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AT&T hereby files its exceptions to the recommendation of the Administrative 

Law Judge on Section 27 1 -Emerging Services it received on October 4,2001, stating as 

follows: 

AT&T filed its Objections to the Draft Report on Qwest Compliance with Section 

271 Emerging Services on or about July 19,2001. In AT&T’s filing, it took issue to 

certain recommendations made by Staff of the Arizona Corporation Commission on 

various emerging services issues. As the Order prepared by Administrative Law Judge 

adopts the positions taken by the Arizona Corporation Commission Staff, AT&T 

incorporates, by reference, all testimony, comments and pleadings proffered by AT&T on 

the issue of emerging services submitted to the Arizona Corporation Commission. 

AT&T further reserves the right to argue its position on emerging services issues further 



to the Arizona Corporation Commission, the Federal Communications Commission, 

and/or any relevant court of law. 

While AT&T notes that it has brought issues with both the Qwest proffered 

SGAT language and the Staffs Report on the “emerging services” language to the 

attention of the Staff of the Arizona Corporation Commission, due to negotiation by 

AT&T and Qwest subsequent to Arizona workshops on the “emerging service” issue of 

subloop, Qwest has agreed to make significant changes to SGAT language in various 

states. A copy of the changes is enclosed as Attachment A. The Washington record 

verifying that Qwest has adopted those changes is attached as Attachment B. 

Furthermore, a letter verifying that Qwest would adopt the changes at issue in Colorado 

is attached as Attachment C. 

While these changes do not alleviate certain AT&T concerns about the ability to 

access subloop on a nondiscriminatory basis (e.g. a manual LSR requirement to access 

subloop), the Qwest proffered language attached as Attachment A represents significant 

change of position by Qwest on the issue. As Qwest has proffered the language for use in 

other states, there is no reason that Qwest should not be required to proffer such language 

in Arizona. 

Accordingly, AT&T would request that the Administrative Law Judge and/or the 

Arizona Corporation Commission require Qwest to adopt the 59.3 Subloop language 

attached as Attachment A herein. 

Respectfully submitted this 8* day of October 2001. 
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Attachment A 

9.3 Subloop Unbundling 

9.3.1 Description 

9.3.1.1 A Subloop is defined as any portion of the Loop that it is 
technically feasible to access at terminals in Qwest’s outside plant, 
including inside wire. An accessible terminal is any point on the Loop 
where technicians can access the wire or fiber within the cable without 
removing a splice case to reach the wire or fiber within. Such points may 
include, but are not limited to, the pole, pedestal, network interface 
device, minimum point of entry, single point of Interconnection, main 
distribution frame, remote terminal, Feeder Distribution Interface (FDI), or 
Serving Area Interface (SAI). This section does not address Dark fiber 
Subloop which is addressed in Section 9.7. 

9.3. I .I. 1 Building terminals within or physically attached to a 
privately owned building in a Multi-Tenant Environment (MTE) are one 
form of accessible terminal. Throughout Section 9.3 the Parties 
obligations around such “MTE terminals” are segregated because 
Subloop terms and conditions differ between MTE environments and non- 
MTE environments. 

9.3.1 . I  .1.1 MTE Terminals: Accessible terminals within a 
building in a MTE environment or accessible terminals physically 
attached to a building in a MTE environment. Qwest Premises 
located on real property that constitutes a campus environment, 
yet are not within or physically attached to a non-Qwest owned 
building, are not considered MTE Terminals. 

9.3.1 .1 . I  .2 Detached Terminals: All accessible terminals other 
than MTE Terminals. 

9.3.1 .I .2 For any configcrration noi specificallv addressea in :kis 
SGAT. the conditions of CLEC access shall be as required bv ;fie 
particular circumstances. These conditions include: (1) t he  cfegre3 13 
equipment separation required, (2) the need for separate cross-connect 
devices. ( 3 )  the interval applicable to any collccation or other grovisionin2 
requirinq Qwest perfmnance or cooceration, (4) :he securitv required IC 
maintain t he  safety and reliabilitv of the facilities of Qwest and ott-ier- 
CLECs, (Si the enqineerina and merations standards and practices to be 
applied at Qwest facilities where rhev are also used by CLECs for 
- sublccp element access 3tr;d 16.j anv s h r  eqiiirements, standards ;: 
practices rlec?ssarv to .xsidre ! ~ e  saJe acd reliabit cperaticn si.& 
carriers’ faciiities. 

-- 9.3.7. I .3. Any party ma\/ request. under any procedure 
provided for bv this SGAT for addressins non-standard services or 
netwcrk conditions. :he development of standard terms and 
conditions for an\/ ccnfiqur-ation(s) for wnict? it can provide 
re a sori ab  I’?i c I e a r !e c h n i c a I and o pe,ra t i o n a I c t? a r 3 cr e r i st i cs 3 n d 
prameters Or;ce developed thrG!:!ql? si,i:h a prv4cess: tilg-?e t e r m  
-.--___I- 



and conditions shall be generally available to any CLEC for any 
configuration fittinq the requirements established through such 
process. 

9.3.1.1.4 Prior to the development of such standard terms 
and conditions, Qwest shall impose in the six areas identified in 
Section 9.3.1.7.2 above only those requirements or intervals that 
are reasonably necessary. 

9.3.1.2 Standard Subloops available. 

a> Two-Wire/Four Wire Unbundled Distribution Loop 

b) DSI  Capable Unbundled Feeder Loop 

c) Two-Wire/Four Wire Non-loaded Distribution Loop 

d) lntrabuilding Cable Loop 

9.3.1.3 Standard Subloop Access 

9.3.1.3.1 Accessing Subloops in Detached Terminals: Subloop 
Unbundling is available after a CLEC requested Field Connection Point 
(FCP) has been installed within or adjacent to the Qwest accessible 
terminal. The FCP is a demarcation point connected to a terminal block 
from which cross-connections are run to Qwest Subloop elements. 

9.3.1.3.2 Accessing Subloops in MTE Terminals: Subloop 
Unbundling is available after CLEC has notified Qwest of its intention to 
Subloop unbundle in the MTE, during or after an inventory of CLEC’s I 
terminations has been created, and CLEC has constructed a cross- 
connect field at the building terminal. 

9.3.1.3.2.1 Reserved for Future Use 

9.3.1.3.2.2 Reserved for Future Use 

9.3.1.4 Field Connection Point 

9.3.1.4.1 Field Connection Point (FCP) is a demarcation point that 
allows CLEC to interconnect with Qwest outside of the central office 
location where it is technically feasible. The FCP interconnects CLEC 
facilities to a terminal block within the accessible terminal. The terminal 
block allows a technician to access and combine Unbundled Subloop 
elements. When a FCP is required, it must be in place before Subloop 
orders are processed. 

9.3.1.4.2 Placement of a FCP within a Qwest Premises for the sole 
purpose of creating a cross-connect field to support Subloop unbundling 
constitutes a “Cross-Connect Collocation.” 
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9.3.1.4.2.1 
Cross-Connect Collocation are found within section 9.3. 

The terms, conditions, intervals and rates for 

9.3.1.4.2.2 
Qwest Premises that requires power and or heat dissipation, such 
Collocation is governed by the Terms of Section 8 and does not 
constitute a Cross-Connect Collocation. 

To the extent that CLEC places equipment in a 

9.3.1.4.3 A FCP arrangement can be established either within a 
Qwest accessible terminal, or, if space within the accessible terminal is 
legitimately exhausted and when technically feasible, CLEC may place 
the FCP in an adjacent terminal. CLEC will have access to the 
equipment placed within the Collocation for maintenance purposes. 
However, CLEC will not have access to the FCP Interconnection point. 

9.3.1.5 MTE Point of Interconnection (MTE-POI) 

9.3.1.5.1 A MTE-POI is necessary when CLEC is obtaining access 
to the Distribution Loop or lntrabuilding Cable Loop from an MTE 
Terminal. CLEC must create the cross-connect field at the building 
terminal that will allow CLEC to connect its facilities to Qwest's Subloops. 
The demarcation point between CLEC and Qwest's facilities is the MTE- 
POI. 

9.3.1.6 Once a state has determined that it is technically feasible 
to unbundle Subloops at a designated accessible terminal, Qwest shall 
either agree to unbundle at such access point or shall have the burden to 
demonstrate, pursuant to the dispute resolution provisions of this 
Agreement, that it is not technically feasible, or that sufficient space is not 
available to unbundle Subloop elements at such accessible terminal. 

9.3. I .7 Qwest shall provide access to additional Subloop 
elements, e.g. copper feeder, to CLEC where facilities are available 
pursuant to the Special Request Process in Exhibit F. 

9.3.2 Standard Subloops Available 

9.3.2.1 Distribution Loops 

9.3.2.1.1 Two-Wire/Four-Wire Unbundled Distribution Loop: a 
Qwest provided facility from the Qwest accessible terminal to the 
demarcation point or Network Interface Device (NID) at the end user 
location. The Two-WirelFour-Wire Unbundled Distribution Loop IS 
suitable for local exchange-type services. CLEC can obtain access to 
this unbundled element at any technically feasible accessible terminal. 

9.3.2.1.2 Two-Wire/Four-Wire Non-Loaded Distribution Loop: a 
Qwest provided facility without load coils and excess bridged taps from 
the Qwest accessible terminal to the demarcation point or Network 
Interface Device (NID) at the end user location. When CLEC requests a 
Non-Loaded Unbundled Distribution Loop and there are none available, 



Qwest will contact CLEC to determine if CLEC wishes to have Qwest 
unload a Loop. If the response is affirmative, Qwest will dispatch a 
technician to “condition” the Distribution Loop by removing load coils and 
excess bridged taps (Le., “unload” the Loop). CLEC may be charged the 
cable unloading and bridged taps remwal non-recurring charge in 
addition to the Unbundled Loop installation non-recurring charge. If a 
Qwest technician is dispatched and no load coils or bridged taps are 
removed, the non-recurring conditioning charge will not apply. CLEC can 
obtain access to this unbundled element at any technically feasible 
accessible terminal. 

9.3.2.1.3 lntrabuilding Cable Loop: a Qwest provided facility from 
the building terminal inside a MTE to the demarcation point at the end 
user customer premises inside the same building. This Subloop element 
only applies when Qwest owns the intrabuilding cable. 

9.3.2.1.4 To the extent CLEC accesses Subloop in a campus 
environment from an accessible terminal that serves multiple buildings, 
CLEC can access these Subloops by ordering a Distribution Loop 
pursuant to either Section 9.3.2.1 . I  or 9.3.2.1.2. A campus environment 
is one piece of property, owned by one person or entity, on which there 
are multiple buildings. 

9.3.2.2 Feeder Loops 

9.3.2.2.1 DSI Capable Unbundled Feeder Loop is a digital 
transmission path that is provisioned from a Qwest central office network 
interface, which consists of a DSX-1 panel or equivalent, to the 
accessible terminal. The DSI Capable Unbundled Feeder Loop 
transports bi-directional DSI signals with a nominal transmission rate of 
1.544 Mbit/s. 

9.3.3 MTE Terminal Subloop Access: Terms and Conditions 

9.3.3.1 Access to Distribution Loops or lntrabuilding Cable Loops 
at an MTE Terminat within a non-Qwest owned MTE is done through an 
MTE-POI. Remote Collocation is not necessary because CLEC can 
access the Subloop without placing facilities in a Qwest Premises. 

9.3.3.2 
Access Ordering Process” set forth in Section 9.3.5.4. 

To obtain such access, CLEC shall complete the “MTE- 

9.3.3.3 The optimum point and method to access Subloop 
elements will be determined during the MTE Access Ordering Process. 
The Parties recognize a mutual obligation to interconnect in a manner 
that maintains network integrity, reliability, and security. CLEC may 
access the MTE Terminal as a test access point. 

9 3 3 4  CLEC will work with the MTE building owner to determine 
where to terminate its facilities within the MTE CLEC will be responsible 
for all work associated with bringing its facilities into and terminating the 



facilities in the MTE. CLEC shall seek to work with the building owner to 
create space for such terminations without requiring Qwest to rearrange 
its facilities. 

9.3.3.5 If there is space in the building for CLEC to enter the 
building and terminate its facilities without Qwest having to rearrange its 
facilities, CLEC must seek to use such space. In such circumstances, an 
inventory of CLEC’s terminations within the MTE shall be input into 
Qwest’s systems to support Subloop orders before Subloop orders are 
provisioned or in conjunction with the first subloop order in ihe MTE, 
Qwest shall have five (5) calendar days from receipt of a written request 
from CLEC, in addition to the interval set forth in Section 9.3.5.4.1, to 
input cxm@&+m& inventory of CLEC’s terminations into its systems 
-&t- t q t e m - s .  Qwest may seek an extended 
interval if the work cannot reasonably be completed within the stated 
interval. In such cases, Qwest shall provide written notification to CLEC 
of the extended interval Qwest believes is necessary to complete the 
work. CLEC may dispute the need for, and the duration of, an extended 
interval, in which case Qwest must request a waiver from the Commission 
to obtain the extended interval. If CLEC submits a subloop order before 
Qwest inputs the inventory into its systems, Qwest shall process the order 
in accord with Section 9.3.5.4.1. 

9.3.3.6 If CLEC connects Qwest’s Subloop element to CLEC’s 
facilities using any temporary wiring or cut-over devices, CLEC shall 
remove any remaininq temporary wirinq or cut-over devices tkewand 
install permanent wiring within M i n i n e t y  (-3090) calendar days. All 
wiring arrangements, temporary and permanent, must adhere to the 
National Electric Code. 

9.3.3.7 If there is no space for CLEC to place its building terminal 
or no accessible terminal from which CLEC can access such Subloop 
elements, and Qwest and CLEC are unable to negotiate a reconfigured 
Single Point of Interconnection (SPOI) to serve the MDU,  Qwest will 
either rearrange facilities to make room for CLEC or construct a single 
point of access that is fully accessible to and suitable for CLEC. In such 
instances, CLEC shall pay Qwest a non-recurring charge, which shall be 
ICB, based on the scope of the work required. 

If CLEC requests that a new SPOI be esiabiised then CLEC shall pay 1 

Qwest a non-recurrinq charqe that cna!l be  ICB. based on the scope 3 i 
the work req ?I ired. 

If  the RilTE terminal IS hard wired in stich a. rxanner that a network 
Demarcation Point cannot be created. 3wesi ~ i i  r swanqe  the ierminal 
to create a cross-connect field and Demarcation P;?ir:t. .-lke-sCharqes for 
sucn rearrangement shall be recovered through cg.Gcirring charqes 

9.3.3.7.1 If Qwest must rearrange its MTE Terminal to make space 
for CLEC, Qwest shall have forty-five (45) calendar days from receipt of a 
written request from CLEC to complete the rearrangement. Qwest may 



seek an extended interval if the work cannot reasonably be completed 
within forty-five (45) calendar days. In such cases, Qwest shall provide 
written notification to CLEC of the extended interval Qwest believes is 
necessary to complete the work. CLEC may dispute the need for, and 
the duration of, an extended interval, in which case Qwest must request a 
waiver from the Commission to obtain an extended interval. 

9.3.3.7.2 If Qwest must construct a new detached terminal that is 
fully accessible to and suitable for CLEC, the interval for completion shall 
be negotiated between the Parties on an Individual Case Basis. 

9.3.3.7.3 CLEC may cancel s W & m s s g  request to construct 
an FCP or SPOl prior to Qwest completing the work by submitting a 
written notification via certified mail to its Qwest account manager. CLEC 
shall be responsible for payment of all costs previously incurred by Qwest 
as well as any costs necessary to restore the property to its original 
condition. 

9.3.3.8 At no time shall either Party rearrange the other Party’s 
facilities within the MTE or otherwise tamper with or damage the other 
Party’s facilities within the MTE. This does not preclude normal 
rearranqement of wirinu or iumperinq necessary to connect inside wire or 
intrabciildinq cable to CLEC facilities in the manner described in t h e  MTE 
Access Protocol. If such damage accidentally occurs, the Party 
responsible for the damage shall immediately notify the other and shall be 
financially responsible for restoring the facilities and/or service to its 
original condition. Any intentional damage may be reported to the proper 
authorities and may be prosecuted to the full extent of the law. 

9.3.4 Detached Terminal Subloop Access: Terms and Conditions 

9.3.4.1 Except as to access at an MTE Terminal, access to 
unbundled Subloop elements at an accessible terminal must be made 
through a Field Connection Point (FCP) in conjunction with either a 
Cross-Connect Collocation or, if power and/or heat dissipation is required, 
a Remote Collocation. 

9.3.4.2 To the extent that the accessible terminal does not have 
adequate capacity to house the network interface associated with the 
FCP, CLEC may opt to use Adjacent Collocation to the extent it is 
technically feasible. Such adjacent access shall comport with NEBS 
Level 1 safety standards 

9.3.4.2.1 Reserved for Future Use 

9.3.4.3 Field Connection Point 

9 3 4.3.1 Qwest is not required to build additional space for CLEC to 
access Subloop elements. When technically feasible, Qwest shall allow 
CLEC to construct its own structure adjacent to Qwest’s accessible 
terminal CLEC shall obtain any necessary authorizations or rights of way 



required (which may include obtaining access to Qwest rights of way, 
pursuant to section 7 0.8 of this Agreement) and shall coordinate its facility 
placement with Qwest, when placing their facilities adjacent to Qwest 
facilities. Obstacles that CLEC may encounter from cities, counties, 
electric power companies, property owners and similar third parties, when 
it seeks to interconnect its equipment at Subloop access points, will be 
the responsibility of CLEC to resolve with the municipality, utility, property 
owner or other third party. 

9.3.4.3.2 The optimum point and method to access Subloop 
elements will be determined during the Field Connection Point process. 
The Parties recognize a mutual obligation to interconnect in a, manner 
that maintains network integrity, reliability, and security. 

9.3.4.3.3 CLEC must identify the size and type of cable that will be 
terminated in the Qwest FCP location. Qwest will terminate the cable in 
the Qwest accessible terminal if termination capacity is available. If 
termination capacity is not available, Qwest will expand the FDI at the 
request of CLEC if technically feasible, all reconfiguration costs to be 
borne by CLEC. In this situation only, Qwest shall seek to obtain any 
necessary authorizations or rights of way required to expand the terminal. 
It will be the responsibility of Qwest to seek to resolve obstacles that 
Qwest may encounter from cities, counties, electric power companies, 
property owners and similar third parties. The time it takes for Qwest to 
obtain such authorizations or rights of way shall be excluded from the 
time Qwest is expected to provision the Collocation. CLEC will be 
responsible for placing the cable from the Qwest FCP to its equipment. 
Qwest will perform all of the initial splicing at the FCP. 

9.3.4.3.4 CLEC may cancel a Collocation associated with a FCP 
request prior to Qwest completing the work by submitting a written 
notification via certified mail to its Qwest account manager. CLEC shall 
be responsible for payment of all costs previously incurred by Qwest. 

9.3.4.3.5 If the Parties are unable to reach an agreement on the 
design of the FCP through the Field Connection Point Process, the 
Parties may utilize the Dispute Resolution process pursuant to the Terms 
and Conditions Dispute Resolution Section. Alternatively, CLEC may 
seek arbitration under Section 252 of the Act with the Commission, 
wherein Qwest shall have the burden to demonstrate that there IS 
insufficient space in the accessible terminal to accommodate the FCP. or 
that the requested Interconnection is not technically feasible. 

9.3.4.4 At no time shall either Party rearrange the other Party’s 
facilities within the accessible terminal or otherwise tamper with or 
damage the other Party’s facilities. If such damage accidentally occurs, 
the Party responsible for the damage shall immediately notify the other 
and shall be financially responsible for restoring the facilities and/or 
service to its original condition. Any intentional damage may be reported 
to the proper authorities and may be prosecuted to the full extent of the 
law. 



9.3.5. OrderinglProvisioning 

9.3.5.1 All Subloop Types 

9.3.5.1.1 CLEC may order Subloop elements through the 
Operational Support Systems described in Section 12. 

9.3.5.1.2 CLEC shall identify Subloop elements by NC/NCI codes. 

9.3.5.2 Additional Terms for Detached Terminal Subloop Access 

9.3.5.2.1 CLEC may only submit orders for Subloop elements after 
the FCP is in place. The FCP shall be ordered pursuant to Section 
9.3.5.5. CLEC will populate the LSR with the termination information 
provided at the completion of the FCP process. 

9.3.5.2.2 Qwest shall dispatch a technician to run a jumper between 
its Subloop elements and CLEC’s Subloop elements. CLEC shall not at 
any time disconnect Qwest facilities or attempt to run a jumper between 
its Subloop elements and Qwest’s Subloop elements without specific 
written authorization from Qwest. 

9.3.5.2.3 Once the FCP is in place, the Subloop provisioning 
intervals contained in Exhibit C shall apply. 

9.3.5.3 Reserved for Future Use 

9.3.5.4 Additional Terms for MTE Terminal Subloop Access - 
MTE-Access Ordering Process 

9.3.5.4.1 CLEC shall notify its account manager at Qwest in writing, 1 
includinq via e-mail. of its intention to provide access to customers that 1 
reside within a MTE. Upon receipt of such request, Qwest shall have UKI 
to ten ( I O )  calendar days to notify CLEC and the MTE owner whether 
Qwest believes it or the MTE owner owns the intrabuilding cable. ; 

In the event that there has been a previous determination of on- 
premises wirinq ownership at the same MTE. Qwest shall provide 
such notification within two (2) business days. In the event that 
CLEC provides Qwest with a written claim by an authorized 
representative of the MTE owner that such owner owns the 
facilities on the customer side of the terminal. the preceding ten 
!IO) day period shall be reduced to five (5) calendar days fro= 
Qwest’s receipt of such claim. 

9.3.5.4.2 If the MTE owner owns the facilities on the customer side 
of the terminal, CLEC may obtain access to all facilities in the building in 
accordance with Section 9.5 concerning access to unbundled NIDs. 

9.3.5.4.3 If Qwest owns the facilities on the customer side of the 



es4-i- terminal and if CLEC requests spaceT 

building and terminate its facilities o w @  Qwest must rearrange 
facilities or construct new facilities to accommodate such access, CLEC 
shall notify Qwest. Upon receipt of such notification, the intervals set 
forth in Section 9.3.3 shall begin. 

th spae--#a4&€Gto enter the c! wl$vr%r;Iff3FBtfif-fe$- 

9.3.5.4.4 CLEC may only submit orders for Subloop elements after 

and/or a new facility constructed, if either are necessary. CLEC will 
populate the LSR with the termination information provided by CLEC at 
the completion of the inventory process except when submittinq LSRs 
during the creation of the inventory. 

If w x s w y - t h e  facilities are rearranged 

9.3.5.4.5 If CLEC ordered lntrabuilding Cable Loop, CLEC shall 
dispatch a technician to run a jumper between its Subloop elements and 
Qwest's Subloop elements to make a connection at the MTE-POI> 
accordance with the MTE Access Protocol. If CLEC ordered a Subloop 
type other than lntrabuilding Cable Loop, Qwest will dispatch a technician 
to run a jumper between CLECs Subloop elements and Qwest's Subloop 
elements to make a connection at the MTE-POI. 

b ~ / ~ R - t t s S ~ . . M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I e r n ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
sf3e&ww&& ,-CLEC, at its option, may 
request that Qwest run the iumper for lntrabuilinq cable in MTEs when t h e  
inveniory is done and a complete LSR has been submitted. 

f a  2: * s: z&m@AHw 2 JSmpeF 
. .  . 

. .  

9.3.5.4.5.1 
employ generally accepted best engineering practices in 
accordance with industry standards. CLEC shall clearly label the 
cross-connect wires it uses. CLEC wiring will be neatly dressed. 
When CLEC accesses Subloops in MTE Terminals, it shall adhere 
to Qwest's Standard MTE Terminal Access Protocol unless the 
Parties have negotiated a separate document for such Subloop 
access. If CLEC requests a MTE Terminal access protocol that is 
different from Qwest's Standard MTE Terminal Access Protocol, 
Qwest shall negotiate with CLEC promptly and in good faith 
toward that end. 

When CLEC accesses a MTE Terminal, it shall 

9.3.5.4.5.2.1 
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/+. . .  . a 
necessary, the facilities 

Subloop provisioning 
Once inventory is complete 

are rearranged and or a new facility 
9.3.5.4.6 

intervals contained in Exhibit C shall apply. 

9.3.5.4.7 For access to Qwest's on-premises MTE wire as a 
subloop e!ement. a CLEC shall be required to submit an LSF?, Sut 
need not include thereon the circuit-identifvinq infcrmalior! 3: await 
completion of LSR processing by Qwest before secwinq such 
access. Qwest shall secure the circuit-identifyinq information. and 
will be responsible for enterina it on the LSR when it is received 
Qwest shall be entitled to charge for the subloop element as of the 
iinie of LSR submission by CLEC. 

9.3.5.5 FCP Ordering Process 

9.3.5.5 1 CLEC shall submit a Field Connection Point Request Fsrm 
to Qwest along with its Collocation Application. The FCP Request Form 
shall be completed in its entirety. 

9.3.5.5.2 After construction of the FCP and Collocation are 
complete. CLEC will be notified of its termination location, which will be 
used for ordering Subloops. 

9.3.5.5.2.1 
provisioning Collocation associated with a FCP. which intervals 

The following constitute the intervals for 
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shall begin upon completion of the FCP Request Form and its 
associated Collocation Application in their entirety: 

9.3.5.5.2.1 .I Any Remote Collocation associated 
with a FCP in which CLEC will install equipment requiring 
power and/or heat dissipation shall be in accordance with 
the intervals set forth in Section 8.4. 

9.3.5.5.2.1.2 A Cross-Connect Collocation in a 
detached terminal shall be provisioned within ninety (90) 
calendar days from receipt of a written request by CLEC. 

