arc required in order to provision UNE-P line splitting, Qwest should be 

17 required to perform the central office work, the same central office work that i t  perfornis 

I S  for itself to provision line sharing. 

19 Section 1.2.1.1 should be modified as follows, to reflect inclusion of Qwest- 

20 deployed splitters as an option for CLECs: 

21 
-- 7 7  

23  

1.2.1.1 The CLEC may order the insertion of a POTS splitter or the 
DLEC may order the insertion of a POTS splitter with an LOA from the 
CLEC, or the CLEC may order access to a splitter on a line-at-a-time basis 

24 
2 5  
26 
27 

from Qivest, and/or other equipment necessary for the end user to receive 
separate voice and data service across a single copper loop. 

33 



1 Section 1.2.1.6 

- 7 Ideally a Qwest-deployed splitter should be located as close as possible to the 

3 MDF. Splitters should be placed near the MDF to minimize quality of service and 

4 costing concerns. Locating the line splitters near the MDF allows for the least amount of 

5 intra-office cabling. Reducing the amount of cabling minimizes the potential for service 

6 quality degradation. In addition, locating splitters near the MDF prevents placement in 

7 more remote areas of the ILEC’s central offices, a result that would artificially (and could 

S dramatically) inflate CLECs’ cost of doing business. 

9 Accordingly, language in Line Splitting 1.2.1.6 should be modified to reflect this 

10 deployment option: 

1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
IS 
1 9 
2 0 
21 

23 
24 

7 7  -- 

1.2.1.6 CLEC-owned and deployed POTS splitters may be installed in 
Qwest Wire Centers in either of the following ways at the 
discretion of CLEC/DLEC: (a) via the standard Collocation 
arrangements set forth in the Collocation Section; or (b) via 
Common Area Splitter Collocation as set forth in the Shared Loop 
Section of this agreement. Under either option, POTS splitters will 
be appropriately hard-wired or pre-wired so that Qwest is not 
rcquired to inventory more than two points of termination. When 
ordcred by a CLEC as such, ILEC-owned and deployed POTS 
splitters will be installed in a common area as close as possible to 
the Main Distributing Frame. 

Section 1.2.1.7 

35 As mcntioned previously in WCom’s comments on Line Sharing, general 

26 forecasting requirements are specified in Section 3.0 of the SGAT (which has yet to be 

27 reviewed). Any forecasting requirements which agreed upon as part of that review 

2 s  should be applicable to all of the services provided under the SGAT, without need for 

29 additional forecasting requirements specified elsewhere which may be unduly 

30 burdensome, either administratively or with regards to the disclosure of confidential or 
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proprietary information, on the CLEC. Line Splitting Section 1.2.1.7 should be modified 

as follows: 

. .  1.2.1.7 CLEC will provide Qwest with 
forecasts for UNE-P Line Splitting volumes 

accordance with the forecasting requirements set forth in the 
Implementation Schedule Section of this Agreement fx++Wks 

Section 1.3.2.2 

WCom also disagrees with a charge for loop conditioning associated with UNE-P. 

QLvest proposes to impose a non-recurring charge for either conditioning the loop by 

removing load coils and/or excess bridged taps; or reconditioning the line if necessary to 

assure the quality of the voice service on the UNE-P. There should be no charge for 

conditioning of loops under 18,000 feet. Section 1.3.2.2. should be revised to read: 

1.3.2.2 Charge for conditioning loop associated with UNE-P - A non- 
recurring charge for either conditioning the loop by removing load 
coils and/or excess bridged taps; or reconditioning the line if 
nccessrlry to assure the quality of the voice service on the UNE-P 
may be imposed for conditioning or reconditioning loops 
exceeding 18,000 feet. 

Section 1.4.1.1 

When b'orldCom or any CLEC purchases a loop via UNE-P, i t  acquires rights to 

the entire loop, including the portions used to provide voice service and the portions 

capable of providing advanced services. Only the CLEC or its authorized agent should 

be allowed to modify or add services to any specific W E - P  associated loop. Therefore, 

Line Splitting Section 1.4.1. I ,  ordering, should be revised as follows: 
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1 1.4 Ordering Process 

2 1.4.1 UNE-P Line Splitting 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

I O  

1.4.1.1 As a part of the pre-order process, CLECDLEC can 
access loop characteristic information through the Loop 
Information Tool described in the Support Functions 
Section. CLEC or its authorized agent will determine, in 
its sole discretion and at its risk, whether to add data 
services to any specific UNE-P associated loop. 

1 1  Section 1.5.2 

12 Again, When WorldCom purchases a loop via UNE-P, it  acquires rights to the 

13 entire loop, including the right to assign service and/or billing responsibilities for portions 

14 of the loop capable of providing advanced services to its agents. Therefore, Line 

IS Splitting Section 1 S.2, Billing, should be revised as follows: 

16 1.5 Billing 
17 
IS 1.5.2.1 Qwcst shall bill the CLEC, or the CLEC's authorized 
1 0 agent. at the CLEC's request, as the customer of record for 
2 0 all recurring and non-recurring Line Splitting rate elements 
111 

2 2  Q .  DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIhlONY'? 

23 A. Yes. i t  does. 
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