9.3.5.5.2.1.3 R e s e w r e  If Qwest 
denies a request for Cross-Connect Collocation in a 
Qwest Premises due to space limitations. Qwest shall 
allow CLEC representatives to inspect the entire 
Premises escorted by Qwest personnel within ten (1 0 )  
calendar davs of CLECs receipt of the denial of 
space: or a mutually agreed upon date. Qwest will 
review the detailed space plans (to the extent space 
plans exist) for the Premises with CLEC during the 
inspection, including Qwest reserved or optioned 
space. Such tour shall be without charqe to CLEC. 
If: after the inspection of the Premises, Qwest and 
CLEC disagree about whether space limitations at ihe 
Premises make Collocation impractical. Qwest and 
CLEC mav present their arguments to the 
Commission. In addition. if after the fact it is 
determined that Qwest has incorrectly identified the 
space limitations, Qwest will h m o r  the oriainal Cross- 
Connect Collocation Application date for determir;inq 
RFS unless both Parties aqree to a revised date. 

~ 

j 

9.3.5.5.2.1.4 
for t he  remaining nonrecurrinq charqes shall be upon the 
RFS date. Upon completion of t h e  construction activities 
and payment of the remaining nonrecurrifiq charqe. Qwest 1 

/?eSefued-iGrF.te Pa vrn e n t 

will schedule with CLEC ar, inspection of the FCP wttt7, 
CLEC if requested. Upon completion of the Acceptance ! 

~ 

- 
inspection. CLEC will be provided the assiqnments a:id 
necessary orderinq information. With prior arrangements, 
the CLEC can request testina of the FCP at the  time of the 
Acceptance inspection. If Qwest, despite its best efforts, 
including notification throuqh the contact number on the 
Cross-Connect Collocation Application, is unable to 
schedule the  Acceptance inspeciion with-CLEC within 
twenty-one (21) calendar 3avs of the RFS. !.>west s h d  



I activate the applicable charges. 

9.3.5.5.2.1.5 Qwest may seek extended intervals 
if the work cannot reasonably be completed within the set 
interval. In such cases, Qwest shall provide written 
notification to CLEC of the extended interval Qwest 
believes is necessary to complete the work. CLEC may 
dispute the need for and the duration of, an extended 
interval, in which case Qwest must request a waiver from 
the Commission to obtain an extended interval. 

9.3.6 Rate Elements 

9.3.6.1 All Subloop Types 

9.3.6.1 .I Subloop Recurring Charge - CLEC will be charged a 
monthly recurring charge pursuant to Exhibit A for each Subloop ordered 
by CLEC. 

9.3.6.1.2 Subloop Trouble Isolation Charge - CLEC will be charged 
a Trouble Isolation Charge pursuant to the Support Functions - 
Maintenance and Repair Section when trouble is reported but not found 
on the Qwest facility. 

9.3.6.2 Reserved for Future Use 

9.3.6.3 Additional rates for Detached Terminal Subloop Access: 

9.3.6.3.1 Cross-Connect Collocation Charge: CLEC shall pay the 
full non-recurring charge for creation of the Cross-Connect Collocation set 
forth in Exhibit A upon submission of the Collocation Application. The 
FCP Request Form shall not be considered completed in its entirety until 
complete payment is submitted to Qwest. 

9.3.6.3.2 Any Remote Collocation associated with a FCP in which 
CLEC will install equipment requiring power and/or heat dissipation shall 
be in accordance with the rate elements set forth in Section 8.3. 

9.3.6.3.3 Subloop Non-recurring Jumper Charge: CLEC will be 
charged a non-recurring basic installation charge for Qwest running 
jumpers within the accessible terminal pursuant to Exhibit A for each 
Subloop ordered by CLEC. 

9.3.6.4 Additional Rates for MTE Terminal Subloop Access 

9.3.6.4.1 Subloop Non-recurring Charge - CLEC will be charged a 
non-recurring charge for the time and materials required for Qwest to 
complete the inventory of CLEC’s facilities within the MTE such that 
Subloop orders can be submitted and processed. 

9.3.6.4.2. Subloop Non-recurring Jumper Charge - If GLEG-ordered 1 



I y b t \ r r u l m m a s  c2- , CLEC will be 
charged a non-recurring basic installation charge W h e n  Qwest runs- 
jumpers within the accessible terminal pursuant to Exhibit A for each 
Subloop ordered by CLEC. 

9.3.7 Repair and Maintenance 

9.3.7.1 Detached Terminal Subloop Access: Qwest will maintain 
all of its facilities and equipment in the accessible terminal and CLEC will 
maintain all of its facilities and equipment in the accessible terminal. 

9.3.7.2 MTE Terminal Subloop Access: Qwest will maintain all of 
its facilities and equipment in the MTE and CLEC will maintain all of its 
facilities and equipment in the MTE. 
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: OkAy. Let's be back on the 

2 record. Let 's be on the record. We haven't started 

3 yet. This i s  the invest igat ion i n t o  US West 

4 Communications' compliance with Section 271 of  the 

5 Telecamunications Act o f  1996, and US Uest's 

6 Statement o f  Generally Avai lable Terms pursuant t o  

7 Section 252(f) o f  the Telecamunications Act o f  1996, 
8 i n  Dockets N&r UT-003022 and UT-003040, before the 

9 Uashington U t i l i t i e s  and Transportation Conrnissim. 

10 Good morning, everyone. We're here fo r  a 

11 prehearing conference in  t h i s  proceeding on the 

12 morning of July 31st. A n d  my name i s  Ann Rendahl. 

13 I ' m  an Achtinistrative Law Judge in  t h i s  proceeding. 

14 Let 's go around the table, s t a r t i n g  a t  my l e f t ,  and 

15 take appearances from the part ies.  I t  appears that  

16 everyone here has already made an appearance, so i f  

17 you'd jus t  state your name and nho you represent and 

18 i f  you have any witnesses with you, identify those, 

19 as uel l ,  s ta r t i ng  wi th Ms. DeCook. Welcome. 

20 MS. DeCOOK: Thank you, Judge. Rebecca 

21 DeCook, AT&T, and with me i s  Kenneth Wilson, as a 

22 witness. 

23 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. 

24 MS. DOBERNECK: Megan Doberneck, Covad 

I 
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1 HR. BUSCH: Yes. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

3 MS. STEUART: Ue w i l l ,  on the  break and 
4 pr ior t o  the conclusion o f  t h i s  workshop, w i l l  have 

5 language spec i f i ca l l y  t o  put in  the SGAT r a t e  section 

6 that the rates w i l l  be inter im f o r  portions or 

7 subloops o f  dark f iber. 

a JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  tha t  u i l l  be 

9 language in Exhibit  A or language in the SCAT? 

10 MS. STEUART: I believe i t  would be 

11 appropriate t o  put it in  the actual body o f  the Dark 

12 Fiber Section, 9.7. 
13 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. So i s  

14 there anything further on dark f i be r  issues, assming 

15 everything else w i l l  be argued on b r i e f ?  Okay. I 

16 think we're ready t o  go on t o  subloops. Le t ' s  be o f f  

17 the record fo r  a moment. 

18 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be back on the 

20 record. While we nere o f f  the record, I received two 

21 documents from awest concerning subloops, and one i s  

22 a revised version of Section 9.3, SubLoop Unbundling. 

23 The other i s  High-Level LSR Process FLOW f o r  

24 Intra-Building Cable. Would these be exh ib i ts  t o  M r .  

25 Orrel's or ns. Stenart's testimony? Ms. Stewart's 

=%.cy SGAT/271 UORKSHOP IV, 7/31/01 5453 
1 testimony. Okay. 

2 Then l e t ' s  turn t o  - -  the revised Section 

3 9.3 w i l l  be Exhibit  1020, and the High-Level LSR 

4 Process Flou fo r  intra-Bui ld ing Cable w i l l  be Exhibi t  

5 1021. A n d  we are going t o  have another docunent 

6 concerning access protocols, and w i l l  t ha t  be an 

7 exhibit  t o  your testimony, Mr.  Wilson, o r  also t o  Hs. 

8 Stewart's? Does i t  matter? 

9 MS. STEUART: Yeah, i t  probably should be 

10 ours, since i t ' s  our document. 

11 MR. WILSON: I t ' s  Quest's docunent, yes. I 
12 think a t  some point ATgT may have a marked-up 

13 version, but th i s  version i s  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  

14 new-improved. 

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Then l e t ' s  be of f  

16 the record f o r  a moment. 

17 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be back on the 

19 record. When that docunent i s  circulated, i t  w i l l  be 

20 marked 1164, and i t  i s  t i t l e d  Qwest M u l t i  Tenant 

21 Environment, [HTE), Access Protocol. What i s  the 

22 date of that docunent? 

23 MR. ORREL: July 17th, 2001. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: July 17th, 2001. Thank 

25 you. Okay. Let's s ta r t  on subloops. Which i s  the 
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1 f i r s t  issue tha t  we need t o  t a d  &ut? 

2 HS. STEWART: This i s  Karen Stewart, u i th  

3 Quest. 

4 protocol f i rst ,  but since i t ' s  being copied, perhaps 

5 I could i d e n t i f y  in  Exhibi t  1020 the neu SGAT l i t e  

6 f o r  S e c t i o n  9.3. where the various sections of new 

7 verbiage originated frm t o  hopeful ly f a c i l i t a t e  the 

8 group's revieu uhen ye get t o  t h i s  port ion of the 

9 proceeding. 

I bel ieve we were going t o  do the access 

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. 

11 HS. STEUART: In  Exhibi t  1020, there is a 

12 new corrplete red-lined Section 9.3.1.1.2 and 

13 9.3.1.1.3, and 9.3.1.1.4. These three neu sections 

14 are almost verbatim. There i s  one small change, 

15 nhich I w i l l  discuss. These three sections are 

16 v i r t u a l l y  verbatim from the seven-state recorrmended 

17 report o f  Mr. Antonuk on what are the various 

18 circunstances and conditions that should be taken 

19 i n to  consideration uhen a CLEC would Like t o  access 

20 subloops in  a mamer no t  contemplated by the Quest 

21 SGAT. 

22 awest has agreed t o  t h i s  language and has 

23 incorporated and adopted t h i s  language in  the seven 

24 states covered by that proceeding and has vo lun tar i l y  

25 extended tha t  language t o  each o f  i t s  other states. 

SGAT/271 WORKSHOP I V  7/31/01 5455 
1 The small change i s  in 9.3.1:1.4, and that small 

2 change i s  in the middle of the section. 

3 I believe i n  M r .  Antonuk's report, i t  had 

4 said, owest w i l l  impose in  the s i x  areas ident i f ied,  

5 and i t  e i the r  had Section 1 or  Section A above, and 
6 since i t  now had an SGAT nunber, we've inserted - -  
7 replaced tha t  1 or A with the appropriate section 

8 nunber o f  9.3.1.1.2. With that  minor correction, I 
9 bel ieve the language i s  verbatim from h is  reconmended 

10 report. 

11 Next change was in  9.3.1.3.2. This was a 

12 conforming change, where the words "during o r  a f te r  

13 an inventory'' has been inserted. That insert ion was 

14 necessary because of a subsequent section we ' l l  t a l k  

15 about where awest agrees that a CLEC can access 

16 subloop elements during the creat ion of the inventory 

17 of the CLEC's terminations. 

18 Going on t o  Section 9.3.3.5, again, these 

19 are conforming changes t o  identify that a CLEC can 

20 submit LSRs without the compiete inventory 

21 information, and that Quest w i l l  hold those in 

22 abeyance, and subsequently the orders w i l l  be 

23 processed in such a manner as contemplated in  the new 

24 section, which we'll discuss i n  a second, 9.3.5.4.1. 

25 The next change i s  in Section 9.3.5.4.1. 
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1 This i s  addit ional Language that had been proposed by 

2 Mr. Antonuk in the seven states. Quest has adopted 

3 t h i s  language. 

4 f l e x i b i l i t y  in  shorter in te rva ls  f o r  CLECs in 

5 accessing HTEs when the ownership has previously been 

6 terminated by Quest and a five-day in te rva l  &ere the 

7 CLEC prpvides Puest a wr i t t en  claim by an authorized 

8 agent of the UTE ouner. 

9 Once again, i t  uas a recOrrmended change 

It bas ica l l y  provides more 

10 there. Quest has adopted tha t  and i s  w i l l i n g  t o  have 

11 this language now i n  each of i t s  states. 

12 9.3.5.4.4, t h i s  i s  a conforming change t o  

13 i den t i f y  that  a CLEC can, except when i t ' s  - -  i t ' s  a 

14 conforming change w i t h  the fac t  that  when the i n i t i a l  

15 inventory i s  being created in  an UTE, that  a CLEC can 

16 subnit an LSR that does not have that f i n a l  inventory 

17 information on it. 

18 The next change i s  an advocacy change on 

19 the part o f  Quest, as requested by AT&T. 

20 9.3.5.4.5. I t ' s  a new sentence a t  the end of t h i s  

21 section. Basically, i n  our p r i o r  workshops, Af&T had 

22 requested that i t  have the f l e x i b i l i t y  in  ordering or  

23 requesting tha t  Quest run jrnpers in  MTE terminals 

24 f o r  intra-bui ld ing cable. 

25 agree t o  that. 

I t ' s  

Previously, Quest did not 

Quest has nou made that  change, and 

~ 
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1 u i t h  the insert ion of t h i s  language, Quest w i l l  agree 

2 t o  run junpers f o r  a CLEC f o r  in t ra -bu i ld ing  cable in 

3 an MTE, assuning that an inventory of CLEC 

4 terminations i s  complete and a complete LSR has been 

5 submitted. I t  uould be subject t o  the rates l a te r  in 

6 the back of the SGAT fo r  Quest running a jvnper, but 

7 t h i s  i s  an advocacy change 1 uould br ing t o  the 

8 part ies '  attention. 

9 f i n a l  issues we have on this,  who ru rs  jmpers. 

Quest hopes i t  can resolve any 

10 Next, 9.3.5.4.6, once again, a conforming 

11 change. 9.3.5.4.7, t h i s  i s  language that had been 

12 proposed by Mr .  Antonuk. 

13 receive t h i s  language and, basical ly, i t  i s  a 

14 signi f icant advocacy change on the part  of Quest, o r  

15 at  least we're accepting t h i s  recomnendation, and 

16 that i s  that Quest uould secure the c i r c u i t  

17 ident i fy ing information and uould enter i t  in  on the 

18 LSR fo r  those f i r s t  LSRs that were run while the CLEC 

19 termination inventory uas being conducted. 

20 9.3.5.5.2.1.3 i s  language that Quest had 

21 proposed in  response t o  issues raised by Covad. I t  

22 was an exhibi t  in our previous workshop. I believe 

23 the language uas accepted by the part ies. I t  uas 

24 Exhibit  1018. 

25 language from Exhibit  1018 and have inserted i t  here, 

Quest i s  agreeing t o  

So I ' ve  bas ica l l y  j us t  taken the 

SGAT/271 WORKSHOP I V  7/31/01 5458 , 
1 and also that same language from Exhibi t  1018 i s  i n  

2 9.3.5.5.2.1.4. 
3 e l l .  

4 
5 indicating -- basical ly conforming t o  our change in 
6 advocacy, that  a CLEC can request that  Quest run 
7 jurpers in  UTE terminals for intra-cable Loops. 

8  that 's a l l  of the changes that you should find on the 

9 docunent. 

So that should not be neu language a t  

I t ' s  from wr previous workshop. 

There uas a conforming change in  9.3.6.4.2, 

A n d  

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you fo r  running 

11 through that and c la r i f y i ng  that f o r  us. 
12 o f f  the record f o r  a moment. 

13 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's go back on the 

15 record. Mr. Weigler has a feu questions for Us. 
16 Steuart on the changes made i n  Exhibit  1020. 

17 MR. UEIGLER: Steve Weigler, from AT&T. 

18 For the record, Exhibi t  1020 uas provided today, and 

19 th i s  i s  the f i r s t  time that AT&T has had the 

20 opport ln i ty t o  look a t  Qwestls changed SGAT language, 

21 a t  least the current changes on Section 9.3, so my 
22 questions might appear a l i t t l e  rudimentary. 

23 Us. Steuart, are these -- does t h i s  

24 docunent r e f l e c t  the changes made because o f  an order 

25 from the mul t i -s ta te  -- from John Antonuk from the 

Let 's be 

~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ 
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1 m l t i - s t a t e  process? 

2 HS. STEWART: I t  was not a formal order. I 
3 believe i t  uas John Antonuk's report making 

4 recomnendations t o  the various comnissions o f  the 

5 seven states. In  f i l i n g  i t s  responsive cOnments to  

6 that i n i t i a l  report o f  Mr.  Antonuk, Quest uas u i l l i n g  

7 t o  accept a l l  o f  the recomnended Antonuk changes fo r  

8 emerging services u i t h  the understanding that i f  i t  

9 made those changes, that  the seven state comnissions 

10 would find Quest in compliance u i t h  i t s  271 
11 obligations f o r  each o f  the emerging services. 

12 So since we then, as part of our conments, 

13 f i l e d  a SGAT showing those changes, we are now 

14 of fe r ing  t o  extend those same concessions and changes 

15 i n  each o f  the various states. So u i t h  the exception 

16 of the changes that resulted from the concerns o f  

17 Covad in Uashington 1018, the rest are those changes, 

18 u i t h  the added addi t ion of since our las t  workshop, 

19 a t  the request o f  AT&T, ne have reassessed and 

20 determined, in our intra-bui ld ing cable process, we 

21 can have a manner i n  uhich the CLEC can request that 

22 Quest run junpers. 

23 So tha t ' s  basical ly the three, Covad 

24 changes out o f  1018, the Antonuk changes, conforming 

25 changes t o  make Antonuk's changes f l ou  through the 
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1 whole docunent, and the cha&e in  advocacy on a cLEC 

2 can request that Quest run junpers. 

3 MR. MIGLER: A n d  then, jus t  t o  c la r i f y ,  

4 d id  other conmissions state, i f  you made these 

5 changes, that  you-uould be in coapliance on subloop 

6 vlknxl l ing? 

7 MS. STEUART: I believe that process i s  

8 underway in each o f  the states. 

9 any state has issued a f i n a l  order. 

I'm not aware that 

10 MR. UEIGLER: But i s  there any s ta te  that  

11 said i f  you make the changes suggested by the Antonuk 

12 report, that  y w  uould be in  compliance? 

13 MS. STEWART: A s  I indicated, I don't th ink 

14 any state has formally responded t o  Mr.  Antonuk's 

15 report or done a f i n a l  order. 

16 HR. UEIGLER: Mow, there i s  a t  least one 

17 order tha t l s  come out that  has suggested that Quest 

18 make some changes t o  be in compliance. The one I'm 
19 referr ing t o  i s  the Arizona order. A n d  I believe 

20 West indicated that they would comply wi th the 

21 Arizona order, also, but there's some things in here 

22 that 1 don't see changes -- that Qne!st has made the 

23 changes that are suggested by the Arizona order. 

24 Quest intending t o  do so? 

25 MS. STEWART: I would have t o  look a t  my 

Is 

-'.*- 
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1 notes on the Arizona order. 

2 t o  m i n d  out of the Arizona order -- and I apologize 

3 i f  i t  turns out t o  be Colorado, because they're n o w  

4 start ing t o  tun in my m i n d  a l i t t l e  b i t  here. 

5 the orders had s l i g h t l y  d i f f e ren t  recOmnended 

6 intervals on the determination of ownership. Instead 

7 of - -  maybe th i s  was Colorado. Instead o f  being tuo, 

8 f i ve  and 10 f o r  the various situations, they 

9 recomnended one, f i v e  and 10. 

The only one that comes 

One of 

10 

11 and t h i s  i s  Colorado, I'm now remembering, we j us t  

12 indicated that we uould propose that Colorado adopt 

13 two, f i v e  and 10, so that we uould have consistency 

14 i n  our states. 

15 And once again, 1 uould have t o  get my 
16 notes from the chair over there, but I ' m  not aware 

17 that, r igh t  o f f  the top o f  my head, that  there was 

18 specif ic subloop SGAT language i n  the Arizona order. 

19 I s  there a section you can point me to, i n  

20 part icular, you're th inking of? 

21 MR. WEIGLER: Yeah, I ' m  jus t  making sure 

22 that I have the r i gh t  section here. 

23 have a second. Yeah, I ' m  ta lk ing  about Section 

24 9.3.6.4.1. The language i s  as follows: S ta f f  also 

25 agrees with ATgT that Quest has not j u s t i f i e d  i t s  

A n d  I believe i n  our responsive c m n t s ,  

I f  I could jus t  
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1 proposed inventory charge, and accordingly, SGAT 

2 Section 9.3.6.4.1 should be deleted. 

3 
I, and i t ' s  a heavily-contested issw t o  ATBT, and 

5 tha t ' s  uhether ATBT should pay a subloop nonrecurring 

6 charge. CLEC w i l l  be charged -- and I ' m  reading from 

7 the SGAT. CLEC w i l l  be charged a nonrecurring charge 

8 fo r  t ime and materials required for Quest t o  complete 

9 the inventory o f  CLECls f a c i l i t i e s  within the WE, 

And I see that in the SGAT, i f  I turn --  

10 such tha t  subloop orders can be submitted and 

11 processed. 

12 MR. CRAIN: That i s  from the Arizona - -  
13 
14 MR. CRAIN: - -  rec- S ta f f  order. 

15 A n d  have we conceded the issue? 

16 MR. WEIGLER: I believe you have. 

17 MR. CRAIN: 1 don't know, 1 don't knw. 

18 MR. UEIGLER: I don't want t o  speak f o r  

19 Quest, but I believe that, reading your b r ie f ,  you 

20 have conceded t o  Arizona Sta f f ' s  changes. 

21 t h i s  applies t o  Uashington, ATBT desires t o  know i f  

22 Qwest w i l l  be s t r i k i n g  Section 9.3.6.4.1, as 

23 recorrmended by the Arizona Conmission Staff. 

24 that obviously isn't an impasse issue. 

25 MR. CRAIN: U e ' l l  get back t o  you. 

UR. WEIGLER: Order. 

A n d  as 

I f  so, 
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1 MS. STEWART: Well[ confirm that. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  you' t t  t ry t o  do 

3 so before tomorrow, before the end of the day 

4 tomorrow? 

5 MS. STEWART: Correct, before the end o f  

6 the day tomorrou. 

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Great. 

8 MS. STEWART: A n d  i f  we've made tha t  change 

9 i n  Arizona, we ' l l  make the change i n  Uashington. 

10 MR. UEIGLER: Also, I could fax or I could 

1 1  e-mail Quest a copy o f  the comnents that  showed that 

12 they acquiesced a t  least t o  the Comnission's order. 

13 MS. STEWART: Ue believe we can have access 

14 t o  it. 

15 MR. WEIGLER: Okay. 

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Welt, thank you f o r  going 

17 through the docunent 1020, Exhibit  1020, and 

18 c l a r i f y i n g  the changes, and thank you, Mr .  Ueigler, 

19 fo r  point ing out inconsistencies. 

20 We now have what I had marked as Exhibi t  

21 1064, which i s  Quest's standard MTE Terminal Access 

22 Protocol docunent. Mr. Orrel,  which issue i s  th is?  

23 We had talked about - -  Ms. Kilgore, you said i t  might 

24 be Subloop Issue 4. 
25 MR. WEIGLER: Your Honor, t h i s  i s  Subloop 

Is that  - -  
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1 Issue Three, UA-SB3. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So t h i s  i s  the f i r s t  

3 subloop impasse issue. Let 's be o f f  the record f o r  a 

4 moment. 

5 (Recess taken. ) 

6 JUOGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the 

7 record. And we're going t o  ta l k  about Subloop Issue 

8 3, but before we go on the record on that, i s  there 

9 something we need t o  ta l k  about, Ms. Stewart and Mr. 

10 Busch, or Mr. Busch? 

11 FIR. BUSCH: Yes, thank you, Y o u r  Honor. I 
12 believe there are two issues that we should address 

13 very b r ie f l y .  f i r s t  i s  the language tha t  we Were 

14 going t o  revieu on the break. 

15 Yipes have agreed upon some language f o r  the SGAT - -  
16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Oh, okay. 

17 MR. BUSCH: - -  dealing with trueup o f  

18 rates, inter im rates. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: And that i s  t h i s  docunent 

20 that we jus t  marked as Exhibi t  1065? 

21 MS. STEUART: That i s  correct. 

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: A n d  t h i s  i s  language that 

23 Yipes and Quest are agreeable to? 

24 MS. STEUART: That i s  correct. 

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Is there any comnent 

I believe awest and 
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1 from other part ies about th i s  trueup language? 

2 Anything further, Mr. Busch? 

3 MR. BUSCH: Second i t em from Yipes uould 

4 be, unless I contact you otherwise, we do not need t o  

5 reserve time fo r  Mr. Holdridge's rebuttal  testimony 

6 la te r  on in  th i s  hearing, t h i s  workshop. 

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Uell ,  thank you very 

8 much. 

9 MR. BUSCH: Thank you. 

Okay. 

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Have a good afternoon. 

11 MR. BUSCH: Thank you. 

12 JUDGE RENOAHL: Okay. And then, turning 

13 now t o  Subloop Issue 3. Uho's going t o  start ,  M r .  

14 Orrel or Ms. Steuart? 

15 MS. STEUART: This i s  Karen Stewart. We've 

16 had just  a real quick takeback on the issue of 

17 whether Quest had agreed, as a resul t  o f  the Arizona 

18 Staf f  proposed findings, whether Quest has agreed 

19 that i t  would not apply charges fo r  inventory, and I 
20 believe M r .  Steese has joined us on the bridge and 

21 wanted t o  just respond b r i e f l y  t o  that  issue. 

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: M r .  Steese, are you with 

23 us? 

24 MR. STEESE: 1 am. 

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Welcome back. 
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1 MR. STEESE: Thank'yw very nuch. Very 

2 quickly, went back and v e r i f i e d  and my mernory was 

3 correct. We did not concede t h i s  issue in  the state 

4 of Arizona. 

5 the uorkshop, that  i f  a CLEC issues a request for 

6 f a c i l i t y  determination, uho oms the f ac i l i t i es ,  then 

7 we are not going t o  charge f o r  that, but as i t  

8 relates t o  the creation of the actual inventory 

9 i t se l f ,  we s t i l l  bel ieve a charge i s  appropriate, and 

10 that has not been conceded. 
11 JUOGE RENDAHL: Hr. Weigler, do you wish t o  

12 respond or comnent? 

13 MR. UEIGLER: I think i t  rains an issue 

14 in  Uashington tha t  w i l l  need t o  be briefed. 

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  which - -  this i s  

16 d e r  Issue Subloop 3, o r  which issue i s  th is?  

17 MR. UEIGLER: Well, I ' m  not sure if -- 
18 JUOGE RENDAHL: Is i t  an issue here in  

19 Uashington yet? 

20 MR. UEIGLER: It i s  an issue that 1 brought 

21 up at  the l a s t  workshop where 1 indicated that 

22 there's n m r o u s  sections that the CLECs, or AT&T, in 
23 part icular,  found discriminatory and asked t o  w i d e n  

24 the issue o f  UA-SB3, but i t  didn't make the 

25 par t i cu la r  SGAT provision. 

Ue have conceded, as we stated l as t  in 
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: This kas t o  do u i t h  

2 inventorying? 

3 MR. UEIGLER: It does. I t ' s  an inventory 

4 charge. 

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be o f f  the record fo r  

6 a munent. 

7 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be back on the 

9 record. While we were o f f  the record, we determined 

10 that the issue tha t  Hr. Steese and Mr .  Ueigler and 

11 Ms. Stewart were discussing concerning charges f o r  an 

12 inventory of CLEC f a c i l i t i e s  can be added t o  Issue 

13 SB-5. Uhether an inventory o f  CLEC f a c i l i t i e s  must 

14 be created, and i f  so, are charges appropriate, and 

15 add an SGAT Section 9.3.6.4.1 under the l i s t .  So 

16 that remains a t  inpasse. Thank you, Hr. Steese, f o r  

17 your c la r i f i ca t i on .  

18 HR. STEESE: You're uelcome. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: A n d  I th ink we're now going 

20 t o  move back t o  Subloop Issue 3, which i s  also 

21 involv ing mul t ip le  tenant environments. Mr .  Orrel. 

22 MR. ORREL: Thank you, Judge. 1 believe 

23 Exhibi t  - -  was i t  1064 that i s  the Quest Standard MTE 

24 T e r m i n a l  Access Protocol? 

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, that 's the document. 
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1 MR. ORREL: The intent of this d o c w n t  was 

2 to  produce a tenplate, i f  you w i l l ,  f o r  access t o  

3 Quest MTE terminals where Quest onns the wire that  

4 goes in to  the terminal i n  one side and comes out the 

5 other, i n  other words, f o r  access t o  subloop 

6 environments. 

7 
8 provide CLEC technicians with some sor t  o f  guide t o  

9 obtaining access t o  the terminal once cer ta in  

A n d  the purpose of the docunent i s  t o  

10 ac t i v i t i es  have taken place, such as an LSR being 

11  passed t o  Quest f o r  access t o  the subtoop element a t  

12 that location. A n d  t h i s  docunent i s  s t i l l  i n  d ra f t  

13 form, we're in  the July 17th version of t h i s  year, 

14 and I knon ne f i led i t  probably about J week or  so 

15 ago. 

16 And  while ne nere o f f l i n e  during break, I 
17 knon ATBT has several questions regarding the 

18 docunent. 

19 nork through t h e i r  questions and - -  
20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  tha t ' s  f ine. 

21 This i s  actual ly Docunent 1 1 6 4 ,  Exhibi t  1164, not 

22 1064. 
23 MR. ORREL: 1164, okay. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr. Ueigler. 

25 MR. WEIGLER: Thank you, Your Honor. Steve 

It might be more productive i f  ne jus t  
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1 Yeigler, from ATLT. 

2 protocol i s  a l i t t t e  more than an access protocol, 

3 because i n  Section 9.3.5.4.5.1, i t  indicates nhen 

4 CLECs access subloops i n  HTE terminals, it should 

5 adhere t o  Quest's standard MTE terminal access 

6 protocol. 1 can't read my wr i t ing  a f te r  that, but 

7 that i s  the section that matters that the part ies 

8 need t o  adhere to t h i s  access protocol. Thus, i t  

9 beccmes almost part  of the SGAT, or i t  does become 

To s ta r t  out, the access 

10 part of the SGAT, because i t  says that i f  we're going 

1 1  t o  access, and i t  takes us t o  o f f  the SGAT docunent 

12 to  a mlti tenant e n v i r o m n t  terminal access 

13 protocol. 

14 The part ies, as part  o f  t h i s  docket, and 

15 also Docket 3120 involving AT8T's complaint tha t  ne 

16 nere not gett ing access t o  nhat AT&T considers the 

17 N I D  and Quest considers an MTE terminal, and so thus 

18 we'l l  consider i t  today an MTE terminal, so everyone 

19 knows - -  i s  on the same page. 

20 Quest issued a docket -- a docunent on s i x  

21 - -  June 14th. 2001, cal led a Standard MTE Terminal 

22 Access Policy Protocol. The part ies got together. 

23 A f t e r  reviewing the docunent, ne had some concerns 

24 about the access po l i cy  protocols. In fact, 

25 signi f icant concerns. B u t  ne, in the s p i r i t  of 
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1 conpromise and as ordered by'this Comaission, tie got 

2 together o f f l i n e  t o  discuss our issues. 

3 
4 West, including Mr. Orrel,  and then received mother 

5 docunent dated July 17th, 2001, although ne didn't 

6 receive i t  probably until stmetime las t  week. 

7 Anyuay, the d o c w n t  tha t  ne received i s  in ways 

8 s ign i f i can t l y  d i f fe ren t  than access protocol that ne 

9 saw before. 

10 t o  me, not being a technical person, but I brought my 

11 technical person along, t o  be more l i m i t i n g  even than 

12 the docunent that ne saw on June l l t h ,  2001, and the 

13 docunent we've been negotiat ing over. 

14 
15 because i t  i s  referenced tha t  ne have t o  f o l l o n  t h i s  

16 protocol and i t  i s  more l iml t ing,  AT&T has 

17 s ign i f i can t  concerns tha t  our access i s  being \ imited 

18 t o  the MTE terminals t o  access the internal  wir ing as 

19 - -  and that that nwld be against the requirements o f  

20 the Act. 

21 Honever, during break, ne did meet n i t h  Mr. 

22 Orrel, who indicated that t h i s  i s  a draf t ,  that  there 

23 i s  room fo r  negotiat ion on this, and tha t  there -- 
24 and also c l a r i f i e d  some language t o  a l l ev ia te  some o f  

25 our concerns. U i th  that, I hand i t  over t o  our 

Ue brought our issues t o  the a t t e n t i m  of 

And we have -- because -- and i t  seems 

As t h i s  i s  part of the SCAT, i n  a sense, 
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1 technical nitnesses t o  discuss some of  the issues and 

2 problems that ne see nith the docunent. 

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Mr .  Beveridge or Mr. 

4 Wilson. 

5 MR. UILSON: Ken Wilson, Your Honor. Let 's 

6 j us t  walk through a fen issues quickly, so ue can see 

7 some o f  the problems tha t  ne have. I f  you go t o  page 

8 four f i r s t  o f  Quest 1164, the second b u l l e t  issue, 

9 second sentence essent ia l l y  has a caveat tha t  says 

Thank you. 

10 tha t  any terminal tha t ' s  not addressed in  t h i s  

11 docunent w i l l  be avai lable only on an indiv idual  case 

12 basis, and that has alnays been a problem f o r  CLECs, 

13 and i t ' s  de f i n i t e l y  a problem in  this context. 

14 Uhat t h i s  i s  saying i s  that any terminal 

15 that 's not  spec i f i ca l l y  addressed here w i l l  only be 

16 avai lable on an indiv idual  case basis. And ne feel  

17 tha t  a l l  terminals need t o  be addressed, a t  least 

18 generally, and that a l l  references t o  I C B  should be 

19 removed from t h i s  docunent. 

20 If ne then go on t o  page f ive, I nould 

21 remove bu l le ts  three and four. They're redundant. 

22 Those tno issues are a t  impasse in  the SGAT i t s e l f .  

23 A n d  I have taken out these two par t i cu la r  terms 

24 several places you ' l l  see la te r  on, and I noted u i t h  

25 some hunor on the new - -  one of the new SGAT 
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1 provisions t i a t  Us. Stewart bent over also had these 

2 two same terms ernbedded in it. It reminded ne a 

3 l i t t l e  b i t  o f  federal -- taus in  the senate, where 

4 you put in  the middle o f  a law, something you uant, 

5 you put something that the other s ide doesn't uant, 

6 so you can see i f  you can get i t  passed. 

7 only need these in one place, rather than sprinkled 

8 everywhere. 

9 

I th ink ue 

But Let's go on t o  some more substantial 

10 issues. Page seven. Here, again, there's a L i t t l e  

11 -- the same type of problem a t  the top, under CLEC 

12 responsibilities. Again, i t ' s  saying nothing happens 

13 until you issue an LSR. I think that 's covered in 

14 the SGAT. That could be taken out. 

15 I do have one question f o r  awest in regard 

16 t o  this. We have discussed an LSR u i t h  respect t o  

17 nhen the CLEC i s  actual ly i n s t a l l i n g  a customer a t  

18 the premises. Quest --  1 understand auest uants an 

19 LSR, and that, I think, i s  the disputed issue. 

20 However, there's discussion in  t h i s  document and 

21 inplied other places that before the CLEC accesses a 

22 bui ld ing or before they go i n to  a building, they have 

23 t o  no t i f y  Quest. 

24 A n d  I gwss the question is, i s  that 

25 no t i f i ca t ion  cantemplated t o  be a le t te r ,  an LSR, or 
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1 some other type o f  comnrnicafion? This w o u l d  be 

2 before we are instal l ing. Because here i t  seem t o  

3 be an LSR, but I don't knou uhat we would be 

4 ordering, per se. 

5 MS. STEWART: Yes, Quest does contemplate 

6 that a CLEC would n o t i f y  Quest. 

7 no t i f i ca t ion  process would be the request t o  

8 determine ownership that --  they uould be a t  the same 

9 time. Basically, that  uould be your no t i f i ca t i on  t o  

A s  pa r t  of that 

10 us that you had plans t o  access the building, i s  -- 
11 the f i r s t  step i s  determining the ounership. 

12 MR. WILSON: Okay. But do you Want us - -  
13 there's a place i n  the SGAT, I could f i n d  it, where 

14 i t  says t o  send a le t te r .  Here i t  seem t o  say send 

15 an LSR. Which i s  i t ?  1 know you said no t i f i ca t ion .  

16 Uhat type o f  not i f icat ion? 

17 MS. STEWART: Again, my LSR expert's out of 

18 the room here. I'll confer and make sure that I am 
19 accurate. 

20  the detai ls of the provisioning process, and I don't 

21 want t o  speculate when he's here avai lable i n  the 

22 room t o  answer that question. 

23 MR. UILSON: Okay. Thank you. 

24 MS. STEUART: Is your - -  l e t  me imp ahead 

25 here. I ' m  assuning you want something more f l e x i b l e  

As you know, Mr .  Viveros has been handling 
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1 and faster tban a l e t te r?  M&e o f  an electronic 

2 means of being able t o  do that  type of 

3 conmnications? 

4 MR. WILSON: I th ink a Letter adds delay. 

5 I th ink there should probably be other mans. 

6 don't knou tha t  an LSR i s  appropriate, because "re 

7 not rea t i y  ordering anything a t  that  point per se. 
8 MS. STEWART: Right. So perhaps mybe i t  

9 can be augmented t o  a phone c a l l  mutually agreed, but 

I 

10 I u i l l  check uith Hr. Viveros. 

11 MR. WILSON: Okay. 

12 MS. KILGORE: I th ink the most inportant 

13 point  uas that there's an inconsistency in between 

14 the two, so that 's the rea l  issue. 

15 MS. STEUART: Y e s .  

16 MR. WILSON: And maybe another question in  

17 regard t o  this page seven provision. 

18 a t  the top, under the f i r s t  bu l l e t  point, i t  says, 

19 k ind  of a t  the bottom o f  the f i r s t  bu l l e t  point, i t  

20 says, Revieu type of terminal f o r  d i rec t  access 

21 capabil i ty. That seemed t o  be an interesting 

22 statement, because i t  almost inplied a Quest truck 

23 r o l l ,  or else how w o u l d  you determine. 

24 proposing t o  s t r i k e  tha t  provision. 

25 addressed more succinct ly l a te r  on, and we'll get t o  

S t i l l  kind of 

So I uas 

f think i t ' s  
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1 that. 

2 Moving on t o  page eight, i n  the second 

3 paragraph, the f i r s t  sentence also has ICB. I don't 

4 th ink that  - -  I th ink the SGAT, i n  the NID  section, 

5 does not contemplate access t o  the protector f i e l d  as 

6 ICB. I thought we ac tua l l y  had provisions fo r  

7 ordering the use o f  the protector f i e l d  of a MID. 
8 I th ink that  l a s t  clause on the f i r s t  sentence i s  

9 probably incorrect. 

So 

10 A n d  then we get t o  a major issue. The 

11 t h i r d  sentence in  the second paragraph that says 

12 access w i l l  only be allowed i n  the appropriate cable 

13 size increment, ATLT fee ls  very strongly that t h i s  

14 would be wasteful, tha t  these CLECs should be able t o  

15 access in smaller than 25-pair, and I think maybe Mr. 

16 Beveridge has a few words on that issue. 

17 MR. EEVERIDGE: Yes, i t  seems t o  be 

18 re f l ec t i ng  the standard increments i n  terms of pairs 

19 served on a given cross-connect block, and we're 

20 wondering why i t  seems t o  be an unnecessary 

Z1 l i m i t a t i o n  as a m i n i m  increment. 

22 MR. ORREL: The reference t o  25 pairs i s  a 

23 f o r  example. 

!4 that  i s  i n  the MTE. Speci f ical ly,  i f  we have a 

25 100-pair terminal i n  tha t  MTE, t yp ica l l y  you would 

I t ' s  determined by the type of terminal 
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1 bring in e i d e r  one 100-pair,cabte with four 

2 complements o f  25-pair uithin the cable or individual 

3 25-pair cables t o  t i e  dom t o  a sp l i ce  s t r ip  tha t ' s  

4 associated u i t h  the protector f i e l d  such that you 

5 u w l d  spl ice in to  that  protector f i e l d  once, close 

6 the splice, and leave i t  alone. 

7 

8 - -  they're not accessible terminals, i f  you w i l l ,  not 

9 intended t o  have n u l t i p l e  access w i th in  them. SO a l l  

10 ue're t ry ing t o  say i s  i t l s  not a l imitat ion; i t ' s  

11 just an indication that i f  you want t o  access the 

12 protector s i& of a terminal, you access i t  where 

13 there's spare protectors, and we jus t  ask that, from 

14 a waste perspective, from Ouest's perspective, that  

15 we don't bring one pa i r  and e f fec t i ve ly  t i e  up 25 

16 pairs on the protector f ie ld .  

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Does that c l a r i f y  some 

18 language? 

19 MR. BEVERIDGE: Ue need t o  propose sane 

20 alternative language, Your Honor. 

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. I s  that  something 

22  you uant to  do nou or - -  
23 MR. BEVERIDGE: I think ue'd l i k e  t o  take 

24 i t  o f f l i n e .  

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. That's f ine. 

Those spl ice s t r i p s  aren't  intended t o  be 
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1 MR. UILSON: Con t i k ing  on, actually, the 

2 -- on the same page eight, the same paragraphs ue 

3 uere looking at, uhich i s  t i t l e d  CUSTP Option One, 

4 that's essential ly a N I D  access si tuat ion,  and webre 

5 concerned that even though the HTE - -  t h i s  MTE access 

6 d o c w n t  i s  ostensibly ta lk ing  about access t o  

7 subloop, they have put a section i n  which i s  

8 essentially access t o  a WID where Quest does not oun 

9 the inside uire. 

10 And I think that 's a b i t  troubling, because 

11 we have statements about access t o  NIDs u i t h i n  the 

12 SGAT i t s e l f ,  and Ilm not sure ne uant t o  modify those 

13 u i th  th is  docunent. 

14 Moving on, the bottom of page eight, on 
15 option tuo, the f i r s t  bu l l e t  has t h i s  same 25-pair 

16 increment issue, which ue u i l l  deal with i n  the same 
17 way. 

18 I f  ue then go t o  page nine, in  Option 

19 Three, I think, i s  where ne s t a r t  get t ing i n t o  the 

20 real bulk of the inside u i r e  issues. In the f i r s t  

21 paragraph, the t h i r d  sentence, I would ac tua l l y  

22 str ike that uhole sentence, because I th ink i t ' s  

23 AT&T's posit ion that there are no si tuat ions in  which 

24 we uould Want t o  preclude the CLEC from accessing 

25 these terminals. Essential ly, that sentence contains 
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1 a statement which says there'are terminals that are 

2 hard-wired and there's no access. A n d  I think ue 

3 would disagree tha t  duch a preclusion, even i f  i t ' s  

4 just i n p l i c i t ,  should be i n  t h i s  protocol. 

5 

6 fur ther t o  say, in a la te r  sentence, hard wire 

7 terminals perform the function of a splice, rather 

8 than a cross-connect. We would disagree with that 

9 sentence and s t r i k e  it. A n d  then I would actual ly 

A n d  in that - -  t h i s  paragraph goes on 

10 s t r i k e  the sentence a f te r  that, as well. 

11 HR. STEESE: Ken, i f  I can inter ject  fo r  a 

12 second. This i s  Chuck Steese, from Quest. Ouestion 

13 for you. 

14 verbiage changes. Uould it be possible, I mean, t o  

15 sinply get a red-lined version of this? A n d  th is  i s  

16 something tha t  i s  akin t o  the type of technical 

17 docunent tha t  we can run through CICMP. Uould i t  be 

18 more e f f i c i e n t  t o  do that? Because you're going 

19 through a nunber of proposed changes, and I ' m  no t  

20 sure how ue l re  supposed t o  react t o  them. 

21 sure uhat you heve in mind. Maybe you could explain. 

22 MR. UEIGLER: Chuck, t h i s  i s  Steve Ueigler, 

23 and 1 think 1 ar t i cu la ted  the  reason we need t o  go 

24 through these changes i s  tha t  you're d i rec t l y  

25 l i m i t i n g  our access t o  MTE terminats or subloop 

Ue're going through and you're proposing 

I'm not 
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1 elements v i a  the use o f  thts standard access terminal 

2 or, uhat i s  it, MTE terminal access protocol. I t ' s  

3 d i r e c t l y  referenced in  your SGAT that  t h i s  i s  the way 

4 that  ue can obtain access t o  the WE, thus we 

5 consider i t  as i f  i t  i s  par t  of the SGAT, and 

6 therefore we need t o  discuss the issues that ne have 

7 with t h i s  par t i cu la r  docket on the record, because we 

8 don't bel ieve that, as writ ten, without the suggested 

9 changes, that  you're in  compliance with the Act. 

10 MR. STEESE: Let m e  ask i t  a d i f fe ren t  nay, 

11 Steve. I heard you say that - -  we obviously 

12 disagree. Thatls fine. B u t  the question is, i s  

13 there a more e f f i c i e n t  way than having Hr. Wilson go 

14 through and say I would s t r i k e  t h i s  sentence; fo r  

15 you, since you have t h i s  docket available, maybe t o  

16 provide a red- l ine  version t o  us with your proposed 

17 changes on them instead of saying he would s t r i k e  

18 t h i s  sentence, f o r  exanple. 

19 A n d  given the fac t  that  there i s  some 

20 opportunity fo r  Quest t o  react t o  that, maybe i t  
21 would be more e f f i c i e n t  fo r  us t o  get that red- l ine 

22 version, say we can accept these 10 things, not these 

23 10, whatever i t  might be, and that way ue can save 

24 time on the record. 

25 MR. UEIGLER: We'd agree t o  provide a 
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1 red-l ine docunent, but ne betieve that we do need, 
2 and maybe Mr. Wilson can s ta te  that  these are the 

3 issues that ATLT has with the docunent, and ne 

4 believe that we need t o  a t  least  put that on the 

5 record. And  i f  Quest wants t o  respond t o  our issues 

6 on the record, that 's fine. Otherwise, i f  there's MI 

7 response, that 's fine, too. 

8 HR. STEESE: Steve, then l e t ' s  assune that 

9 ne disagree. Y o u  would ant ic ipate b r i e f i ng  each and 

10 every sentence difference, o r  j u s t  ant ic ipate 

11 br ie f ing  we disagree that the HTE access protocol -- 
12 that we disagree in the uhole whether i t  provides the 

13 access? What are you contemplating there? 

14 MR. WEIGLER: I ' m  contenplating tha t  these 

15 issues are being placed on the record and tha t  ATgT 

16 w i l l  b r i e f  the issues that i t  bel ieves are l i m i t i n g  

17 i t s  access inappropriately under the Act, and that a t  

18 least Pwest w i l l  have not ice on uhat those issues are 

19 and they can b r i e f  accordingly. 

20 

21 spoke t o  Mr.  Orrel. 

22 record. and we're t ry ing  t o  work out language, and 

23 there might be --  and Mr. Orrel  can communicate w i t h  

24 whoever's b r i e f i ng  that there might be issues tha t  

25 don't need t o  be briefed, because we were j u s t  - -  

A n d  in the interim, i f  the par t ies  -- and 1 

I spoke t o  Mr. Orrel o f f  the 
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1 they were able t o  be resolved between the par t ies  o f f  

2 the record. 

- 3  MR. CRAIN: So i s  the answer here that AT&T 

4 w i l l  go through r i g h t  now and jus t  i den t i f y  the 

5 issues, the places they think t h i s  i s  l im i t ing ,  and 

6 then we' l l  understand that, b r i e f  the issues, and 

7 move on? 

8 MR. UEIGLER: I f  Quest doesn't have any 

9 response to  what ATST believes are the issues. 

10 MR. CRAIN: Yeah, Barry does want t o  speak, 

11 but - -  
12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Let 's have Mr. 

13 Wilson b r i e f l y  i den t i f y  t h e  issues, as opposed t o  

14 going through Line by l i n e  and ident i f y ing  language 

15 concerns. Then, M r .  Orrel, you can respond. A n d  

16 then, i f  o f f l i n e  you happen t o  work through some of  

17 these language issues, then tha t ' s  fine. M r .  Wilson. 

18 MR. UILSON: Thank you, Your Honor. Just a 

19 few additional issues. Option Four, on page 10, i s  a 

20 b i t  of a new concept. 

21 campus environments, where you may have a m i n i m  

22 point of entry, MPOE, and I thought that  maybe an 

23 addit ional sentence could be added there t o  expand 

24 the access and to  re la te  such access t o  option three, 

25 and we can provide that t o  Pwest, because the way i t  

I t  opens up the issue o f  
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1 i s  MHI, i t  kind o f  sets i t  a b r t .  A n d  many tilnes the 

2 actual terminal on an option four i s  very s i m i l a r  t o  

3 the terminal on en option three, and we just t h w t  
4 that the same methods o f  access should be available 

5 in that case. So just a simple addition. 

6 

7 specif ic terminal types. 

8 76 terminal. 

9 especially the 66 terminal t o  open up the options a 

Then the docvnent goes on t o  look a t  some 
There's a 66 terminal and a 

I vould suggest adding some language t o  

10 l i t t l e  b i t  on how that terminal can be accessed. 

11 R i g h t  non, i t ' s  a l i t t l e  too res t r i c t i ve  in i t s  

12 language and maybe doesn't cover some of the 

13 configurations o f  the 66 block. So we would 

14 recomnend a l i t t l e  b i t  of addit ional tanguage t o  open 
15 that up. 
16 I think, f i na l l y ,  what we think i s  needed 

17 overal l  i n  the docunent i s  some Language t o  cover 

18 additional access methods. This rea l l y  pr imari ly 

19 covers the 66 block and the 76 block. 

20 other types o f  blocks and terminals avai lable that we 

21 think should be addressed in general by t h i s  protocol 

22 and ye would propose some language t o  allow CLECs t o  

23 get access t o  that. 

24 In fact, there was actual ly a l i t t l e  b i t  o f  

25 language that was l e f t  out, I think, of the or ig ina l  

There are 
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1 access protocol docunent and t h i s  version that 

2 covered sane o f  that, and we w i l l  o f f e r  some 
3 additional language t o  open the access methods up a 

4 bit.  

5 And  I think that 's our general concern, 

6 that the language here tends t o  be res t r i c t i ve  in  

7 nature. Uhat ne would l i k e  t o  see i s  something a 

8 l i t t l e  m r e  permissive in nature. 

9 have the same typz of freedom of access t o  these 

The CLEC should 

10 terminals as Quest's technicians have, so that we are 

11 no t  delayed in our access t o  these terminals that - -  
12 so that we can provis ion our customers in the same 

13 manner as Quest provisions the i r  customers. 

14 that 's a pa r i t y  issue, and that 's a very large 

15 concern that we get access t o  these terminals easily. 

16 A n d  I don't know if Mr. Beveridge has a few 

17 other closing cMrments t o  - -  from h i s  experience 

18 accessing these terminals. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Hr. Beveridge. 

20 HR. BEVERIDGE: Thank you, Your Honor. I n  

21 a uay o f  h i tchhik ing on his c m e n t  with regard t o  

22 pairs that  may be r i s e r  pairs inside the bui ld ing 

23 that are not terminated, but rather s inply coi led up 

24 or l e f t  unterminated. that  would be by way of one 

25 example, where i f  the pa i rs  are otherwise usable a l l  

Ue feel 
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1 the way t o  end user premises'within the building, but 

2 not t i e d  donn t o  an ex is t ing  cross-connect f ie ld .  

3 A n d  my question uould be i s  i t  permissible in that 

4 case, i n  Ouestls view, t o  use a temporizing method 

5 where access t o  the pa i rs  in  sor t  o f  a f ree  space 

6 nonterminated nay would be permitted? 

7 . JUDGE RENDAHL: Hr. Orrel. 

8 MR. ORREL: I guess one o f  the questions 

9 I 'd have t o  ask i s  uho ouns the cable? 

10 MR. BEVERIDGE: The assunption w l d  be 
11 Onest OWIS the cable f o r  t h i s  exanple. 

12 MR. ORREL: I f  Quest owns the cable, more 

13 than l i k e l y  there i s  a cross-connect there or  

14 terminal there. We don't just c o i l  up cable and put 
15 i t  in the r iser. 

16 MR. BEMRIDGE: My experience has indicated 

17 that that  i s  the pract ice i n  cer ta in  cases, nhere the 

18 r i ser  cable i s  larger than the space permitted fo r  

19 the exist ing - -  f o r  so many &-type termination 

20 blocks on the custcfner side. 

21 you w i l l ,  are simply co i led  up, looped. They're 

22 typ ica l l y  not cut o f f .  

23 MR. ORREL: I don't th ink I have an answer 

24 f o r  you, because I haven't personally experienced 

25 that, so I need t o  do some checking. 

So the unused pairs, i f  
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1 MR. BEVERIDGE: Okiy. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Any other response 

3 t o  any of Mr .  Uilson's ccmnents? 

4 to Mr. Wilson's cements on t h i s  docunent? 

5 MR. ORREL: Well, actual ly, I'll s t a r t  with 

6 Mr. Ueigler 's cmnnents. The genesis of t h i s  docunent 

7 kind o f  goes back a ways i n t o  the workshops. Ue uere 

8 challenged by AT&T in the uorkshops t o  provide direct  

9 access t o  our subloop terminals, MTE terminals, i n  

Any other response 

10 part icular. Owest agreed t o  do that. We agreed t o  

11 develop a terminal access protocol because ne 

12 objected t o  the d i rec t  sp l i ce  methodology tha t  AT&T 

13 has employed in  various locations t o  access subloop 

14 elements. 

15 

16 under the premise that i t  was a draf t ,  i t  was a 

17 working draf t .  Ue encouraged comnent from AT&T as 

18 the d ra f t  was developed. Some of the cements I'm 
19 hearing today about option four being a ney elemnt, 

20 the fact  that option one shouldn't be in  there, that  

21 option three harduare terminals i s  not an appropriate 

22 description of what the terminal looks l i ke ,  e t  

23 cetera, these are issues tha t  ue've had on the table 

24 for qu i te  some time in our previous versions. These 

So Pwest agreed t o  develop the docunent 

25 aren't new issues. 
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1 

2 the table the fact  t h i s  i s  a working draf t .  

3 been norking with ATBT directly on this, and ue do 

4 welcome any red l ines that you feel  conpelled to 

5 provide t o  us. 

6 

7 fa r  as the access t o  the terminal, nhat ne're rea l l y  

8 ta lk ing about here i s  the a b i l i t y  t o  access the 

9 terminal may not be read i l y  apparent when an AT&T 

But I nanted t o  make sure that ne l e f t  on 

We have 

Going t o  page four, the issue o f  ICB, as 

10 technician walks up t o  it. The terminal may be an 

11 option three, where i t ' s  hard-wired, may be a very 

12 o ld  var ie ty  of terminal. Ue've been placing these 

13 things f o r  decades. 

14 thousands of these in the network. 

15 d i f f e ren t l y  depending on nhen they were deployed. 

16 

17 i s  the access t o  that  may have t o  be determined on an 

18 ICB basis. awest i s  not going t o  p roh ib i t  the access 

19 t o  that  terminal because we're s t i l l  t r y ing  t o  f igure  

20 out the appropriate access f o r  that  terminal. 

21 I th ink fur ther back in  the docunent, page 

22 six, b u l l e t  f ive, ue state i f  there i s  no customer 

23 cross-connect f ie ld ,  the CLECs sha l l  access u t i l i z i n g  

24 sane form o f  temporizing method -- we don't d ic ta te  

25 what that  i s ,  i t ' s  not very descriptive, I don't 

There's l i t e r a l l y  tens of 

They look 

So as a resul t  o f  that, what we're saying 
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1 believe - -  t i a t  minimizes loAg-term accessibi t i ty  t o  

2 the terminal. 

3 

I 

Just saying when you do go in  and access 

4 it, unt i l  we can f igure out what the appropriate 
~ 

5 cross-connect f i e l d  should be there, do i t  in  such a 

6 manner tha t  preserves the plant i n  a manner such that 

7 with the high amount of churn tha t ' s  normal in  these 

8 type of bui ldings, i f ,  f o r  exanple, another CLEC 

9 wants access t o  that  customer or Quest gets the j 

IO customer or somebody nen moves i n t o  that  apartment, 

11 we're able t o  get that customer back on the i r  

12 cross-connect over t o  the terminal. 

13 MR. WILSON: Barry, on that paragraph you 

14 just  read, i sn ' t  that a typo? Shouldn't that  be 

15 maximizes instead of minimizes? 

16 MR. ORREL: Yeah, I th ink you're r ight ,  

17 Ken. 

18 MR. UEIGLER: See, ue're making headway. 

19 MR. ORREL: I th ink a l o t  o f  the issues 

20 we're ta l k ing  about, as fa r  as the l i n e  by l i n e  

21 issues, I th ink we can develop some mutually 

Z2 agreeable language. I don't see an issue there. 

23 
24 s t r i k i ng  l i n e  three, even - -  I believe, my 

25 interpretat ion, anyway, of the Antonuk report 

Thank you fo r  that assistance. 

However, on page f i ve ,  when ue t a l k  about 
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1 suggested that there s t i l l  d an LSR f o r  the subloop 

2 access. 

3 and uhat happens t o  your access during the time When 

4 we're bui lding inventories, e t  cetera. 

5 MR. UILSON: My main point  -- I know that 's 

6 s t i i l  an issue. My main point  was I don't th ink you 

7 need i t  s ix  places. 

8 i n  the SGAT and three places here where it gets in  

9 here. 

The question i s  what do we do with the LSR 

1 can point about three places 

10 MR. ORREL: Ue wanted t o  make sure you 

11 uwkrstood we needed an LSR, so I th ink we made that 

12 point. then we ta l k  an page seven, the LSR issue, 

13 review the type of terminal fo r  d i rec t  access 

14 capabil i ty. Ken, I believe we w i l l  have t o  r o l l  a 

15 truck in many instances t o  evaluate the terminal. 

16 That's something O w e s t  w i l l  have t o  do with this. 

17 par t i cu la r  with option three, envirwments. 

18 again, may not be readi ly available, as f a r  as being 

19 able t o  create a cross-connect f ie ld .  Ue w i l l  have 

20 t o  do some work, some r e t r o f i t t i n g  there t o  make that 

21 happen. 

22 MS. KILGORE: Can I c la r i f y?  When you say 

23 that you're going t o  have t o  v e r i f y  the terminal, you 

24 said par t i cu la r ly  f o r  option three. 

25 intending t o  do that fo r  every MTE terminal, uhether 

In 

It, 

Are you 
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1 or not i t ' s  option three? 

2 MR. ORREL: Not i f  i t ' s  a NID. Not i f  i t ' s  

3 option four. 

4 WS. KILGORE: When you say uhat i f  i t ' s  a 

5 NID,  what do you mean by that? 

6 MR. ORREL: Uell, i f  - -  l e t ' s  jus t  t a l k  

7 about that. Ken was wondering why NID i s  included i n  

8 there. Uell, our cable wire service termination 

9 po l i cy  i s  a ta r i f f ed  item, s ta r ts  with option one, 

10 which happens to  be a NID. I f  I s t a r t  with option 

1 1  two, you would have asked where i s  option one. So 

12 what we're t ry ing t o  do is, i n  fairness and 

13 completeness, provide the technician with, f i r s t  o f  

14 a l l ,  what i s  option one versus option two versus 

15 option three, and secondarily, how we would gain 

16 access. For option one, we simply said, as fa r  as 

17 access t o  the customer cross-connect f ie ld ,  have at 

18 it. You have unfettered access. 

19 

20 i n to  the protector side of that N I D ,  and when ue're 

21 in an MTE envirorment, those protector f i e l d  

22 arrangements can be rather corrplicated in  comparison 

23 t o  a residential NID. 

24 Looking a t  that on an I C B  basis. D i d  that answer 

25 your question? 

The issue becomes when you're t ry ing  t o  get 

A n d  that 's why we're k ind of 
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1 MS. KILGORE: Kind'of. I th ink uhen w o r e  

2 sending language back and fo r th  and you're revis i t ing 

3 the docunent, as you took a t  this b u l l e t  point, th is 

4 i s  worded very broadly and, in  t h i s  section, it vwtd  

5 pertain, as you said, t o  a 9  o f  the options. 

6 then you kind o f  c l a r i f i e d  and said, Uell ,  no, not 

7 option four, and option one only i f  you're accessing 

8 the protector f ie ld .  I mean, I'd l i k e  those types of 

9 things t o  be clearer in  here, because as this i s  

But 

10 worded - -  here's my concern. 

11 Option one, we're going out s inply t o  do 

12 uhat we're going t o  do with the inside wire. And up 
13 until now, my understanding has been that that  would 

14 be direct ,  v i r t u a l l y  unfettered access. 

15 concerned that t h i s  w i l l  add -- t h i s  uhoie section, 

16 in other words, the LSR, a l l  of t h i s  other work 

17 that 's described here could be interpreted t o  apply 

18 t o  an opt ion one access scenario that  I just 
19 described. 

20 

21 it, t o  t ry t o  make clear in uhat circunstances that 

22 addit ional work i s  required. 

23 MR. ORREL: Right. Ue are very speci f ic  t o  

24 t a l k  about MTE terminals versus MTE NfDs. A n d  i f  

25 that d i s t i nc t i on  isn't there, we' l l  t r y  t o  put that 

A n d  I ' m  

See uhat I ' m  saying? 

SO just as you're going back and looking a t  
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I i n t o  the docunent. 

2 A n d  Ken, as fa r  as option three goes, the 

3 only in ten t  of the language there i s  t o  indicate that 

4 our technicians don't access those terminals t o  make 

5 cross-connects there. 

6 saying t o  you, the CLEC, you can have access there t o  

7 make cross-connects. It may be a tenporized solut ion 

I3 until we r e t r o f i t  it, but you have access t o  it. I 

9 think tha t  goes beyond parity, i f  you rea l l y  get down 

Uhat we're doing i s  we're 

10 t o  brass tacks there. 

11  

12 the language, we can look a t  that, but a l l  we're 

13 t ry ing  t o  do i s  t e l l  the technician, This i s  uhat 

14 you're going t o  see there. I t ' s  more o f  a 

15 descriptor, and I ' m  not t r y ing  t o  t i e  t h i s  back t o  

16 FCC orders and a l l  those kind o f  things. 

17 opt ion four, again, i t ' s  a canpus 

18 envirorment. 

19 there. I didn't th ink t h i s  was controversial. 

20 Detached terminals f a l l  under col locat ion rules. I 

21 thought we'd a l l  agree on that. 

22 MR. UILSON: A l l  I was actual ly going t o  

23 add would be a f i n a l  sentence that says when MCOE 

24 terminals inside service bui ld ings o r  are inside 

25 service bui ld ings or are attached t o  the outside of 

I f  we need t o  s t r i k e  the language or nmdify 

We're ta lk ing  about detached terminals 
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1 service buildings, access i s  gained as in  CUSTP 

2 option three above, something sinple l i k e  that. 

3 
4 type of terminal and could be accessed in  the same 
5 way. I f  i t ' s  a pedestal on a concrete pad associated 

6 with a building, then I th ink you'd probably go t o  

7 the -- an mvirorment m r e  l i k e  a feeder d i s t r i bu t i on  

8 interface point. But i t  may jus t  be the same type of 

9 66 terminal or 76 terminat, e t  cetera. 

Because i t  could be the same, an ident ical  

10 MR. ORREL: Okay. Ue ' l l  take a look a t  ' 

11 that and u e ' l l  look a t  your red-line, too, when you 

12 get that ready. A n d  I th ink that 's p re t t y  nuch it. 

13 Yw knou, I real ly don't th ink that  t h i s  d o c e n t  i s  

14 as e v i l  as i t ' s  sometimes portrayed. I t ' s  intended, 

15 again, just  t o  be an assist  t o  the technician. 

16 take a look a t  your red- l ine  and see tha t  ne can do 
17 with i t  and n e B l l  continue discussions w i t h  you on a 

18 direct basis t o  see i f  we can get t h i s  resolved. 

19 MS. KILGORE: Can I j us t  ask one question? 

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Kilgore, Mr .  Uilson, 

21 and then I have a question. 

22 MS. KILGORE: M r .  Orrel, do you have any 

23 estimate of the percentage o f  terminals that  would 

24 not be covered by the protocol set  out in t h i s  

25 docurtent, where i t  uwld be an ICB basis, as you 

UenlL 

. 
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1 proposed i t  iere? 

2 MR. ORREL: I have no idea. But, remember, 

3 the IC8 basis i s  as f a r  as a determination of whether 

4 or not we need to  r e t r o f i t  the terminal and make i t  a 

5 single point of interconnection, SPOI. That's what 

6 we're ta lk ing about when ne're ta lk ing  about the ICB. 

7 That's not stopping AT&T or any other CLEC from 

8 accessing that subloop. 

9 MS. KILGORE: Is that your tem - -  sorry, I 
10 forgot the word, but - -  
11 MR. ORREL: Tenpr iz ing  solution, yes. 

12 That's an o ld  telephony term. 

13 MS. KILGORE: A l l  r igh t .  So when you t a l k  

14 about ICB i n  here, you're saying go ahead and do the 

15 t q o r i z i n g  solution, and then IC5 means we're going 

16 t o  go back and look a t  i t  and f i gu re  out the best way 

17 t o  deal with th is  terminal. 

18 MR. ORREL: Right. Ue'Ll determine whether 

19 or not - -  and we're going t o  not only look a t  the 

20 type o f  terminal, we're going t o  look a t  the age of 

21 the terminal, w i l l  i t  hold up t o  d i rec t  access. Some 

22 of the terminals are f a i r l y  o ld  and are not very 

23 pliable. Ue're going t o  look a t  h a t  we ant ic ipate 

24 t o  be the volune there, even though ue don't r e a l l y  

25 have forecasts for th is,  t r y  t o  determine - -  

Sorry. 
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1 obviously, if AT8T's interested i n  building, w ' r e  

2 going t o  have t o  determine, based on several 

3 variables, &ether o r  not that  terminal needs to be 

4 replated. In case o f  an option three, i f  i t ' s  a 

5 large apartment building, chances are very good that 

6 ne would uant t o  change that i f  there's a rea l  

7 cross-connect f i e l d  there fo r  the CLEC and a 

8 demarcation point  f o r  t es t  access. 

9 MR. UILSOW: Actually, that  raises an 
10 i n te res t ing  question. 

11 the CLEC needs t o  use some o f  these temporary 

12 solut ions and Qwest determines that it needs t o  put 
13 i n  a permanent type of  solution, does Quest expect 

14 the CLEC t o  pay f o r  that  en t i re  new terminal or pa r t  

15 o f  the terminal? Uhat i s  conteaplated there? 

16 CUI. ORREL: I believe the intent there i s  

17 t o  capture the cost through recurring charges, rather 

18 than a nonrecurring f l a t  ra te  up front. 

19 MR. WILSON: Okay. I had actual ly an issue 

20 that  I nanted t o  ask the group about connecting the 

21 access protocol back up t o  the SGAT, so maybe i f  

22 Judge Rendahl had a question on the access protocol, 

23 you should go f i r s t .  

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: I do, but I think we're 
25 maybe on the same wavelength here. I n  the issues 

I f  there i s  a terminal h e r e  
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1 log, i t  seems that  the issues t ka t  are addressing 
2 t h i s  terminal access protocol - -  i t  seems t o  me there 

3 are tno issues. One i s  disagreements over the 

4 terminal access protocol language and whether that's, 

5 you know, whether the par t ies  agree on the language. 

6 A n d  1 support the par t ies  uorking together 

7 t o  t ry  t o  resolve the language, understanding that 

8 there may be some underlying impasse issues, and 

9 those 1 would expect t o  be briefed. A n d  I think 

10 that 's, Mr.  Ueigler and Mr. Steese, what you both 

1 1  agreed t o  do; i s  tha t  correct? 

12 MR. STEESE: Yes. 

13 MR. UEIGLER: Yes, Your Honor. 

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And so t o  the extent 

15 that a t  least f o r  purposes o f  Issue SB-3, the 

16 question r e a l l y  there i s  whether - -  i t  says whether 

17 the SGAT provisions f o r  access t o  subloop elements 

18 are consistent wi th the FCC's, you know, def in i t ions.  

19 Would that be t h i s  protocol? 

20 r e a l l y  ta lk ing  about here or are there separate SGAT 

21 sections that we then need t o  also get to? 

22 Uilson. 

23 MR. WILSOY: That was k ind  of my point. I 
24 th ink i t ' s  both. Def in i te ly,  the SGAT ca l l s  i n to  

25 e f fec t  the access protocol, so we bel ieve that the 

Is that  what we're 

Mr .  
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1 access protocol i s  part  o f  that  issue. Bu t  I went 

2 through the SCAT L i t e  that Qwest f i l e d  on the 24th, 

3 not the nen language that ne got today. 

4 through the SGAT t h i s  morning and I fwnd a nunber of 

5 provisions in  that current SGAT that  1 had some 

6 problems u i t h  i n  re la t i on  t o  the same types o f  access 

7 t o  the terminals issues. 

8 hon did ne deal n i t h  that. 

9 Soma of  them, I think, ac tua l l y  s l i g h t l y  

10 contradict the access protocol. 

11 s l i g h t l y  redundant n i t h  the access protocol, hut may 

12 set up kind o f  a conf l i c t ,  so 1 donlt know how t o  

13 resolve this. 

14 JU)GE RENOAHL: Uell, I guess one 

15 suggestion I have i s  i t ' s  non a quarter o f  f i v e  and 

16 we need t o  leave a t  f i v e  today; that, unfortunately, 

17 Mr .  Orrel, i t  looks l i k e  you may have t o  be here 

18 tomorrow morning, but -- 
19 MR. ORREL: 1811 get even with Chuck. 

20 That's okay. 

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Maybe you a l l  can 

22 use the t ime o f f l i n e  t o  go over t h i s  nen version of 

23 the SCAT language and t h i s  docunent, the terminal 

24 access protocol, and do some o f  t h i s  work o f f l i n e  and 

25 maybe tomorrow morning, when we get t o  it, there n i l 1  

I uent 

And  so I nas going t o  ask 

Sonre of them are 
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1 have been sane meeting o f  the m i n d s  on some o f  the 

2 issues, maybe not, and i f  there i s n ' t  a meeting of 

3 the minds, a t  least we ' l l  know where they are and be 

4 able to, you know. more d i r e c t l y  point t o  o r  know 

5 where the inpasse issues are in  the SGAT and i n  the 

6 terminal access protocol. 

7 good proposal? 

a MR. ORREL: Do what I can. 

9 MR. UILSON: We can t a l k  about how t o  do 

Does that seem t o  be a 

I D  t h i s  log is t i ca l l y ,  I think, o f f  the record. 

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Hr. Crain, d i d  you have - -  
12 MR. CRAIN: I was thinking that, reading 

13 through this,  and I ' m  nen t o  t h i s  whole uorkshop 

14 here, but I anticipate ue're not going t o  be able t o  

15 close t h i s  issue. 

16 asked AT&T t o  provide us wi th a red- l ine  d r a f t  o f  the 

17 protocol. My suggestion would be that i f  AT&T could 

18 provide that t o  us, we c w l d  work with them and, by 

19 the end of the ueek or  something, report back about 

20 what we've been able t o  close and nhat was s t i l l  an 

21 impasse issue, maybe f i l e  something, but assune that 

22 i f  ue don't  report back, i t ' s  been closed - -  i t ' s  an 

23 impasse issue. 

26 JUDGE RENDAHL: Just f o r  my c la r i f i ca t i on ,  

25 We're ta lk ing  about whether the SGAT provisions are 

This i s  going t o  be - -  ne have 
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1 consistent f o r  access t o  sub[oops a t  UTE terminals or 

2 consistent wi th the FCC's rules and orders, andalso 

3 whether the terminal access protocol i s  consistent; 

4 i s  that  correct? 

5 MR. CRAIN: Yes, and I guess -- 
6 JUDGE RENDAHL: So you're saying they nwld 

7 remain a t  impasse even with some discussion tonight 

8 on these issues? 

9 MR. STEESE: Judge, i f  I could interject, I 
10 might say i t  s l i g h t l y  di f ferent.  

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Go ahead. 

12 I4R. STEESE: Uhat 1 would suggest i s  -- I 
13 mean, Mr. Ui lson has put the concerns on the record. 

14 Ue've had substantial discussion las t  time about 

15 various concerns raised by AT&T and Quest's response 

16 thereto. 

17 What I wwld recombend i s  that ne do what 

18 We've done in subloop in the past, because we rea l l y  

19 had been looking a t  the issues very di f ferent ly.  Ue 

20 had a vigorous discussion on the record, then ne saw 

21 i f  there was anything more ne could close and we 

22 closed scute issues, and then h a t  ne did i s  we 

23 provided a l i s t  o f  the issues t o  be briefed. 

24 
25 two or three issues w i th in  the protocol i t s e l f ,  that  

What I would ant ic ipate i s  there might be 
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1 here's the issue and we can bame i t  fo r  you as nice 

2 as ne can. Here's the issue, herels Quest's vieu, 

3 here's AT&T's view, and we each argue from that. 

4 

5 continue t o  ta l k  t o  AT&T about th i s  t o  see what i t  

6 can resolve, hut in terms o f  putting m r e  00 the 

7 record, I th ink i t  would be just restat ing our 

8 respective views. 

9 and t o  see i f  there's anything ne can close n i t h  

A n d  so rea l l y  Quest i s  more than happy t o  

And what ne need i s  an issues l i s t  

10 respect t o  the protocol, so I nould recomnend that we 

11 jus t  spend time, set dates f o r  exchanging information 

12 about th is ,  and then have the b r ie f  tha t  i s  due on 
13 t h i s  par t i cu la r  issue be tr iggered by the 

14 i den t i f i ca t i on  of the issues instead of the ctosing 

15 of t h i s  workshop, and maybe we could t r y  and get i t  

16 accwnplished by the middle of next week, fo r  example. 

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr .  Ueigler. 

18 MR. UEIGLER: Judge, 1 respectful ly 

19 disagree. 

20 got from Quest, the f i r s t  t i m e  I sau it was last  

21 ueek, and tha t ' s  uh i le  we had t h i s  follow-up 

22 workshop. 

23 language on the SGAT today. 

24 t h i s  hearing, I have about 12 SGAT sections that I 
25 had concerns about and now I got new SGAT language, 

Quest - -  the las t  access protocol that ne 

As far as the SGAT, ue jus t  got the i r  new 

Uhen I was preparing f o r  
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1 and I don't lnou i f  those cotkerns are there or Mt. 

2 I have to  revieu the i r  neu SGAT language t o  determine 

3 at  least i f  they adhere t o  various C o m i s s i o n  orders 

4 and i f  I have concerns about those. So the idea that 

5 ue've pounded these issues i n t o  the table, we j u s t  

6 got t h i s  language. That's uhy we're here. So 1 

7 think that  ye need t o  keep t h i s  dialogue, i f  i t ' s  v ia  

8 online or a determination of f l ine,  on what's s t i l l  an 

9 issue before ue close aut and decide t o  b r i e f  these 

10 issues. 

11 MR. STEESE: Maybe I was misunderstood, 

12 Steve. 

13 language, the SGAT language that m o r e  of fer ing i s  a 

14 concession for issues already a t  inpasse, things that 

15 we've discussed a t  length. 

16 Language, as ue o f f e r  i t  nou, might take an issue 

17 you've already agreed t o  b r i e f  e a r l i e r  t h i s  month in 

18 Uashington o f f  the table. 

19 But then, u i t h  respect t o  the access 

20 protocol, maybe i didn't speak clearly. 

21 in the  past i s  ue had a vigorous discussion about 

22 subloop generally. Then - -  a t  the time, i t  uas 
23 baninick Sekich, from ATILT, and Steve Beck, f r an  

24 Quest, sat down and hanmered out what the issues log 

25 uas. Uhat i s  i t  uhere we disagree, nhere i s  i t  that 

Uhen you look, f i rs t  of a l l ,  a t  the SGAT 

Now, ue think maybe the 

Uhat ne did 
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1 ne agree, i s  there anything that ue can, o f f  the 

2 record, close. 

3 So u i t h  respect t o  the protocol i t s e l f ,  Mr. 

4 UiLson has cer ta in ly  l a i d  out some of h i s  concerns. 

5 We've heard those. 

6 Mr, WiIson has said i n  the past. 

7 that, o f f l ine,  continue t o  see i f  ue can close 

8 issues. If we can't, i den t i f y  the speci f ic  language 

9 issues wi th in  the protocol i t s e l f  that  ne disagree 

10 with, the overarching issue, and provide i t  t o  the 

11 Judge f o r  resolution. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: This i s  Judge RendahI. 

13 Ue're discussing subloop issues today and tomorrow. 

14 That's what has been on our uorkshop l i s t .  I gwss 

15 I ' m  a l i t t l e  hesitant t o  just  cut o f f  a l l  discussion 

16 and say t h i s  i s  the way i t  is .  

17 says, 1 mean, there i s  neu SGAT language that 's  just 

18 been d is t r ibuted today. 

19 least on the issue of  the terminal access protocol, 

20 there's not nuch more we can do r i g h t  here, r i g h t  

21 nou. Obviously, i f  there's any changes, the par t ies 

22 need t o  do those o f f l i n e .  I t ' s  not productive t o  do 

23 i t  here today. 

24 

25 the document that Hs. Stewart d is t r ibuted as the 

I t  conports u i t h  a l o t  o f  what 

A l l  we're saying i s  

I f ,  as M r .  Ueigler 

I think we may be - -  at  

So I guess I ' d  l i k e  t o  keep working with 
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1 changes t o  tf!e subloop section. And maybe ue just 

2 need t o  end i t  today and have the part ies go back and 

3 Look at  t h i s  neu language and came back fresh in the 

li morning. A n d  maybe with sune discussion, you lucou, 

5 of f l ine,  i t  might be very quick i n  the morning, but 

6 I'm not seeing much progress r igh t  w. 
7 that 's uhat I ' m  ta lk ing about. So l e t ' s  be o f f  the 

8 record fo r  the lllOment and have a discussion about 

9 what ne do from here. 

I gwss 

10 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the 

12 record. 

13 that ue're going t o  end t h i s  follou-up uorkshop 

14 today, t h i s  session today, and ctnne back a t  9:OO 

15 tomorrou morning. 

16 continue t o  uork o f f l i n e  on these issues and we'll 
17 discuss t h i s  in the morning, hou ne proceed. 

18 be o f f  the record. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
25 

Uhi le ue were o f f  the record, ue decided 

in the meantime, the par t ies w i l l  

Let's 

(Proceedings adjourned a t  4 5 8  p.m.) 
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: Le f1s8c '2  the record. 

2 We're here t h i s  morning s ta r t i ng  the second day o f  

3 our fol lon-up uorkshop in  the four th  workshop here in 

4 Uashington before the Washington U t i l i t i e s  and 

5 Transportation Conmission in Dockets UT-003022 and 

6 UT-003040. 

7 
8 Quest, Mr.  Uunn, and an attorney from ATBT, Mr. 

9 Sekich, and Qnest's nitness, Ms. LaFaw. There are 

Ue have on the bridge l i n e  an attorney from 

10 also a nunber o f  people here in the room. A n d  I'm 
11 going t o  j us t  ask b r i e f l y  i f  the attorneys uwld 
12 iden t i f y  themsetves fo r  the record and then, also, 
13 then ne811 go t o  the bridge l i n e  and take 

14 appearances, wear  in Ms. LaFave, and then ue w i t1  go 

15 through any questions f o r  Hs. LaFave. Start ing with 
16 AT&T, Ms. Kilgore. 

17 MS. KILGORE: Yes, Sarah Kilgore, f o r  ATCT. 

18 You want my witnesses? 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: No. 

20 MS. KILGORE: Okay. 

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck. Uelre just 

22 taking appearances. State your name and who you 

23 represent. 

24 MS. DOBERNECK: Megan Doberneck, Covad 

25 Comnunications. 
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1 HR. UEIGLER: S t e v k  Ueigler, ATLT. 

2 MS. YOUNG: Barb row@, Sprint. 

3 HS. HOPFENBECK: A n n  Hopfenbeck, UorldCan. 

4 Ws. STEWART: Karen Stewart, Pwest. 

5 MR. ORREL: Barry Orrel, Quest. 

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. And  on 
7 the bridge line, nr. Hurm. 
8 HR. RUNN: John H u n ,  Owest. 

9 JU)GE RENDAHL: Can you speak directly i n t o  

10 the mouthpiece of the phone? 

11 speaker, i t ' s  not coming through very clearly. 

12 HR. MUNN: Ue could probably use a be t te r  

13 phone. I f  we want t o  just drop and c a l l  back in on a 

14 better phone, I think we could do that  in one minute. 

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: Why don't we do that. Hr. 

16 Sekich, are you s t i l l  there? 

17 HR. SEKICH: Yes, I ' m  s t i l l  here. This i s  

18 Dominick Sekich, f o r  ATBT. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Are you there, 

20 Mr. Munn? Let's be o f f  the record f o r  a moment. 

21 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be back on the 

23 record. Ue uent o f f  the record just t o  -- we weren't 

24 sure i f  we were going t o  get you back. 

25 HR. WNN: I can understand that concern. 

I think i f  you're on 
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okiy. Ms. LaFave. 

2 MS. LaFAVE: Yes. 

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: Uould you please s ta te  your 

4 fu l l  name f o r  the record? 

5 MS. LaFAVE: Mary Fergusm LaFeve. 

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: And spe l l  your l a s t  name. 
7 MS. LaFAVE: L-a-F-a-v, as in  Victor, -e. 
a JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Uwld you 

9 please raise your r i g h t  hand? 

10 MS. LaFAVE: Yep. 

11 Whereupon, 

12 MARY F. LaFAM, 

13 having been f i r s t  duly sworn, was cal led as a witness 

14 herein and t e s t i f i e d  as fol lous: 

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Okay. A n d  Hr. 

16 Munn, 1% sorry, I didn't take your appearance. 

17 MR. WNN: John M u n ,  on behalf o f  Quest. 

i a  JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. How do you wish 

19 t o  proceed? 

20 testimony. 

21 testimony marked as Exhibi t  1022. the rebut ta l  

22 testimony o f  Ms. LaFave? Hearing no objection, i t  

23 ui 11 be a h i  tted. 

24 Does Ms. LaFave have any presentation, o r  

25 i s  t h i s  just making Hs. LaFave avai lable f o r  
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2 HR. MI": Judge, we uould just propose t o  

3 make Hs. LaFave avai lable fo r  any cross-exanination 

4 questions a t  t h i s  time. The testimony i s  f a i r l y  

5 br ief ,  and I don't think a sunnary would be necessary 

6 here. 

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Hr. Sekich, do you 

8 have any questions fo r  Us. LaFave? 

9 HR. SEKICH: Yes, I do. They'll be f a i r l y  

10 brief,  perhaps f i v e  t o  10 minutes, but I appreciate 

11 the opportwi  ty. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Please go ahead. 

13 HR. SEKICH: Hs. LaFave, are you presently 

14 enployed as an attorney f o r  Quest? 

15 MS. LaFAVE: No, I ' m  not. 

16 HR. SEKICH: Thank you. First  question. 

17 I'll be using the acronyms, I guess, used i n  your 

18 testimony, PC1, re fe r r ing  t o  I think Quest 

19 Conmrnications International? 

20 US. LaFAVE: The parent conpany, yes. 

21 HR. SEKICH: QC, re fe r r ing  t o  Quest 

22 Corporation, Quest Corp.? 

23 MS. LaFAVE: Uh-huh. 

24 HR. SEKICH: A n d  QCC, uhich I believe i s  

25 Quest Comnrnications Corporation? 

-_- * 
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1 MS. LaFAVE: Yes. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr. Sekich, can you speak 

3 up a b i t  f o r  the court reporter? 

4 MR. SEKICH: Absolutely. Is t h i s  better? 

5 JUDGE REWDAHL: That's much better. Thank 

6 you. 

7 MR. SEKICH: QC, as I understand from y w r  

8 testimony, i s  the en t i t y  that  was a t  one time US West 

9 Cormurications; i s  that  correct? 

10 MS. LaFAVE: Correct. 

11 WR. SEKICH: Question. QCI, as y w  

12 mentioned, i s  the parent e n t i t y  o f  Quest. Does at1 

13 oun or  control  any local exchange conpany, other than 

14 ac? 
15 HS. LaFAM: No. 

16 HR. SEKICH: D i d  Q C I  a t  any time o m  or 
17 control any local  exchange company? 

i a  MS. LaFAVE: Not t o  the best of my 
19 knowledge, no. 

20 MR. SEKICH: Could there have been a 

21 conpeti t ive loca l  exchange ceinpany that P t l ,  or o ld  

22 Quest, owned or controlled? 

23 MS. LaFAVE: I - -  I don't know. I don't - -  
24 I don't bel ieve so, no. 
25 MR. SEKICH: Okay. A n d  I guess maybe the 
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4 SGAT/271 WORKSHOP 1V 5511 1 f i na l  question. Are there a&y f a c i l i t i e s  o f  PCI o r  

2 OCC that  are available f o r  use by QC? 
3 Ws. LaFAVE: Not as f a r  as I'm aware, no. 
4 MR. SEKICH: I f  PCI ouned an o f f i c e  

5 huilding, f o r  exanple, would those f a c i l i t i e s  be made 

6 available to, say, co-house or  include o r  provide 

7 space t o  Qc? 

8 c1R. WNN: Dom, are you asking i f  tha t  i s  
9 occurring today or  are you asking a hypothetical? 

10 MR. SEKICH: Uell, actual ly, that 's a good 

11 point, Hr. Munn. thy  don't we ask today. Is there 

12 any f a c i l i t y  byned by -- not oyned by QC, but omed 

13 by QCI o r  an a f f i l i a t e  of PCI tha t  i s  present ly i n  

14 use by PC? 

15 MS. LaFAK: I honestly don't know w i t h  
16 respect t o  any real estate structure, but t o  the 

17 extent i t  would a l l  be handled and accounted f o r  

18 under the a f f i l i a t e  accounting rules. 

19 HR. SEKICH: And tha t ' s  the end o f  my 

20 questions. 

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Do you have 

22 anything, Hr. U r n ?  

23 MR. WNN: No, Judge. Thank you. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Is there anything 

25 from any party around the table, any questions by any 
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1 party f o r  Ms. LaFave? Okay. Hearing nothing, thank 

2 you very much fo r  being pat ient  w i th  US, Ms. LaFave, 

3 Hr. U r n ,  and Hr. Sekich, in ge t t ing  our technical 

4 d i f f i c u l t i e s  resolved and s ta r t i ng  l a t e r  than ye 

5 intended. So you're f ree  t o  go i f  you'd l ike.  

6 HR. SEKICH: Thank you. This i s  Dominick 

7 Sekich. I'll be dropping from the bridge. 

8 HR. MUNN: Hs. LaFave and I w i l t  a lso be 

9 dropping. 

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you very much. 

11 Let's be o f f  the record. 

12 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be on the record. 

14 Uhile we were o f f  the record, West has c i rcu la ted  a 

15 def in i t ion  o f  packet switch, which, as I understand, 

16 w i l l  resolve the issues i n  Washington Packet Switch 

17 Issue Five; i s  that correct? 

18 MS. STEWART: Yes. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  i s  t h i s  SGAT 

20 language, does t h i s  go t o  a pa r t i cu la r  SGAT section? 

21 HS. STEWART: Yes, i t  i s  SGAT language. It 

22 w i l l  go i n  the def in i t ions sect ion o f  the SGAT. 

23 Currently that section i s  nunbered, but my 

24 understanding i s  they're in  the process of converting 

25 that SGAT section t o  an alphabetical l i s t  without 
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1 indiv idual  mnbers, so t h i s  h i l l  enter i n to  the 

2 appropriate place alphabetical ly i n  that de f i n i t i on  

3 l i s t .  

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And this i s  w i th in  

5 Section Four o f  the def in i t ions? 

6 MS. STEWART: That i s  correct. 

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So th i s  would be an 

8 exh ib i t  t o  your testimony, I suppose? 

9 US. STEWART: Yes, i t  mi ld .  

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ue u i l l  make t h i s  Exhibi t  

11 1166. 
12 HS. STEWART: 1166 or  lo? 
13 JUDGE RENDAHL: 1166. I made a mistake 

14 yesterday. 

15 1165. Does that make more sense? 

16 MS. STEWART: Yes, i t  would. Thank you. 

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  so t h i s  i s  

18 agreed upon language. Now PS-5 i s  no Longer a t  

19 impasse? 

20 MS. HOPFENBECK: That's correct. Just t o  

21 spell out what the - -  there uas a corrpranise here, 

22 and WorldCom has withdrawn i t s  request t o  have both a 

23 de f i n i t i on  of packet switch and packet switching and 

24 has agreed that our concerns would be sa t i s f i ed  by 

25 sinply adding t h i s  par t i cu la r  de f i n i t i on  o f  packet 

The SGM Section 9.7.5.2.2 should be 

~~ ~ ~ ~ 
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1 switch, whici is ident ical  t 6  the de f i n i t i on  that was 

2 proposed by Mr.  Schneider in  h i s  Exhibit  MSU-3 that  

3 was acfnitted as - -  I don't have the exhibi t  l i s t  

I handy. 

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Hold on a second. 

6 Schneider, US-3, MUS-32 

7 US. HOPFEWBECK: Yeah, WE-3, which i s  

8 Exhibi t  862. It's ident ical  t o  that, with the 

9 exception of one word, and tha t  i s  the fourth word, 

10 router, in our proposed d e f i n i t i o n  said switch, and 

11 we're w i l l i n g  t o  accept subst i tut ion of the term 

12 router f o r  switch here. 

13 So t h i s  sa t i s f i es  our concern that the SGAT 

14 accurately described a packet switch frm a technical 

15 perspective, and tha t  issue i s  closed from wr 

16 perspective. 

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And fo r  my own 

18 c la r i f i ca t ion ,  Washington PS-4, we're s t i l l  a t  

19 impasse, but we resolved the status of the inter im 

20 ra te  issue; i s  that  correct? 

21 MR. STEESE: Can you say that again, Judge? 

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: O n  our issues log, 

23 Uashington Packet Switching Issue Four was a t  impasse 

24 and indicated ne needed t o  check on the status o f  the 

25 follow-up of Exhibit  A. Ue did that yesterday, and 

My frimd here - -  
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1 Us. Andert indicated that th; rates have not yet been 

2 run through a cost docket, hut there are interim 

3 rates in Exhibi t  A. A n d  1 was uondering whether -- 
4 we're s t i l l  a t  i p s s e  on t h i s  issue, but ye had that 

5 concern about the cost docket. 

6 HS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, ny vrderstanding i s  

7 that Hs. Anderl i s  going t o  advocate that packet 

8 switching prices be included in  Part  D of  the cost 

9 docket. A n d  from Worldcaa's perspective, with that 

10 carmitment, we are sa t i s f i ed  that t h i s  issue can be 

11 closed. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

13 US. HOPFENBECK: Ue w i l l  j o i n  her in 

14 supporting - -  adding packet switching pr ice in to  Part 

15 D. 

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: And i s  ATBT okay with that, 

17 as well? 

18 The issue can be closed pending the discussion in the 

19 cost docket? 

20 US. KILGORE: Yeah, that 's fine. 

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, okay. I hadn't had 

22 that  issue as closed on my log, and I j us t  wanted t o  

23 make sure that ne cleared that up. Okay. Uell, 

24 thank you very auch. We also -- i s  there anything 

25 else on packet switching that ne need t o  address? 

IS that sanething you're able t o  discuss? 

SGAT/271 WORKSHOP I V ,  8/1/01 5516 
1 Mr. G r i f f i t h ,  do you have a question? 

2 HR. GRIFFITH: Just one s l i g h t  comnent. I 
3 believe the correct terminology f o r  protocols down i n  

4 the las t  sentence i s  X.25 and X.75. 
5 s l i g h t  typo on the Exhibi t  1166. 

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you very much. 

7 WS. STEWART: Ue ' l l  make that change. 

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So we can rn move 

9 t o  subloop issues and - -  because we've completed the 

I t ' s  just  a 

10 dark fiber, we finished that yesterday; correct? 

11 MS. STEWART: Right. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. SO moving r ight  

13 along t o  subloops, who would l i k e  t o  explain the n e w  
14 issues log? 

15 MS. STEWART: I can do that. AT&T and 

16 West, working cooperatively th is  morning, went 

17 through a l l  of the issues that e i ther  had a status of 

18 impasse o r  are s t i l l  open as part of  t h i s  workshop in  
19 regards t o  subloop unbundling. 

20 jus t  c lea r l y  art iculated what uas the true issue l e f t  

21 w i th in  each of the items that uere e i ther  a t  inpasse 

22 or open, and then we've jus t  i temized those 

23 differences. 

24 

25 re ta in  the complete l i s t ,  as f a r  as being in the 

We took the l i s t  and 

I 

And what I uould propose i s  that we would 
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1 record, ktt that  t h i s  short& ( i s t  would be the 

2 l i s t  f o r  purposes of moving forward in t h i s  workshop 

3 and would be the L is t  from which b r ie f i ng  would 

4 occur. 

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. We have nOt entered 

6 the issues log i n t o  the record per se as an exhibit. 

7 Ue had discussed doing that. Do the part ies wish t o  

8 do that  or just use them as guides f o r  br ief ing? 

9 HR. UEIGLER: Uell, whatever we've done 
Uhat have we done on 10 t rad i t ional ly ,  Your Honor. 

11 other issues? 

12 MS. STRAIN: Both. 

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: Both. Ue've been 

14 inconsistent on this.  So I th ink i t ' s  r e a l l y  up t o  

15 the parties. I ' m  not sure we need i t  as an exhibi t  

16 i f  the par t ies understand i t ' s  useful just  f o r  

17 b r ie f i ng  purposes. 
18 UR. UEIGLER: I'd rather not atbait it as an 

19 exhibit. For exafrple, I noticed that there's an SGAT 

20 provision missing, and I don't want t o  be precluded 

21 because i t ' s  not l i s t e d  in  an exhibit. But I w i l l  
22 n o t i f y  awest on what that  is. I t ' s  on UA-SB-3. 

23 9.3.3.7 i s  included in the SCAT provision. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. Well, we 

25 won't then include it as par t  of the record, but f o r  
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1 purposes of discussion and brtefing, t h i s  w i l l  be the 

2 issues log f o r  subloops. Then le t ' s  get back t o  

3 where we were yesterday before ne broke, and I th ink 

4 we were s t i l l  discussing issue 58-3 and Quest's 

5 access protocol docunent. 

6 I now have another exhibit, which i s  an 

7 additional d r a f t  of  awest Standard WE Terminal 

8 Access Protocol. Haw does t h i s  d i f f e r  from the 

9 docunent dated 7/17/01 that ye had in yesterday? W r .  

10 Orrel, do you wish t o  speak t o  this, or who i s  -- 
11 MR. ORREL: Yes, Judge, I can. I just 

12 noticed we should have changed 7/17/01 d r a f t  t o  

13 8/1/01 draf t .  We'll correct that. This d r a f t  --  we 

14 probably should enter t h i s  as an exhibit. 

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: And would t h i s  be t o  your 

16 testimony, then, Mr. Orrel? 

17 HR. ORREL: I t would be t o  M s .  Stewart's. 

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Stewart's. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: This w i l l  be Exhibi t  1167. 

20 M R .  ORREL: Thank you, Judge. 

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: This w i l l  be the August 1st  

22 version -- 
23 HR. ORREL: Yes. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: --  of awest's H I E  Terminal 

25 Access Protocol. 
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1 MR. ORREL: Uhat I'clocl(d propose t o  do i s  

2 t h i s  i s  a HTE Terminal Access Protocol L i te ,  i f  you 

3 n i l l .  It doesn't include the or ig ina l  photographs 

4 that nere in  the or ig ina l  version o f  Exhib i t  1164. 

5 So n i t h  that, nhat has transpired since yesterday i s  

6 Ones t  has taken cements that AT&T provided i n  a 

7 red-l ine version o f  t h i s  access protocol and tried t o  

8 incorporate as many of the concerns as Quest can in to  

9 t h i s  Exhibit 1167. 
10 

11 some additional changes that could be made t o  soften 

12 the positions, i f  you n i l l ,  from both part ies. *at 

13 t h i s  d o c w n t  represents i s  the f a i r l y  close 

14 approximation -- and Mr. Uilson, you can v e r i f y  t h i s  

15 f o r  me, i f  you'd l i k e  -- of where Quest and AT&T 

16 stand with the access protocol. I t ' s  a very close 

17 docunent t o  an agreement, as f a r  as hon the access 

18 should be provided. 

19 Ue do have some exceptions. I think ATgT 

20 has some issues that they would l i k e  t o  present on 
21 the record that probably are s t i l l  issues, even with 

22 t h i s  Exhibit 1167. U i th  that, 1'11 l e t  Mr. Ui lson 

23 address those. 

24 JWGE REMDAHL: Thank you, Flr. Orrel. 

25 MR. WILSON: Ken Uilson, f o r  ATLT. f think 

This morning, AT&T and Quest ccmnunicated 
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1 ne're much c(oser than ne nere on this. 

2 s t i l l  a fen issues. I think a nunber o f  those issues 

3 are already addressed i n  the disputed issues l i s t .  

4 However, we d i d  see one spot on page 14 that  samehow 

5 got missed, and ne think the l a s t  sentence on page 14 

6 needs t o  be removed. I t ' s  an ICB sentence that  we 

7 think i s  non covered by - -  f o r  instance, the f i r s t  

8 paragraph on the next page, page 15, t a l k s  about 

9 additional access methods, e t  cetera. 

There are 

10 HR. ORREL: We can remove that, Ken. 

11 You're r ight .  That's an oversight. 

12 MR. WILSON: Okay. I think we're very 

13 close on this. I think any problems ne -- I think 

14 We're going t o  have t o  take t h i s  back, and i f  there 

15 are any remaining issues, we could probably address 

16 them in  br ie f ing on t h i s  access protocol. 

17 I do have a nuher  of issues in the SGAT 

18 re la ted to  the same Washington issue. I guess ne're 

19 on nhat, 56-3 s t i l l .  

20 the new SGAT language that Quest passed out yesterday 

21 f o r  a feu moments. 

22 issues. 

23 JUDGE RENDAHL: And that being Exhib i t  

24 1020, the new Section 9.3? 

25 MR. WILSON: Yes, Your Honor. 

So I think we need t o  go over 

We have some questions on a feu 
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1 HR. ORREL: And bePore ne go there, what 1 

2 would o f f e r  t o  do i s  get a complete version nith that 

3 Latest change o f  the HTE access protocol as a 

4 l a t e - f i l e d  exhibit .  

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Uhy don't ne jus t  replace 

6 - -  you need t o  make the change f o r  August 1, anyway. 

7 HR. ORREL: Yes. 

8 JWGE RENDAHL: So why don't ne replsce 

9 Exhib i t  1167 nith those tm changes. 

10 HR. ORREL: I can do that  before ne leave 

11 here today. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

13 So perhaps i f  we can go t o  the 

14 - -  Exhib i t  1020, I believe, was the new SGAT L i t e  f o r  

15 Subloop Section 9.3. 

16 MS. STEUART: Probably. He's corning back. 

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Uhich section are ne 
18 looking at? 

19 MR. UILSOW: Let 's f i r s t  look a t  Section 

20 9.3.3.5. The f i r s t  addi t ion that  I uould l i k e  t o  add 

21 t o  t h i s  t o  c l a r i f y  a dispute which nas discussed 

22 yesterday, in  the f i f t h  line o f  9.3.3.5. it says, 

23 Onest's systems t o  support subloop orders, and then I 
24 would inser t  wet no charge t o  CLEC." 

25 MR. STEESE: Can you say that  again, Ken? 

HR. UILSON: 

Do ne need Mr .  Orrel? 
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1 I ' m  sorry. 

2 HR. WILSON: In the f i f t h  line, i t  says, 

3 Quest's systems t o  support subloop orders, and then I 

4 would add laat no charge t o  CLEC." 

5 MS. STEUART: Ken, i f  1 could j u s t  c l a r i f y  

6 your in tent  here. 

7 believes that  i t ' s  appropriate t o  charge the CLEC f o r  

8 the inventory creation, and by you inser t ing  no 

9 charge, are you discussing that  or are you saying 

Gou cut out a t  that exact noment. 

Ue have the dispute over Quest 

10 that  no addit ional charge beyond what's contemplated 

11 in the nonrecurring? 

12 MR. UILSON: I nas t r y i n g  t o  focus the 

13 dispute n i t h  language that  could be put in  or  not. 

14 So i t  i s  that  charge. 

15 HS. STEUART: That's nhat 1 was t ry ing  t o  

16 say, whether you uere t ry ing  t o  c l a r i f y  you nould pay 

17 the inventory Once and then you uouldn't pay us 
18 anything addi t ional  t o  put i t  i n t o  the LSR, or  are 

19 you jus t  saying the whole inventory nwld be a t  no 

20 charge? 

21 MR. WILSON: It's my understanding, and 

22 ne're going t o  get t o  t h i s  in  some other paragraphs, 

23 that  the inventory of the CLEC terminations i s  done 

24 by the CLEC, and that  the vhole Quest a c t i v i t y  i s  t o  

25 put that  i n t o  your systems. Now, there are some 
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1 places we'll need t o  clean 4, and 10m going t o  get 

2 t o  those, h e r e  i t  seems l i k e  Owest i s  inventorying 

3 the CLEC termirmtions, but I thought ue had 
4 determined in ear l ie r  workshops tha t  actual ly the 

5 CLEC does i t s  om inventory. 

6 US. STEUART: R i g h t ,  right. 

8 JUOGE RENDAHL: Going back t o  the charge, I 
9 think, can you respond t o  Us. Stwar t ' s  question 

10 about uhat charge you're ta l k ing  about here? 

11 UR. UILSON: I think the only inventory 

12 charge i s  the placing of - -  o r  the changing o f  

13 West's database. That's el\ that 's l e f t ,  I believe. 

14 MS. STEUART: Correct. 

15 MR. WILSON: So that 's the  charge. 

16 MS. STEUART: Okay. Then ue would not 

17 agree t o  insert t h i s  language. 

18 HR. UILSOW: That's -- yes. 

19 US. STEUART: Then i t  could be a disputed 

20 language. Okay, great. 

21 MR. UILSON: I think this just c l a r i f i e s  

22 the dispute. 

23 MS. STEUART: Thank you. I jus t  didn't 

24 know if --  okay. So Qwest would not agree t o  insert  

25 "at no charge t o  CLECI' in  the place suggested by Hr. 

7 . MR. UILSOW: SO -- 
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1 Uilson. 

2 MR. WILSON: Right. Wow, a l i t t l e  fur ther 

3 i n  th i s  paragraph, I think I have a suggestion that 

4 probably i s  acceptable. 

5 l ines, where i t  says alconplete an inventory o f  CLEC's 

6 terminations,m th i s  i s  where the confusion, I think, 

7 hasn't been resolved. 

8 something l i k e  "input the information on CLEC's 

9 terminations." The way i t ' s  in there nou, i t  sounds 

I f  you go dom four more 

I would change that t o  say 

10 l i k e  Owest i s  doing the inventorying o f  the CLEC 

1 1 terminations. 

12 UR. STEESE: Let me make a suggestion here, 

13 Ken. I think we can do this. So i t  would be t o  

14 input the inventory of CLEC terminations i n to  i t s  

15 systems? 

16 HR. UILSON: That's fine, yeah. I think 

17 that 's what weave decided i t  should be. 

18 US. STEWART: Okay. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: So uhat was that language, 

20 M r .  Steese? 

21 HR. STEESE: Af ter  the word rto," t-o, put 

22 the word a8input11 and the word I8the,l8 "input the," 

23 then you delete komplete.80 A n d  i t  w i l l  read lato 

24 input the inventory o f  CLEC's terminations i n to  i t s  

25 systems." 

I 

input the inventory? 
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1 JUDGE REWDAHL: i n f o  i t s  system? 

2 UR. STEESE: R i g h t .  

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: So you uould delete the 

4 uords nand submit the data.* 

5 UR. STEESE: R i g h t .  

6 UR. UILSON: I think that  looks Like what 

7 I'd intended t o  do. 
a JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So AT&T i s  in 

9 agreement uith that? 

10 HR. UILSON: Yes, I th ink that sotads 

11 acceptable. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And  that continues 

13 an agreement that  you a l l  have made pr io r  t o  this? 

14 UR. WILSON: I th ink it -- yes, i t  

15 continues an understanding of uhat 9-t was actual ly 

16 wanting t o  do. 
17 JWGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

18 UR. WILSON: There was sane 
19 mismckrstanding ea r l i e r  about that. 

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. 

21 UR. UILSON: Then ye go t o  9.3.3.7. 

22 US. KILGORE: Ken. 

23 UR. UILSON: Yes. 

24 US. KILGORE: Before ue go there, as I read 

25 fu r ther  in 9.3.3.5, i t  appears t o  me that there i s  

- -  
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1 further cleanup t o  be done, bcause Pwest i s  no 
2 longer performing the inventory. For exanple, 1 

3 question uhether an extended in te rva l  would ever be 

4 necessary beyond f i v e  days i f  you're just updating 

5 your records. 

6 MR. STEESE: But le t ' s  assune i t ' s  the 

7 uo r ld  Trade Center. I mean, the simple fact  i s  

8 you're r ight ,  Sarah, nost of the time i t ' s  not going 

9 t o  be that s igni f icant,  but there might be some 
10 instances where you're coming i n  with just  huge 

11 numbers and i t  might take Longer, o r  i t  m i g h t  be that 

12 you come in and you're t ry ing  t o  get a l l ,  you know, 

13 SO HTEs done a l l  a t  one t ime and i t ' s  just not 

14 possible t o  get i t  done. And u h i l e  we would hope 

15 tha t  tha t  would not occur often, there s t i l l  i s  a 

16 chance i t  could. 

17 MS. KILGORE: Okay. I guess I ' m  not going 

18 to, you know, require it. I f  you think i t ' s  

19 necessary t o  extend your interval,  then, you know, 

20 we ' l l  go through the process here. Houever, i n  the 

21 l a s t  sentence that 's been added by Pwest t o  th i s  

22 provision, you're s t i l l  ta lk ing  about P e s t  creating 

23 the inventory, and I would suggest you revise that 

24 s imi la r  t o  what we've done up farther. 

25 HR. STEESE: Where i s  that, Sarah? 
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1 MS. KILGORE: I t ' s ' the  addit ional sentence 

2 at  the end of 9.3.3.5. 

3 JUDGE REWDAHL: Do you have t h i s  docunent, 

4 Mr. Steese? 

5 MR. STEESE: I have i t  r i g h t  on my canplter 

6 as she's speaking, yes, ma'am. 
7 . JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So where i t  says 

8 %efore Quest conpletes completion o f  the inventory," 

9 maybe i t  can be changed t o  say ''before Quest inputs 

Currently -- 

10 the inventory i n t o  i t s  systems,'# or ''before Quest 

11 completes the" -- you know, conpletes inputt ing - -  
12 whatever language sa t is f ies  your needs. 

13 MS. STEWART: This is Karen Stewart. I 
14 would propose fo r  the sentence t o  now read, "If CLEC 

15 submits a subloop order before Quest inputs the 

16 inventory i n to  i t s  systems, Quest sha l l  process the 

17 order in  accord with Section 9.3.5.4.1." 

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: Is that acceptable? 

19 MS. KILGORE: Sounds goad t o  me. 

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr. Steese. 

21 HR. STEESE: Yes. 

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Can ue move on? I 
23 guess the next issue i s  w i t h  Section 9.3.3.7; i s  that  

24 correct, M r .  Uilson? 

25 MR. UILSON: Yes. The las t  sentence in 
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1 that paragraph says that the'CLEC sha l l  pay f o r  t h i s  

2 new terminal. However, I believe we heard Quest say 

3 yesterday that t h i s  uwld be bui l t  i n t o  the recurring 

4 charge. So I suggest the l a s t  sentence be deleted. 

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Do you mean the uhole 

6 sentence or  the l as t  phrase, having t o  do with the 

7 ICB portion? 

8 MR. UILSON: The uhole sentence, I believe. 

9 MR. STEESE: Is Mr. Orrel i n  the room? 

10 W. ORREL: Yes. 

11 MR. STEESE: Barry, what are your thoughts 

12 on that or -- 
13 W. ORREL: What we uere discussing 

14 yesterday i s  when we had t o  place a SPOI, that the 

15 cost f o r  the r e t r o f i t  of the terminal would be par t  

16 of a recurring charge on a termination basis. So I ' m  

17 try ing t o  determine the context of this actual item, 

18 9.3.3.7. 

19 HR. STEESE: I'm not t ry ing  t o  tread on 

20 consensus that uas reached yesterday, and so Barry, 

21 correct me i f  there's something I ' m  saying that 's 

22 incorrect, but what th i s  relates t o  i s  the UNE remand 

23 order, uhich spec i f i ca l l y  contemplates such 

24 rearrangements in  an MTE context, and i t  also 

25 contemplates that the cost f o r  such rearrangement 
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1 wooid be borne by the CLEC. 

2 A n d  there are two scenarios that I see 

3 here. 

4 that  we have in place, AT&T or  some other CLEC 

5 couldn't gain access t o  it wherein we would have t o  

6 rearrange. The other i s  a s i t ua t i on  where you need 

7 t o  expand the terminal t o  acconrnodate AT&T despite 

8 the fac t  that such terminal access would have been 

9 permissible, 

One where i f  you look a t  the type of terminal 

Y o u  might have a nrnber of CLECs, y ~ l l  

10 might have a bu i ld ing  ouner saying they uant t o  

11 rearrange and move where the bu i ld ing  terminal was 

12 located. 

13 here. 

14 I'm not sure if what Hr. Orrel said 

15 yesterday contenplated a l l  of those or  sinply the 

16 instance where you have, f o r  lack of a be t te r  term, a 

17 hard wire f a c i l i t y  tha t  you cou1cbVt gain access t o  

18 simply by v i r t ue  o f  how i t  was physical ly w i r e d .  

19 MR. WILSON: Chuck, t h i s  i s  Ken Uilson. I 
20 think uhere we kind o f  have gotten in  discussions 

21 with Quest o f f l i n e  t h i s  morning and yesterday was 

22 that i f  i t ' s  a terminal where the CLEC can go i n  and 

23 gain access in  a ts lporary manner, but i t ' s  an o l d  

24 terminal and Quest thinks that it needs t o  be 
25 re t ro f i t ted ,  Quest would do t ha t  and it uwld be 

There are a nunber o f  potent ia l  scenarios 
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I f  the CLEC requests tha t  Q u e s t  build a neu 

1 built i n to  tl;e nonrecurring. 

2 

3 terminal, then the CLEC would pay. I th ink that 's 

4 where ne kind of have l e f t  it. 

5 MR. ORREL: Just as a c \a r i f i ca t ion ,  Ken, 

6 i t ' s  a recurring. 

7 MR. UILSON: I'm sorry, yes, recurring. 

8 MR. ORREL: And I t h ink  tha t ' s  uhat Chuck 

9 i s  outl ining. You've got two scenarios, one where 

Y o u  sa id  nonrecurring. 

10 you need t o  r e t r o f i t  an ex is t ing  terminal t o  create a 

11 demarcation point, t o  create a read i l y  accessible 

12 kind of arrangement, cross-connect f ie ld .  The other 

13 one, nhat Chuck i s  ta lk ing  about, comes out of, I 

14 think, the MTE access order from the FCC that  i n  

15 scenarios where there i s  no s ing le  point  of 

16 interconnection and the - -  o r  there are issues with 

17 the ouner, the CLEC can request tha t  that  single 

18 point  of interconnection can be built, and a t  that 

19 point, the CLEC pays the nonrecurring charge. 

20 Do I have that r igh t ,  Chuck, as f a r  as h a t  

21 the order said? 

22 MR. STEESE: It comes from the UWE remand 

23 order, but other than that, yes. 

24 MR. ORREL: Okay, I ' m  sorry. Thanks. 

25 MS. KILGORE: Chuck, could you give me a 
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1 there's no uay t o  create a t h e  demarcation point and 

2 awest looks a t  it and determines that i s  indeed the 

3 case, then the CLEC can do a tenporary tenporizing 

4 s i tuat ion t o  be able t o  serve t h e i r  customer, then we 

5 would coue back and rearrange it. 

6 Now, l e t ' s  suppose ue're in a d i f fe ren t  

7 situation. A CLEC i s  coming i n t o  a building, they've 

8 got a l o t  of f a c i l i t i e s ,  they're taking a major 
9 customer, spreading the major customer a l l  over I 

10 everything that 's there, i s n ' t  a f i t, and the CLEC 

11 says, you know, uhat I r e a l l y  want t o  do i s  have a 
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1 paragraph rumber in the UNE remand order so that  I 

2 can -- I don't reca l l  i t  saying that, so -- 
3 MR. STEESE: That's going t o  take me one 
4 ncnent, but if, in fact, the par t ies have gotten t o  

5 the point that  we've just discussed, i t  seams that  

6 we're going t o  have t o  modify 9.3.3.7 s l i g h t l y  t o  

7 account for  the two d i f fe ren t  scenarios, where the 

8 CLEC or  bui lding owner makes the request, one; o r  

9 two, where O w e s t  makes the decision that  i t  Rust 

10 rearrange. 

11 MR. ORREL: I would agree with that, Chuck. 

12 And Karen's wr i t ing  fu r ious ly  here. 

13 her. 

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: What are ATBT's thoughts? 

15 I mean, absent your having a paragraph i n  the UNE 

16 remand order, but --  
17 HS. KILGORE: I guess I ' m  having a hard 

18 time understanding the d i s t i n c t i o n  bet- the two 

19 scenarios that have been presented and nhy the cost 

20 fo r  doing that work would be handled d i f ferent ly .  

21 I ' m  having a hard time understanding why -- you know, 

22 what you said yesterday i s  not applicable here. 

23 HS. STEWART: This is Karen Stewart. I 

24 think uhat we're t ry ing  t o  contemplate, i f  there's a 

25 s i tuat ion where we've got a hard wire terminal and 

You can't see 
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1 including the provision of  capensation t o  the ILEC 

2 under forward-looking pr ic ing principles, shal l  be 

3 subject t o  dispute r 'eso lut ion.~ 

4 

5 required t o  move, CLECs w e  required t o  pay. And 

6 that i s  in the l a t t e r  s i tua t ion  that Ws. Steuart just  

7 outlined. 

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: I t  appears that, a t  least 

9 on t h i s  point, the par t ies are Likely a t  inpasse on 
10 this. And whether Quest w i l l  redraft the section t o  

11 include those tuo options, I think i t  s t i l l  appears 

12 that there remains an iapasse issue, unless AT81 has 

13 the same uderstanding of the paragraph. 

14 hlS. KILGORE: I th ink uhat I'd l i k e  t o  

15 suggest i s  since Karen i s  -- nere you w r i t i n g  the 

16 language? 

17 HS. STEWART: Trying to. 

18 HS. KILGORE: We'll take a Look a t  her 

19 revised language and then we'll  r e v i s i t  t h i s  a f ter  we 

20 have that opportunity. 

21 JUIGE RENDAHL: Well, why don't ye defer 

22 th is  par t icu lar  section until a f te r  a break or  when 
23 you have an opportunity t o  look a t  it. 

24 Let's move on, then. The next section 

25 would be 9.3.5.4.1, i s  that correct, Mr. Uilson, 

So we read that paragraph as saying w a r e  

- 
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1 under SB-3, or  did you have &her issues? 
2 HR. UILSON: A feu other issues, Y o u r  

3 Honor. 

4 paragraph ne were just looking at, h e s t  has put 45 

5 days in tuo places. AT&T would prefer 30 days. That 

6 30 days i s  a uhole month, and there i s  the a b i l i t y  i n  
7 i t  fo r  Quest t o  extend the time. So ne think 30 days 

8 i s  probably reasonable. 

9 HR. ORREL: W e l l ,  West agrees that i f  it 

10 takes less than 45 days, we obviously w i l l  complete 

11 the uork in that t ime  period, but 45 days i s  the 

12 interval that  ue fee l  i s  appropriate f o r  t h i s  work 

13 activi ty. I t  incorporates doing engineering uork, 

14 incorporates procuring equipnent, incorporates 

15 scheduling workload t o  have the work completed. 

16 Included in  that work may be toning out the -- each 

17 of  the pai rs  in the terminal t o  make sure uelve got 

18 connections a t  the r i g h t  terminations, e t  cetera, so 

20 HR. UILSON: Actually, maybe we can solve 

21 this. If the temporizing so lut ion can las t  f o r  90 

22 days, and I can't - -  I know I changed that. I think 

23 smwhere Quest had the temporizing solut ion can only 

24 las t  fo r  30 days. 

25 MR. STEESE: That's in 9.3.3.6. 

I n  9.3.3.7.1, uhich i s  r i g h t  uder the 

19 - -  

'ICE, INC. Pages 5531to 5534 



b SGAT/271 UORKSHOP IV, 8/1/01 5535 1 MR. WILSON: Okay. 

2 MR. STEESE: What about 60 days instead, 

3 Ken, t o  get you past the 45? 

4 MR. WILSOW: Yel l ,  I ' m  just concerned that 

5 i f  you leave the 45 and then yau've got the 

6 poss ib i l i t y  o f  extension, plus there's - -  t ha t  r e a l l y  

7 doesn't include us discussing what t o  do up front. 

8 I'm just a f ra id  that  we can get in si tuat ions uhere 

9 there isn't enough overlap. So 1 was t r y i n g  t o  - -  i f  

10 ue could change the 30 in 9.3.3.6 t o  90, I th ink we 

11 could leave the 45. 

12 MS. KILGORE: Chuck, t h i s  i s  Sarah. I f  I 
13 could suggest, perhaps i n  9.3.3.6, we use a period o f  

14 t ine that would begin once the work i s  completed in  

15 9.3.3.7.1. 

16 MR. STEESE: That's not the only instance 

17 when you might use a tenporary f ix ,  though. You 

18 might decide f o r  your oun reasons (inaudible). 

19 JLDGE RENDAHL: W r .  Steese, you'l l  have t o  

20 speak up. The court reporter can't qu i te  hear you. 

21 HR. STEESE: I apologize. I t  seem t o  me 
22 that there are circunstances other than those 

23 outlined in 9.3.3.7.1 uhen a CLEC may use a teaporary 

26 situation. So looking a t  the suggestion, i f  we're 

25 going t o  do anything t o  9.3.3.6, I would rec& 
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1 scinething along the l ines  that Mr .  Wilson just 

2 discussed. But 1 uould look t o  Mr. Orrel and Ms. 

3 Stewart t o  see i f  the 90 days i s  something tha t  awest 

4 could accept. 

5 MR. UEICLER: I have a question. 

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr .  Weigler. 

7 MR. UEIGLER: Steve Ueigler, from AT&T. It 

8 looks l i k e  9.3.3.6 might contradict the access 

9 protocol that awest has proffered, because i t  ta l ks  

10 about i f  we use temporary wiring, CLECs sha l l  remove 

11 them and i n s t a l l  permanent u i r i n g  within -- well, 
12 r ight  now i t  says 30 calendar days. 

13 protocol, awest ta lks  about Owest, actually, i f  they 

14 do a change-out, that  awest uould be changing out or 

16 MR. ORREL: That's correct, Steve. But the 

17 issue with 9.3.3.6 covers more t e r r i t o r y  than just 

18 the scenario where a terminal i s  r e t r o f i t t e d  end 

19 terminations are moved onto the new terminal. 

20 the perspective of what Ken offered, I th ink 90 days 

21 i s  acceptable as f a r  as the temporized so lu t ion  in  

22 place. That provides an in te rva l  f o r  i f  auest 

23 changes out the terminal, Let's j us t  say we do i t  on 

24 the 45th day, we would, as a pa r t  of that  process, 

25 move the temporized terminations onto the new 

In the access 

15 - -  

From 
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1 terminal f o r  the CLEC. A n d  baing forward, the CLEC 

2 uould u t i l i z e  that new cross-connect f ie ld .  

3 

4 that  i s  required fo r  re t ro f i t t i ng .  It provides A f&T  

5 or the CLECs more f l e x i b i l i t y  with tenporizing t h e i r  

6 terminatjons and avoids the h o l e  issue of con f l i c t  

7 with the access protocol. 

8 MR. WEIGLER: A n d  t o  avoid conf l i c t  with 

9 the access protocol, I w o u l d  request the fo l louing 

So I think i t  wwld capture the interval  

10 language. A f te r  the f i r s t  coma, I would suggest 

11 that ue add "if required under the provisions o f  t h i s  

12 SEAT," because there's times - -  
13 MR. ORREL: Which section are you in? 
14 MR. WEIGLER: I'm sorry, 9.3.3.6. '@If a 

15 CLEC comects Quest subloop element t o  CLEC's 

16 f a c i l i t i e s  using any tenporary wir ing or cutover 

17 devices" - -  oh, i t  actual ly should read "CLEC shatl  

18 remove them and i n s t a l l  permanent wir ing within 90 

19 calendar days, canna, i f  required under the 

20 provisions o f  t h i s  SGAT." 

21 

22 - -  that we're going t o  put in  tenporary wir ing and 

23 i t ' s  going t o  be - -  i f  awest wants t o  re t ro f i t ,  i t ' s  

24 Quest's respons ib i l i t y  t o  remve i t -  So there's 

25 times uhen i t ' s  appropriate f o r  the CLEC t o  do i t  and 

Because there's t ines  when Qwest i s  going 

~~ - ~~ ~~ -~ 
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1 there's times that i t l s  apprbpriate that  Owest i s  

2 suggesting, through t h e i r  access protocol, that i t ' s  

3 appropriate f o r  Quest t o  do it. 

4 MS. STEUART: Okay. Yell, I th ink -- okay, 

5 f i r s t  of  a l l ,  I th ink i t  could get confusing i f  you 
6 say Inif required under the SGAT." I am not opposed 

7 t o  c ra f t ing  an addit ional sentence that indicates i f  

8 the tenporary uiring i s  associated with the fact  you 
9 couldn't get access t o  the terminal, then yes, that  

10 uould be the case. 

11 conpanies use temporary cutover devices uhen they're 

12 cu t t ing  over a large custaner because they don't want 

13 t o  keep the large customer out of service a period o f  

14 time. SO they ' l l  pre-wire and then the night i t  cut, 

15 they ' l l  do a cutover. 

16 temporary cutover devices add confusions and problems 

17 and repair issues later, and the plan i s  always t o  

18 come back and take out those cutover devices. 

19 We're trying t o  make i t  a statement you've 

20 got t o  come back and get those out. 

21 r e a l l y  not about the temporizing, but 1 can see, nou 
22 that you've brought i t  up, hou the word temporary 

23 wir ing sounds l i k e  i t ' s  the temporizing. So we w i l l  

24 deal with the tenporizing, but no, when you put in 

25 temporary cutover devices t o  a i d  in cutt ing a Large 

Bu t  i t ' s  a fac t  that  many 

A n d  a l o t  o f  times those 

So th i s  i s  
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2 MR. STEESE: I have a suggestion t o  

3 el iminate t h i s  concern. 

4 US. STEUART: Okay. Just a second. Ken's 

5 agreeing, I think, with ne. 
6 UR. UILSOW: I think ye agree in concept. 
7 I f  yw have a sentence you can add, we'll look a t  it. 

8 US. STEUART: I w i l l  work on a sentence t o  

9 make sure this isn't contenplating you've got t o  do 
10 a l l  the work associated with the r e t r o f i t  o f  the 

11 tewporiting. 

12 MR. STEESE: I have a suggestion tha t ' s  

13 jus t  adding a couple o f  words that might el iminate 

14 the concern. And that i s  t o  say, "CLEC shal l  remove 

15 any remaining temporary wir ing and i n s t a l l  permanent 

16 wir ing within 90 calendar days." So in  theory, i f  

17 we've already taken care of this, i t  wouldn't be 
18 remaining, you uooldnot have t o  do anything. 

19 add the words %hall  remove any remaining teaporary 

20 wir ing or  cutover devices8' and delete the word 

21 "them." 

22 MR. UILSOW: AT&T thinks that would be 
23 acceptable. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: This i s  on the third t i ne  

25 down in  9.3.3.6. Remove the word mtth&8 and add "any 

So jus t  

~~ ~- ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~ 
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1 remaining tenporary wir ing or cutover devices." Is 
2 that correct, Mr. Steese? 

3 UR. STEESE: Yes. 

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: A n d  Mr. Uilson, you can 

5 agree with that? 

6 UR. UILSON: Yes. 

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Is that  acceptable, Us. 

8 Stewart? 

9 US. STEUART: Yes. 

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  also, yw 've  

11 agreed t o  the 9O-&y change, changing 30 t o  90? 
12 MR. STEESE: Yes. 

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So does that resolve 

14 your issue with S e c t i o n  9.3.3.7.1, Mr. Uilson? 

15 MR. UILSON: Yes, Y o u r  Honor. 

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

17 UR. UILSON: Going t o  the next page, 

18 paragraph 9.3.3.7.3, I have a suggestion that kind of 

19 takes i n t o  account some of our ea r l i e r  discussion. 

20 Right now i t  says WLEC may cancel such UTE access.t8 

21 I would s t r i k e  the words ''such MTE access8* and put 

22 WI, replacing them, and then, a f te r  ltreqwst,l' I 

23 would put la to  construct an FCP." So i t  would read, 

24 V L E C  may cancel a request t o  construct an FCP p r i o r  

25 t o  Qwest completing the work," and then i t  goes on. 
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1 UR. STEESE: I uodd not use that  word, 

2 FCP, there. That would be confusing i n  l i gh t  of the 

3 fact  that  this i s  m UTE terminal. But other than 

4 that, I th ink tha t  ue could come t o  something rea l l y  

5 p re t ty  close, Ken. 

6 US. STEUART: Chuck, w l d  an FCP or  SPOI 
7 -- 
8 MR. STEESE: Yes. 

9 US. STEUART: Because there are situations 

10 where there could be an FCP in  an UTE. 

11 UR. STEESE: Correct. A n d  1 would not have 

12 any d i f f i c u l t y  with that. 

13 US. STEUART: Would that be okay with you, 

15 UR. UILWN: Say that again, please. 

16 NS. STEUART: Putt ing in  " to construct an 

17 FCP or  SPOI.15 Those would be the only two situations 

18 nhere you probably need t o  do a ha l t .  

19 UR. UILSOW: Yes. 

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: A hal t ,  meaning h-a-1-t? 

21 HS. STEUART: Yes. 

22 UR. WILSON: And 1 put FCP because the  

23 paragraph before ta l ks  about detached terminal. 

24 US. STEUART: Correct. That's nhy I wanted 

25 t o  l e t  Ur. Stecse know there may be situations where 

14 Ken? 
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1 an FCP would be -- 5542 

2 MR. UILSON: Right. 

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So yw a l l  are in 
4 agreement on that  language. Uwld you Like lllc t o  

5 repeat i t  f o r  the record? 

6 US. STEUART: O r  I can repeat i t  and we'll 
7 make another exhibi t .  "CLEC may cancel" -- s t r i ke  

8 such MTE access - -  insert  the word ''a requestIii 

9 insert  " to construct an FCP or SPOI,an and then the 

10 rest  of the paragraph continues. 

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: AT&T finds that acceptable? 

12 MR. UILSON: The language i s  acceptable. I 
13 th ink there i s  s t i l t  a generic issue on uho pays what 

14 in  nhat s i tua t ion  tha t  probably may be br iefed and 

15 may be a cost docket issue i n  the end. 

I6 the issue i s  i f  the CLEC requests of Qwest that i t  

17 build samething, whose asset i s  i t  i f  the CLEC i s  

I8 paying fo r  i t ?  

19 f i r s t  person in  seems t o  be paying f o r  the whole 

20 thing and Quest isn't giv ing them ownership, e t  

!1 cetera, but I th ink  tha t ' s  an issue that we can't 

?2 rea l l y  address here in  ful l .  

Pi JUDGE RENDAHL: So you're intending t o  

24 br ie f  that issue. 

!5 MR. UILSON: I th ink i t  probably w i l l  be. 

Because here 

I mean, this i s  the o l d  issue of the 
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1 A n d  the discussion a l i t t l e  b i t  ago on the other 

2 issue, I think, w i l l  h igh l igh t  what our remaining 

3 problems are orice ye get that  language. 

4 JUOGE RENDAHL: Okay. So -- 
5 WR. WILSON: Now I would go t o  9.3.3.8. 

6 And ye are gett ing close t o  the end o f  my changes, I 
7 guarantee. This i s  a paragraph uhich prohibits 

8 rearrangement, but I don't th ink that  i t  contenplates 

9 the access protocol. So I was going t o  add a 

10 sentence r igh t  a f te r  the f i r s t  sentence, uhich says 

11 sunething i i k e  the follouing, and maybe you just want 

12 t o  hear me through before you wr i te  i t  down. 

13 

14 'This does not preclude normal rearrangement o f  

15 wir ing or inpair" - -  excuse me. 
16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be o f f  the record f o r  

17 a moment. 

18 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let 's be back on the 

20 record. 

21 WR. UILSOW: Okay. The neu sentence would 

22 read, "This does not preclude normal rearrangement o f  

23 wir ing or jurpering necessary t o  connect inside wire 

24 or intra-bui lding cable t o  CLEC f a c i l i t i e s  in the 

25 manner described in the HTE access protocol." 

I was going t o  add the fol lowing sentence: 

-. .' 
~~ 
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1 US. STEUART: I th ink I ' v e  got it, Ken. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: "This does not preclude 

3 normal rearrangewent of wir ing or  jurpering necessary 

4 t o  connect inside wir ing or  in t ra -bu i ld ing  cabling t o  

5 CLEC f a c i l i t i e s  in  the m a m r  described i n  the MTE 

6 access protocol?" 

7 HR. WILSON: Yes. 

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  the par t ies  are 

9 in agreanent on that? 

10 MR. UILSON: Yes. 

11 XR. STEESE: The only thing, Judge, that  I 

12 would make plain, and this i s  ni tp icky,  but you put 

13 inside wiring or  in t ra -bu i ld ing  cabling. A n d  inside 

14 wire and intra-bui lding cable, a t  least 

15 intra-bui lding cable i s  defined, so I think I would 

16 just leave i t  the generic in t ra -bu i ld ing  cable, even 
17 though i t ' s  probably nondecisive gramMr. 

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: So delete the inside wir ing 

19 or - -  
20 MR. STEESE: No, put inside wire or 

21 intra-bui lding cable, and jus t  leave i t  a t  that. You 

22 put ing, i-n-9. 

I 23 JUDGE RENDAHL: O h ,  I put the i -n -g  on, 
24 excuse me. 1 apologize. 

25 MR. ORREL: It was ni tp icky.  
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1 MR. WILSON: MoviG r i g h t  along, u n d e r  
2 Section 9.3.5, Ordering and Provisioning, the th i rd  

3 paragraph there, 9.3.5.1.2, asks f o r  I C  and NCI 

4 codes, and I had the fol lowing question. Uhat codes? 

5 I f  -- and I ' m  more concerned with the intra-bui ld ing 

6 w i r i n g .  I s  that  just a code? I mean, i s  tha t  - -  do 

7 yw just mean the code f o r  intra-bui ld ing wiring? 

8 HS. STEUART: Ue d is t r ibu ted  Exh ib i t  1021 

9 yesterday. You might want t o  have 1021 handy. I t 

10 has the NCI codes. 

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: This i s  a docunent c a l l e d  

12 High Level LSR Process Flou f o r  Intra-Bui ld ing Cable. 

13 HS. STEWART: That i s  correct. The last 

14 page. 

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: Docs that resolve your 

16 concerns, Mr. Wilson? 

17 HR. UILSON: So i t ' s  just, as I read your 

18 docunent f o r  k r i l d i n g  wiring, it would - -  there would 

19 be two d i f fe ren t  codes, one f o r  two-wire, one fo r  

20 fw r -w i re?  

21 HR. VIMROS: Correct. 

22 HR. WILSON: Okay. I th ink that  answers my 
23 question. 

24 need f o r  the LSR, but that 's a separate issue. 

25 just wanted t o  c la r i f y .  

I th ink there's an overal l  issue on the 
- 

I 

Thank you. 
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1 
2 understand the neu language you added i s  based on the 

3 language tha t  was proposed in the mult i-state, and 

4 there may be some dispute on that, but nry issue was I 

5 th ink it would be a g a d  idea f o r  Qucst t o  s t a r t  

6 creating or  t o  create a W e b  s i t e  where, as bui ld ings 

7 are ident i f ied,  Qwest vwld log the building - -  the 

8 ownership of inside wire onto the W e b  s i t e  so that we 

9 don't have t o  cont inual ly go through t h i s  process 

Continuing on, Secfion 9.3.5.4.1, the - -  I 

10 with new CLECs requesting, e t  cetera, e t  cetera. 

11 

12 this kind of l i k e  we have with central o f f i c e  

13 col location, where there's now a Ueb s i te .  Y o u  can 

14 look t o  see i f  there's space available, e t  cetera. 

15 But  I think f o r  now tha t  I'm suggesting i s  tha t  a Ueb 

16 s i t e  be created just t o  c l a r i f y  the bu i ld ing  

17 ownership and tha t  that  be populated as Qwest 

18 determines the ownership through CLEC request o r  as 

19 new bui ld ings are ins ta l led  by Qwest, e t  cetera. 

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thoughts from Quest. 

21 HS. STEWART: This i s  a new request, and 1 

22 would have t o  check with our various people 

23 responsible f o r  the Ueb s i tes  t o  see i f  that 's a 

24 poss ib i l i t y .  And  well, yeah, we - -  I gwss I'm just 

25 sor t  o f  th inking the staggering nunber o f  entr ies 

I n  other words, why don't we f a c i l i t a t e  
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1 that there may need t o  be in'there, but I w i l l  - -  
2 we' l l  take i t  under advisement and see i f  we can get 

3 with people in our organization t o  discuss it. 
4 JUDGE RENDAHL: I have a question f o r  Hr. 

5 Wilson about this. I f  t h i s  Ueb s i t e  comes t o  

6 fruition, are you proposing that some of -- 1 
7 understand that there's impasse over some of the 

8 provisions of 9.3.5.4.1. 

9 s i t e  t o  resolve some of  those issues or just 

Are you offer ing the Web 

10 sanething that w i l l  be he lp fu l  i n  addi t ion t o  the 

11 procedures in 9.3.5.4.1, helpful  f o r  CLECs and Quest 

12 in managing the ownership o f  inside wire? 

13 HR. UEIGLER: Both, both. But  I think 

14 we've basical ly agreed t o  the - -  
15 HS. STEUART: Right. 

16 HR. UEIGLER: Because that 's what we were 

17 advocating, the two, five, 10-day, but we, on 
18 brainstorming on t h i s  issue, we bel ieve that i t  w l d  

19 be best for  every party, a l l  -- the en t i re  CLEC 

20 that 's t ry ing  t o  access and Qwest rea l i ze  tha t  ne 

21 have some central depository f o r  t h i s  information, SO 

22 i t ' s  more -- i n  that respect, i t ' s  amre of a he lp fu l  

23 solut ion that would a t  least uork f o r  AT&T. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So but a t  t h i s  

25 point, you are in agreement on the language with the 
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1 change that Owest has made? 

2 MR. UEIGLER: We're in agreement with pa r t  

3 of the language in  that section. The part  that  we're 

4 not i n  agreement wi th i s  the f i r s t  paragraph, that  ye 

5 would have t o  n o t i f y  the account manager a t  Quest i n  

6 wri t ing of i t s  intent ion t o  provide access t o  

7 customer -- 
8 JUDGE RENDAHL: You' l l  have t o  speak slower 

9 f o r  the court reporter. 

10 MR. UEIGLER: I ' m  sorry. We're not in 
11 agreement with the f i r s t  paragraph, that  we would 

12 need t o  no t i f y  an account manager in u r i t i n g  of our 

13 intent ion t o  provide access t o  customers that reside 

14 w i th in  the CITE. We conmunicated that --  and I th ink 

15 we discussed t h i s  a l i t t l e  yesterday. 

16 that we should be able t o  e - m i  L o r  provide some more 

17 e f f i c i en t  notice t o  Qwest. 

18 HR. STEESE: Uhy wouldn't an e-mail be a 

19 writ ing? 

20 HR. VIVEROS: Chuck, this i s  Chris, and we 

21 did discuss i t  a f te r  the b r i e f  conversation yesterday 

22 o f f l ine .  And I th ink that  we were thinking along the 

23 l ines of an actual l e t t e r  v ia  mail, but i n  ta lk ing  

24 about i t  further, basicat ly agree with what Chuck i s  

25 saying, i s  that, given the words, we cer ta in ly  could 

Ue bel ieve 
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1 m u r e  the f(exibi1ity that you c w l d  si l lply e-Rail 

2 your account manager with a l l  the information that 

3 you would put in a l e t t e r  in mail. Ue dan't think 

4 that 's an issue a t  a l l .  

5 JUDGE REWDAHL: Uould Qwest agree t o  

6 d i n g ,  a f t e r  the words *in w r i t i n g , "  c a m ,  

7 "including v ia  e-mail, com~?"  

8 c(R. VIVEROS: Absolutely. 

9 JUDGE RENDAHL: Uould tha t  resolve AT&Tls 

10 concerns with that  paragraph? 

11 MR. UEIGLER: Yes. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Uonderful. So we can take 

13 that o f f  wr inpasse List.  

14 MR. WEIGLER: Uell, although we do want t o  

15 explore the W e b  s i te.  

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Right. I guess I was not 

17 taking that o f f  the table, but just stat ing that it 

18 didn't appear that the part ies need t o  b r ie f  t h i s  

19 par t i cu la r  section, but that the suggestion i s  there 

20 f o r  Quest t o  explore the Ueb s i t e  option. 

21 MS. STEUART: This i s  Karen Stewart, from 

22 Ouest. I YBS going t o  say the S ~ A R  thing. I think 
23 i f  we try t o  Leave t h i s  a t  inpasse, because you have 

24 an open request not responded to, i t  wwld be 
25 confusing. And  i f  you f ee l  strongly ertnugh about the 
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1 W e b  s i te ,  I would a l m s t  ret- that we create 

2 another issues l i s t ,  another issue on the l i s t  that 

3 has tha t  so we a l l  know spec i f i ca l l y  uhat we yere 

4 discussing there. 

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Kilgore. 

6 MS. KILGORE: I th ink tha t  wwld  be f i ne  t o  

7 have a nen issue fo r  the Ueb site. 

8 a l i t t l e  b i t  more background, as we were talking 

9 about how we would acbninister t h i s  ownership of 

10 inside wire issue, mrnber one, t o  have a ptace where, 

11 as Qwest become aware o f  locations where i t  owned 
12 inside wire, i t  c w l d  post tha t  information. It 

13 would enable us t o  k ind  of quickly do a check before 

14 we send any kind of request f o r  -- or no t i f i ca t ion  t o  

15 Quest t ha t  ue're going there. So we thought it wwld  

16 be he lp fu l  there. 

17 

18 issue. I f  a determination i s  made that ue do need t o  

19 provide Bwest with an LSR, and that on that LSR we 

20 need t o  indicate whether Quest owns the wire at that  

21 Location, we're going t o  have t o  do some sort of a 

22 database somehow so that ne can quickly determine 

23 that information. So that was how ne kind o f  came t o  

24 t h i s  idea. 

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So i f  we indicate as 

And just t o  give 

And  i t% also wrapped up i n  the whole LSR 
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1 Uashington Subloop Issue 13 An open issue o f  whether 

2 Qnest should create a Web s i t e  for ownership of 

3 inside wire, wuld that capture the issue? 

4 HS. STEUART: I believe i t  would. I 've got 

5 perhaps some wording here tha t  might do that. A n d  ne 

6 would be w i l t ing  t o  leave i t  open t o  the  conclusion 

7 a t  the end of th i s  workshop. 

8 workshop, we have not been able t o  answer the 

9 question, then ne would need t o  send it t o  inpasse. 

If, by the end of t h i s  

10 

11 Ueb s i t e  be created t o  i den t i f y  MTE locations uhere 

12 Quest has already determined bu i ld ing  Mnership.11 

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: To iden t i f y  W E  -- 
14 HS. STEUART: - -  Locations there Quest has 

15 already determined bu i ld ing  ownership. 

16 building ounership, good thinking. 

17 intra-bui lding cable Omership.on 

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: Right, that  was going t o  be 

19 my question. 

20 inside wiring portion. 

21 HS. STEUART: Yeah, i t ' s  our rea l  estate - -  
22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. U i t h  that, i t  Looks 

23 l i k e  there are two remaining issues under SB-3, and 

24 that 's SMT Sections 9.3.5.4.4 and 4.5; is that  

25 correct? O r  do you have addit ional -- 

My proposed uording, I8AT&T has requested a 

Oh, yeah, 

aaDetermined 

1 thought ne Yere ta l k ing  about the 
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1 HR. WILSON: 1 ha& just a fen more. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Uoutd t h i s  be a good 

3 time t o  take a morning break? 

4 MR. WILSON: Perhaps i t  would, and maybe a 

5 feu of these I c w l d  t a I k  t o  Hr. Orrel  a t  break, 

6 because some of them are questions. 

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Uell ,  uhy don't ne 

8 take our mid-morning break, and w e o l l  reconvene by 10 

9 til l- Let's be o f f  the  record. 

10 (Recess taken.) 

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the 

12 record. Uhile ne were o f f  the record f o r  an extended 

13 mid-morning break, AT&T and Quest, t think, made some 

14 signi f icant progress on Section 9.3, uhich i s  

15 memorialized i n  Exhibi t  1020. 

16 care t o  explain the addit ional changes tha t  you made 

17 beyond what we discussed on the record already? 

18 MS. STEUART: Yes, I n i l l .  An  addit ional 

19 change i s  going t o  be made t o  9.3.3.7, and w i l l  be 

20 ref lected i n  a Replacement Exhibit  1020 tha t  we're in  

21 the process of current ly producing. 

22 si tuat ion i s  i s  that in  9.3.3.7, t h i s  i s  a s i t ua t i on  

23 nhere there's a dispute between the par t ies  on 

24 whether a SPOt and how the SPOI should be built or 
25 reconfigured, and Quest believes that, per the UNE 

Ms. Stewart, would you 

What the 

I 
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1 ranand, i t ' s  required t o  mv; forward t o  bu i l d  a 

2 SPOI, but believes that  the CLEC should be 
3 responsible for the nonrecurring charges. 

4 t h i s  paragraph w i l l  s tay as i s  and then n i l  
5 the inpasse paragraph between the parties. 

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

bel i eve 

become 

7 Hs. STEUART: Then, tno nen paragraphs are 

8 being added, and these two neu paragraphs provide 

9 c l a r i t y  about d i s p u t e  situations. And then they 

10 are an agreement between the parties. 

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: A n d  they w i l l  be 

12 subparagraphs t o  9.3.3.7? 

13 HS. STEClART: That i s  correct. 

14 JLlDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

15 HS. STEUART: The f i r s t  n e w  paragraph, "If 

16 CLEC requests that  a nen SPOI be established, then 

17 CLEC sha l l  pay Qnest a nonrecurring charge that w i l l  

18 be ICB, coma, based on the scope of the work 
19 required." 

20 

21 "If the HTE terminal i s  hard-wired in  such a manner 

22 that a netuork demarcation point  camot be created, 

23 coma, Quest w i l l  rearrange the terminal t o  create a 

24 cross-connect f i e l d  and demarcation point, period. 

25 Charges for such rearrangerent sha l l  be recovered 

New paragraph t o  cover the third situetion. 
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1 through reoccurring charges, period. 
2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Wow, w i l l  those two 

3 paragraphs be new paragraph 9.3.3.7.1 and -2, and 

4 those nunbering -- 
5 US. STEWART: I just Left it a l l  part  o f  

6 9.3.3.7, just as continued - -  but I ' ve  separated them 

7 i n t o  paragraphs, because tUo are in agreement and one 

8 i s  a t  impasse. 

9 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. I just wanted t o  

10 c l a r i f y  how we were doing that. 

11 HR. UEIGLER: Karen, I just have a quick 

12 question on that  language. when you say that i t  w i l l  
13 be captured by recurring charges, are you 

14 spec i f i ca l l y  c i t i n g  t o  the charges l i s t e d  in the 

15 subloop section? 

16 MS. STEWART: Ue would anticipate they 

17 would be included in the recurring charges of the 

18 subloop element i t s e l f ,  intra-bui ld ing cable. 

19 HR. UEIGLER: So i s  that  9.3.6.1.1? 

20 MS. STEWART: I believe so, but I ' ve  got 

21 Mr .  Orrel, my expert, not on the mic. 

22 confirm the exact recurring charge. 

23 intra-bui  ld ing  cable; correct? 

24 FIR. ORREL: To my knowledge, that i s  the 

25 correct charge. I th ink tha t ' s  the only recurring 

They nant t o  

I t ' s  the subloop 
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1 charge shoun i n  Exhibi t  A f o r  subloop. 

2 UR. UEIGLER: Thank you. 

3 JUOGE RENDAHL: Okay. So on that  point, 

I AT&T and Quest are in agreement? 

5 Hs. STEUART: Correct. 
6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Now, have other 

7 part ies been looped i n t o  t h i s  yet? I mean, I ' m  
8 assuning that there's no objection f ran other parties 

9 t o  t h i s  language? 

10 US. STEWART: We had a feu additional 

11 changes over the break. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

13 MS. STEUART: Section 9.3.5.4.3 should read 

14 -- we keep the f i r s t  par t  of  the sentence. "If Qvest 

15 oms the f a c i l i t i e s  on the customer side of  the 

16 
17 then delete "CLEC shal l  n o t i f y  Quest i n  wr i t ing of 

18 whether the bui ld ing ouner has provided space fo r  

19 CLEC," that's deleted. We u w l d  then cont inw u i t h  

20 loto enter the bui ld ing and terminate i t s  fac i l i t ies , "  

21 s t r i k e  "or uhether," add the uord "and," and then 

22 continue with the rest  of  the sentence. 

23 And we then had changes in  9.3.5.4.4. On 

24 the t h i r d  line, where we have a neu inser t  that  says, 

25 Inif necessaryDBB that inser t  w i l l  be modified t o  say 

then inser t  "and i f  CLEC requires space," 
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1 "if ei ther are necessary." 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Before you go on, I have a 

3 question about 9.3.5.4.3. 

4 complete sentence. 

5 MS. STEWART: Oh. 

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: I f  Quest -- as I understand 

7 it, t h i s  i s  how it reads. 

8 f a c i l i t i e s  on the customer's side of  the terminal and 

9 i f  CLEC requires space t o  enter the bui ld ing and 

I ' m  not sure ue have a 

"If Quest ouns the 

10 terminate i t s  f a c i l i t i e s  and Quest must rearrange 

11 f a c i l i t i e s  or construct new f a c i l i t i e s  t o  acconrnodate 

12 such access," I don't - -  that 's  not a sentence. Do I 

13 have i t  wrong? 

14 HR. VIVEROS: No, you have i t  correct. I 
15 believe a t  the end of that  phrase i t  should say, 

16 "CLEC shal l  n o t i f y  

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. 

18 HS. STEWART: Okay. Good catch. Thank 

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

21 HS. STEWART: "Shall n o t i f y  Quest." Okay. 

22 And then on 9.3.5.4.4, there was a second change 

23 beyond the either/or ue j us t  discussed. I t uas in 
24 the second sentence. I t  says, %LEC w i l l  populate 

25 the LSR with the termination information provided," 

19 you. 
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1 then the inser t  i s  Uby CLEC. 

2 for  the rest of  the sentence. 

3 "by CLEC" a f t e r  the word "provided." 

4 Then, in 9.3.5.4.5, a t  the end of the f i r s t  

5 sentence following the word WTE-WI,* the insert i s  

6 Uin accordance with the UTE access protolcol." Next 

7 change in  that same section i s  tno sentences dom. 

8 It begins - -  the sentence begins, ''in addition,* that 

9 sentence w i l l  be struck. A n d  the sentence, in  i t s  

addition, CLECs 

And  then i t  goes on 

So insert  of the words 
I 

10 entirety, that w i l l  be struck is, 

11 shal l  not a t  any time disconnect Quest f a c i l i t i e s  

12 betueen i t s  subloop elements and Quest's subloop 

13 elements without speci f ic  w r i t t e n  authorization from 

14 auest.n 

15 I t ' s  believed the issues are covered in 

16 other sections and speci f ica l ly  in the UTE Access 

17 Protocol of exactly uhen a CLEC can do that. 

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

19 HS. STEWART: Next, 9.3.5.4.5.2, and i t s  

20 subtendings, - 1 ,  -2, .3, w i l l  be str icken from the 

21 SGAT and replaced u i t h  "reserved for  future use.'a 
22 JUDGE RENDAHL: A n d  so h a t  happens t o  

23 9.3.5.4.5.2? Just the uhole th ing i s  reserved for  

24 future use? 

E5 US. STEWART: Correct. That. and a l l  of 
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1 i t s  L i t t l e  subpieces w i l l  s t h e  "reserved fo r  future 

2 use." 

3 the break. 

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Now, Rr. Wilson, do 

5 you have anything additional that  you need to  

6 discuss? 

7 UR. UILSON: I think, Y o u r  Honor, that  

8 covers the issues that I had marked in the new SGAT 

9 version. 

IO the issues l i s t ,  but t h i s  focuses, I th ink -- i t  
I1 focuses and c l a r i f i e s  and -- 
I2 JMGE RENDAHL: Narrows. 

13 MR. WILSON: - -  narrow the issues, yes. 

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: Good. Thank you a l l  f o r  

15 your work t h i s  morning. 

16 o f  time revis ing and editing, so good uork. 

17 know, Hs. Kilgore, you had some qwst ions on Exhibi t  

18 1021; i s  that  correct? 

19 HS. KILGORE: I guess Steve - -  
!O JUDGE RENDAHL: You'l l need t o  turn on your 

!l mic, though. 

!2 ?lS. KILGORE: Steve can correct me i f  I'm 
!3 wrong, but I believe that the remaining i t em that we 

!4 would l i k e  t o  discuss th is  morning would be UA-SB-4, 

!5 uhich i s  the LSR requirement. 

And that uas a l l  the changes we agreed t o  over 

I th ink we s t i l l  have disputed issues on 

I know you've put i n  a l o t  

And I 

And I think the best 
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2 have Barry ta l k  about 1021, i f  he's available. 

3 MS. STEUART: I believe i t i s  going t o  be 

4 Ur. Viveros who w i l l  discuss that, but -- 
5 US. KILGORE: Fine. 

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Before ne go on, so 
7 we're done with issue Subloop Three with the changes 

8 made t o  Exhibit  1020, and the inpasse i ssws  that 

9 remain, and the new issue that ye added on concerning 

10 the Ueb si te.  

1 1  WS. STEUART: Correct. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Then Let's m v e  on 

13 t o  Subloop Issue Four. A n d  you want - -  Ms. Kilgore, 

14 you've asked Quest t o  walk through Exhibi t  1021, the 

15 High Level LSR Process docunent? 

16 HS. KILGORE: Yes. 

17 HR. VIMROS: A n d  actually, Exhibi t  1021, 
18 i t  has several parts t o  it. 

19 top o f  the f i r s t  page i s  actual ly the overal l  process 

20 that  w i l l  be used by Quest when they receive a 

21 request from a CLEC f o r  an intra-bui ld ing cable 

22 subloop, so i t  re f lec ts  a t  the beginning the CLEC 

23 submitting the request, in t h i s  case v ia  the IctA LSR 

24 system. 

25 They convert that LSR i n t o  service orders. Those 

The process f l o w  a t  the 

I t  comes i n t o  our service del ivery center. 
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1 service orders are distribut6d t o  various 

2 provisioning and maintenance systems and eventually 

3 the b i l l i n g  system. 

4 As part  o f  that  process, the request f o r  

5 subloop gets a c i r c u i t  ident i f icat ion,  a c i r c u i t  I D  

6 assigned t o  the subloop element. 

7 in d e t a i l  i n  the high level  process flow, but where 

8 the CLEC i s  submitting the LSR p r i o r  t o  the 

9 conpletion o f  the inventory, as par t  o f  the 

10 assigrment process, Quest w i l l  manual Ly intervene, 

11 hold that  order unt i l  the end cable count has been 
12 defined, assigned a termination, and then continue 

13 processing the order. 

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: W r .  Viveros, before you go 

15 further, there are a d e r  of acronyms i n  t h i s  

16 process flow. I f  you could, jus t  f o r  the record, 

17 i den t i f y  uhat those acronyms are, tha t  would be 

18 helpful. CLEC, I think we know. CPS? Okay. Mr. 

19 Orrel, Ms. Stewart? 

20 MR. ORREL: Thanks fo r  pu t t ing  me on the 

21 spot. 

22 MS. KILGORE: Can you describe the 

23 func t iona l i t y  of what it is? I s  i t  a database or -- 
24 MR. VIVEROS: Quite honestly, I ' m  going t o  

25 need t o  do some checking around that en t i re  step. 

I t ' s  not ref lected 

I don't know uhat tha t  means. U e l l l  find out. 
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1 G i v e n  the fac t  that  i t ' s  Labeled lA,  my presurption 

2 i s  it was a l a te  add t o  the process flow. Someone 

3 identified t h i s  addit ionel need. So we' l l  need t o  

4 investigate that  a l i t t l e  b i t  further. 

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And what i s  SDC? 

6 MR. VIMROS: That i s  the service del ivery 

7 center. That i s  the name o f  our wholesale center. 

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. SOPS, standard 

9 operating procedures. 

10 HR. VIMROS: No, that  i s  service order 

11 processors. 

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. This i s  

13 uhy I needed you t o  i den t i f y  th is .  

14 MU. VIMROS: Loop maintenance operating 

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  CRIS. 

17 MR. VIVEROS: Customer records and 

18 information system. 

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. WAC? 

20 UR. VIVEROS: Service order assignnent and 

21 control. 

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. UFA-DO? 

23 HR. VIVEROS: Work force achiinistration, 

24 dispatch out. 

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. A n d  then LFACS? 

Uhat i s  LHOS? 

15 system. 
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1 EIR. VIVEROS: Loop' faci t i ty  assignnent and 

2 control system. 

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Y o u r  test  i s  
4 over, You passed. Go ahead. 

5 WR. VIVEROS: So that  i s  the high level 

6 process f low tha t  we u i l l  u t i l i z e  in order t o  e i ther  

7 l i t e r a l l y  get i t  t o  a technician t o  run the j-r 

8 when the CLEC asks us t o  or t o  go through the process 

9 of def in ing the subloop with a c i r c u i t  ID, 

10 inventorying i t  i n  our provisioning and maintenance 

11 systems, and eventually posting it t o  the C R I S  

12 b i l l i n g  system. A t  the bottom o f  - -  yes, Ken? 

13 MR. UILSON: Actually, I uas going t o  ask 

11 some questions on the points a t  the bottom, but i f  

15 you're going t o  go through them, go ahead. 

16 MR. VIVEROS: Okay, yes. A t  the bottom of 

17 that  f i r s t  page are the LSR requirements fo r  the CLEC 

18 t o  i n i t i a t e  t h i s  process. 

19 l i t t l e  ea r l i e r  today. Basically, the CLEC would 

20 i den t i f y  that i t  i s  intra-bui ld ing cable subloop by 

21 the NC/WCI codes, which are contained on the l as t  

22 page of the exhibit .  They would populate the end 

23 user's address so that ne knew where the termination 

24 was taking place- They would provide the cabte and 

25 pa i r  information, or the CFA that  we've been ta lk ing  

Ue talked about t h i s  a 
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1 about in a l l  cases where the; wanted awest t o  rm the 

2 jurper, and cer ta in ly  they uould not have t o  provide 

3 i t  where they nere going t o  run the junper and the 

4 inventory hadn't been completed. 

5 Four indicates that the remark nould also 

6 specify that i t  i s  an intra-bui ld ing cable. 

7 MR. UILSON: why do yw need that one? 
8 Because, nuher  one, you've put the correct NC/NCI 

9 code on which says i t ' s  intra-bui ld ing cable. 

10 MR. VIVEROS: I agree u i t h  you, Ken. And  

11 ne can eliminate that requirement i f  i t ' s  a problem. 

12 MR. WILSON: Well, our concern i s  that  when 

13 you pot something in the cement f ie ld ,  I think i t  
14 kicks i t  i n t o  manual, so you wouldn't want that  in. 

15 HR. VIMROS: That's not automatic, Ken, 

16 but you're r ight. I mean, i t ' s  an unnecessary step, 

17 and we can go ahead and remove it. 

18 MR. UILSON: Thank you. 

19 MS. KILGORE: Mr. Viveros, c w l d  you 

20 c l a r i f y  one -- an LSR w i l l  only be submitted, w i l l  it 
21 not, i f  i t  i s  intra-bui ld ing cable owned by Quest? 

22 MR. VIVEROS: As opposed t o  inside u i r e  

23 ouned by an end user o r  a property owner? 

24 HS. KILGORE: Right. 

25 MR. VIVEROS: That's correct. 
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1 

2 MR. UEIGLER: I just - -  
3 MR. VIVEROS: Uell, l e t  me c l a r i f y  that. 1 

4 mean, th i s  process i s  designed around where a CLEC i s  

5 accessing the intra-bui  ld ing cable subloop element. 

6 I f  the inside u i r e  i s  owned by the property Owner, 

7 depending on uhere you uant t o  gain access t o  the 

8 WID, there are circunstances where we've ta lked 

9 about, in the N1D uorkshop, the need f o r  an order. 

MS. KILGORE: Okay: Thank you. 

10 MS. KILGORE: Thank you. 

11 HR. VIVEROS: Step Five i s  in  conjunction 

12 u i t h  the agreement t o  provide CLEC the opt ion o f  

13 running the junper themselves or asking Quest run the 

14 junper. The LSR current ly has no means of 

15 comunicating that. 

16 situation. 

17 the option of doing the provisioning uork themselves. 

18 And then six i s  just  indicating that the LSR i s  

19 ei ther faxed in to  our service del ivery center o r  i t  

20 can be submitted through IHA. 

21 

22 uorking on the development t o  make IMA capable of 

23 handling the intra-bui ld ing subloop LSR in addi t ion 

24 t o  the d is t r ibu t ion  and feeder subloops that already 

25 can be submitted in  the I M A  system. 

This i s  a p re t ty  unique 

I t ' s  the only scenario where CLECs have 

And r i gh t  now our I T  organization i s  

I 
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr: Viveros, I have another 

2 question f o r  you a b u t  this donnmt. The nunkrs 

3 that correspond t o  the arrous in the actual process 

4 f l o w  part, i s  that intended t o  be in seqwnce? So 

5 you would go fron, CLEC t o  IclA as one, I mean, that 

6 order w l d  follow, so you're s v e d  t o  follow the 

7 nrneric order here t o  go through the ent i re process 

8 flou, as needed? 

9 HR. VIMROS: Yes, that 's correct. And 
10 actually, I need t o  make one correction t o  that. 

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

12 MR. VIVEROS: Ye couldn't make i t  on the 

13 electronic copy that ne had. 

14 UFA-DO box and coning up i n t o  the SOPS box, that one 

15 should be an 11. 
16 JUDGE RENDAHL: That uas one of my 
17 questions. Okay. Thank you. 

18 MR. WILSON: On wnber f ive,  doesn't that 

19 mean, r e a l l y  -- i sn ' t  the intention i f  ne nant Onest 

20 t o  run the jurper, then ne put that in  the conrnent 

21 f ie ld?  

22 HR. VIVEROS: Yes, and u i t h  that  collllffnt, 

23 then, based on what occurs by the assigner in SOAC, 

24 i t  would d i s t r i bu te  t o  UFA-DO. 

25 MR. UILSON: Okay. We think ne should 

Cuning out of the 
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1 s t r i ke  the c(ause "or i f  the8CLEC w i l l  run the 

2 junper," because i t ' s  inplying that ne have t o  put 

3 sanething e i ther  nay. 

4 MR. VIVEROS: I apologize, Ken. I was 

5 looking a t  the f l o w  diagram and the f i v e  there, not 

6 the step f i v e  i n  the LSR requirement. 

7 MR. UILSON: Oh, I ' m  sorry. 

8 MR. VIVEROS: Nou I rea l i ze  yw ' re  ta lk ing 

9 about that. Right non, the process, as ne had 

10 defined it, does c a l l  f o r  the CLEC t o  make a posi t ive 

11 entry, so tha t  there i s n ' t  any question as t o  uhat 

12 the CLEC uants, whether they're going t o  do the uork 

13 or uhether they uant us t o  do the uork. 

14 HR. WILSON: I th ink since you already -- 
15 uelve p re t t y  much agreed i t  uwtd be rare f o r  the 

16 CLEC t o  request that Quest do the junpering, i t  uould 

17 be - -  it uould create less trouble i f  we simply put a 

18 comnent then ne nant them t o  do it, not either nay. 

19 I think i t  w i l l  create confusion and more nork. 

20 MS. KILGORE: Ken, is that  because of the 

21 kicking i t  out t o  manual any time you wri te in a 

22 wri t ten c m n t  in the reinarks section? 

23 MR. WILSON: Yes, and someone has to  took 

24 a t  i t  and they can make a mistake. So I think i t  

25 uould be much more e f f i c i en t  t o  make i t  a posi t ive 
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1 request, not you put somethihg every time and 

2 someone's got t o  look a t  i t  and decide. 
3 UR. UEIGLER: I wwld ask Quest, docs that 

4 make i t  a manual process on your side, that  there's 

5 going t o  be a reinark that someone has t o  revieu every 

6 time? 

7 MR. VIVEROS: R i g h t  now, it i s  a manual 

8 process. 

9 mechanically prevent an order f r u n  dispatching out, 

There i s  no way t o  automatically o r  

10 except under circunstances where there are very 

11 specif ic f a c i l i t i e s  involved, are defined i n  our 
12 systems as conpletely cut through. 

13 

14 wri t ten by our service del ivery center. 

15 - -  or requiring t h i s  remark i sn ' t  going t o  change 

16 that a t  a l l ,  but more importantly, depending on uhat 

17 circunstances we're ta lk ing about, i n  cases - -  in I 
18 guess the vast majori ty of cases where we are not 

19 going t o  dispatch out t o  do provisioning work, the 

20 provisioning systems have not been able t o  be 

21 modified t o  autcmatically assme that, i f  you w i l l ,  

22 and prevent it. 

23 every one of the orders t o  preclude us from 

24 dispatching out t o  the premise. 

25 HR. UILSON: Uait a minute. Uhat i f  I send 

So these orders are, one, going t o  be 

Putt ing t h i s  

I t does require intervent ion on 

. . . ~ .  . 
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1 you - -  you're the one that dnts t k i s  LSR. 

2 want t o  send it. 

3 h a t  happens? 

4 HR. VIVEROS: I f  you don't put a cOrrment o f  

5 uhat, Ken? 
6 HR. UILSON: well, mmber f i v e  says tha t  I 

7 have t o  put a carment. 

8 collment? 

9 HR. VIVEROS: Right now, these are our LSR 

10 requirements. So i f  we moved forward uith them as 
11 they existed r igh t  here and i f  you did not make an 

12 indication as t o  whether or not we were t o  run the  

13 junper or you were t o  run the junper, I wwld expect 

14 a service del ivery center t o  re jec t  the LSR back t o  

15 you. 

16 MR. UILSON: For not pu t t i ng  a camaent in? 

17 MR. VIVEROS: For not making a 

18 determination, t h i s  i s  one of the LSR requirements 

19 specifying one way or the other. We can ce r ta in l y  go 

20 back and evaluate very quickly, before the end of the 

21 day, whether or not we can agree t o  a defaul t  o f  

22 presuning you w i l l  run the junpers. 

23 MR. WILSON: And  I th ink tha t ' s  a l l  we're 

24 saying. 

25 MR. VIVEROS: We can do that. That's not a 

Ue don't 
I f  I don't put a comnent in  it, 

Uhat i f  I don't put a 
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1 problem. 

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: So the presumption i s  that 

3 the CLEC would run the junper unless there's a remark 

4 put i n  reqxs t i ng  Quest t o  run the juper;  i s  that 

5 the agreement? 

6 HS. STEUART: Uell, w e r e  going t o  double 

7 check, but yes. 

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: A n d  that 's what you a l l  

9 have discussed arovld the table here? 

10 HR. UILSON: That's what ATBT would 

11 request. 

12 b i t  o f  dispute, i t  should be e f f i c i en t  and require 

13 the m i n i m  mount o f  e f fo r t ,  because this, as w 've  

14 sa id  in  the previous workshop, th i s  i s  a very simple 

15 thing. 

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: A n d  ATgT's concern about 

17 the remark section i s  that  your coneern i s  any time 

18 you put a remark in an LSR, i t  anpS i t  t o  a manual 

19 process and takes longer and costs more? 

20 MR. U I L W J :  Yes, the AT&T person would 

21 have t o  type it in manually, sanebody a t  Quest would 

22 then have t o  look a t  it, and it would be ml. 
23 mean, you're guaranteeing i t ' s  rnenual on both sides. 

24 JWGE REWDAHL: Okay. So by not - -  by 

25 having the presvnption that ATBT or the CLEC w i l l  run 

I f  ue have t o  send an LSR, uhich i s  s t i l l  a 

I 
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1 the jmper, then you avoid that  - -  your concern abaut 
2 the manual? 

3 HR. U I L m :  Y e s .  

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. 

5 HR. VIVEROS: And as I said, we' l l  be glad 

6 t o  take tha t  back, but just so that  ue're clear, the 

7 f ac t  tha t  they're making an entry in the remarks 

8 section i s  not introducing addit ional manual e f fo r t .  

9 HS. KILGORE: To c l a r i f y  that, Hr. Viwros, 

10 on ywr diagram, your f l o u  diagram, arrow two that  

11 goes from IHA down t o  STC, a t  tha t  point, could you 

12 explain uhat the service del ivery center does with 

13 the LSR? 

14 HR. VIVEROS: Sure. They receive the LSR, 

15 they review the LSR f o r  accuracy and completeness, 

16 they compare the entr ies on the LSR t o  the 

17 requirements fo r  the type o f  request they're 

18 receiving. 

19 converting an exist ing r e t a i l  service t o  port out 

20 that  customer's telephone nunber and then access the 

21 i n t ra -bu i ld ing  cable subloop, they would be Looking 

22 at  the ex is t ing  customer records t o  ensure that there 

23 was a correlat ion, basical ly val idat ing the accuracy 

24 that  they had the r i gh t  nunber, the customer 

25 information matched, we're ta lk ing  about the same 

Certainly in a scenario where you were 

'ICE, INC. Pages 5567 to 5570 



SGAT/271 WORKSBOE 
SGAT/271 UORKSUOP IV, 8/1/01 

1 location. 
557' 

2 

3 it in to in ternal  service orders. They would enter 

4 those orders i n t o  wr service order processor. 

f MS. KILGORE: Okay. Thank you. could you 
6 -- w i l l  t h i s  LSR f o r  intra-bui ld ing cable be a 

7 separate LSR frm the one that  we would submit f o r  a 

8 ported nunber or could t h i s  infomiation be contained 

9 in  the same LSR? 
10 MR. VIVEROS: It would be a s ingle LSR, so 

11 you can subnit an LSR t o  establish or convert an 

12 exist ing service t o  in t ra-bui ld ing cable only, the 

13 r e t a i l  d i a l  tone service gets disconnected, or you 

14 can subrnit a s ingle LSR t o  do the same th ing where 

15 you're going t o  be port ing the customer's telephone 

16 nunkr. 

17 MS. KILGORE: Okay. For an LSR where -- 
18 l e t ' s  say i t ' s  just a normal res ident ia l  

19 single-family home h e r e  we are port ing a customer 

20 auay from Quest. Uhen that  LSR i s  subnitted, I'm 
21 assuning i t  would come in  through the electronic 

22 gateway, does i t  go thrwph the same t r ea twn t  that  

23 you show here, as f a r  as when i t  goes t o  the SDC, i s  

24 i t  then a revieu o f  each LSR t o  ensure accuracy, or  

25 i s  that a mechanized process? 

They would then take that LSR and convert 

~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _  
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1 MR. VIVEROS: That'wodd depend. I f  I 

2 understand the scenario correctly, you're ta lk ing 

3 about a case where you have a single-family duell ing, 

4 resident ia l  POTS service, and a l l  that  i s  occurring 

5 i s  you're asking Quest t o  disconnect that  r e t a i l  

6 service? 

7 MS. KILGORE: And por t  the nunber away. 

8 MR. VIVEROS: Ue don't por t  the nunber. 

9 Y o u  port the nunber. I mean, that 's  --  
10 MS. KILGORE: Well, okay. 

11 MR. VIVEROS: Yes, i t  would be -- an LNP 
12 request, a conversion t o  local  mrnber po r tab i l i t y ,  

13 l i t e r a l l y  the work we would have t o  do uould be t o  

14 disconnect the r e t a i l  service, set the 10-d ig i t  

15 trigger, and stop b i l l i n g  the end user customer. 

16 that would be a very d i f ferent  flow, because there 

17 isn ' t  any new UNE going in. 
18 As f a r  as up front, going from IMA t o  the 

19 SDC, some of those orders would go t o  the service 

20 delivery center f o r  that type of revieu and 

21 processing. 

22 service del ivery center and be automatically 

23 translated by IHA i n t o  the service order processor. 

24 HS. KILGORE: How i s  i t  determined which go 

25 t o  the SDC? 

A n d  

Some of those orders would bypass a 

Is i t  a dropout? I mean -- 
1 B60368N C O N T I ~ A I J  REPORTING SE 

SGAT/271 UMlKSHOP IV 8/1/01 5573 , 
1 MR. VIVEROS: The& are defined 

2 circunstances f o r  each of the products that we have 

3 f Lou-through capabi l i ty  an h e r e  they ui 11 f low and 

4 where they won't. 

5 entr ies on the LSR, conditions an an exist ing account 

6 that  would preclude a rcquest t o  convert t o  LNP from 

7 f lowing through. 

8 

9 the most co~llyln exanple that  wwld prevent 

So there are circunstances, 

An example -- in your scenario, probably 

10 flou-through uould be h e r e  there was s t i l l  some 

11 a c t i v i t y  occurring on the end user's r e t a i l  account. 

12 US. KILGORE: Okay. Thank you. 
13 JUDGE RENDAHL: So does that conclude your 

11 questions on the exhibit? 

15 WS. KILGORE: I believe so, Y o u r  Honor. 
16 Obviously, the issue of LSRs generally i s  s t i l l  

17 disputed, and we w i l l  b r i e f  t h i s  i ssw .  

18 have that c la r i f i ca t i on .  though, of  hou t h i s  w l d  
19 uork from Quest's perspective. 

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr. Ueigler. 

21 UR. UEIGLER: I just have a cwp le  

22 questions. It says on nunber s ix  that  the CLEC w i l l  
23 ei ther fax the order in or issue through IMA. 
24 f i r s t  question i s  i s  if the CLEC faxes in the order, 

25 where does that f i t  i n t o  the f l o w  chart? Because i t  

I t ' s  nice t o  

Wy 
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1 says, nuaber one, from CLEC to  IMA. 

2 MR. VIVEROS: And in that IHA box, you 

3 could modify i t  t o  jus t  say slash IIS, IIS - -  that's 

4 a rea l l y  good question. I ' m  going t o  have t o  double 

5 check on what the acronym stands for. That actual ly 

6 i s  our fax LSR system, so that 's uhere CLECs fax 

7 nranual LSRs. 
8 MR. UEIGLER: And uhat would happen i f  the 

9 CLEC faxed in the order? Would i t  be typed in to  IHA 
10 by Quest? 

11 MR. VIVEROS: No, i t  would not. It would 

12 follow the same fbu. The CLEC would submit it v ia  

13 fax, i t  would go t o  the service del ivery center, the 

14 service del ivery center would perform the same 
15 va l idat ion of  the entr ies on the LSR, probably there 

16 would be a feu additional validations that the 

17 service del ivery center would need to  perform, 

18 because there are SORE that IMA per fo rm h e n  the 

19 CLEC submits it electronical ly,  and then they would 

20 convert that  LSR i n t o  internal  service orders. 

21 MR. UEIGLER: My second qws t ion  i s  i s  the 

22 IMA prepared t o  handle th is  k ind of  LSR a t  th is  time? 

23 MR. VIVEROS: I believe I answered that 

24 when I described it. Right now. we can take th is  LSR 

25 i n  v ia fax and our systems organization i s  working on 
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1 the modifications t o  IFU t o  expand i t s  capabil i t ies. 

2 Right now, it supports d is t r ibu t ion  subloops and 

3 feeder subloops and it i s  k i n g  enhanced t o  support 

4 intra-bui lding cable subloops. 

5 MR. UEIGLER: My t h i r d  question i s  i s  there 

6 going t o  be a charge, l i k e  an LSR charge, t o  the CLEC 

7 for  th is  type of LSR? 

8 MR. VIVEROS: No. 

9 UR. UESGLER: I don't have any fur ther  

10 questions. 

11 J M G E  RENDAHL: Us. Young. 

12 MS. YOUNG: Chris, 1 j us t  have one 

13 question. The service order assigner, that  person 

14 w i l l  also put the c i r c u i t  I D  back on the LSR; i s  that 

15 correct? Is that how the c i r c u i t  I D  piece w i l l  work? 

16 MR. VIVEROS: Actually, the SOAC assigner 

17 i s  assigning the termination. The c i r c u i t  I D  i s  

18 actual ly already on the service order. 

19 a t  the t i m e  the SDC turns the LSR i n t o  an in ternal  

20 service order. 

21 MS. YOUNG: Okay. And then the c i r c u i t  ID, 
22 i s  it put on the - -  how does that get camunicated 

23 back t o  the CLECs so that  they know, f o r  repair 

24 ptrposes, uhat i t  is? 

25 NR. VIVEROS: The service del ivery  center 

I t i s  created 
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1 would, yes, also append the LSR, i f  you w i l l ,  i n  the 

2 creation of the f i r m  order confirmation. 

3 US. YOUNG: Okay. 

4 HR. VI I IERM: The c i r c u i t  ID would be 
5 populated on that FOC back t o  the CLEC. 

6 HS. YOUNG: Okay. A n d  looking a t  the 

7 second page, uhere we're looking a t  an actual service 

8 order, I notice a c i r c u i t  I D  of  4.LXN.S06984. .PN,  

9 toward the bottom o f  the service order. 

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Which l ine? 

11 MS. YOUNG: Actually, i t ' s  about three 

12 l ines from the bottom on the second page. 

13 the type of c i r c u i t  I D  we Mould expect t o  see? 
14 other words, would LXFU aluays designate 

15 intra-bui lding cable as f a r  as a c i r c u i t  I D  goes, do 

16 you know? 

17 MR. VIVEROS: That i s  the type of c i r c u i t  

18 I D  you would see. 

19 posit ion would aluays be an F, but I would expect i t  

20 t o  almost always be an F.  I t  would d e f i n i t e l y  be an 

21 LX c i r c u i t  ID .  

22 MS. YOUNG: Okay. Thank you. 

23 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Are there any other 

24 questions? M r .  Wilson 

25 MR. UILSON: Wel l ,  I think that discussion 

Is that 

In 

I ' m  not sure that  the t h i r d  
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1 brought up one of  the issues which we covered a b i t  

2 previously, but I j u s t  want t o  bring i t  up again. 

3 have a b i g  concern with the association o f  c i r c u i t  

4 IDS with these in t ra-bui ld ing cables. I f  there does 

5 happen t o  be a problem with the inside uire, uhat i t  

6 essent ia l ly  means i s  the CLEC has t o  go back 
7 sumhere  in a database and find out what c i r c u i t  ID 
8 was assigned t o  t h i s  by Quest before they can get 

9 Quest t o  go out and f i x  the trouble. 

I 

10 And typ ica l ly ,  you ' l l  have an insta l ler ,  an 

11 ATBT technician a t  the premises, you've got a panel 

12 there, you've got l o t s  of wires. They know uhich one 
13 i s  bad, they can f l a g  i t  and tag it. Uhy someone 
14 then needs t o  go find out h a t  Quest ca l led t h i s  

15 termination I think i s  adding a level o f  conplexity 

16 that i s  unnecessary. 

17 I -- and I think t h i s  i s  one o f  our 

18 problems with t h i s  whole LSR business i n  establishing 

19 these c i r c u i t  IDS. 

20 inside wires that  they're using in  the building, hcm 
21 in  the u o r l d  do we know uhich one i s  the one that we 

22 ought t o  be t e l l i n g  Quest. 

23 cause a l o t  o f  re jects  o f  maintenance requests and a 

24 l o t  o f  utnecessary problems. 
25 the subject. 

I f  the CLEC has, say, a dozen 

I th ink i t a s  going t o  

That's my opinion on 
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: Hr. Viveros. I 

2 MR. VIVEROS: Quest disagrees, and Mr.  

3 Orrel may want t o  expand on t h i s  uhen he comes back 

4 i n  the room, but the process f o r  associating sotre 

5 non-telcphone nwnber i d e n t i f i e r  t o  an end user's 

6 service i s  a standard comnon pract ice that occurs 

7 every day when CLECs buy unbundled loops o r  buy any 

8 other UNE that they need t o  conmrnicate back t o  the 

9 ILEC w i t h  that  i s n ' t  tetephone rumber-based. 

10 MR. UILSON: And I under -- 1 mean, i f  

11 you're in a central o f f ice,  you're on relay racks, 

12 these things a l l  have nunber assignments, row and 

13 colum. 
14 terminals that mul t ip le  technicians work on, and i f  

15 AT&T has 10 d i f fe ren t  loops t o  that  terminal, so 10 

16 d i f fe ren t  c i rcu i ts ,  ue have a problem on one of them, 

17 how does AT&T and Quest f igure out which of the 10 of 

18 your 10 c i r c u i t  I D S  i s  the one that 's  got a problem? 

19 How do we do that? 

20 MR. VIVEROS: There's a one-for-one 

21 relat ionship between the ind iv idual  subloop that  

22 you're accessing and the c i r c u i t  I D  that we've 

23 assigned t o  it. You've gained access t o  the subloop, 

24 you've sent me a request t e l l i n g  me that you've done 

25 that, that  you've run the junper, and I'm returning a 

You're out in the f ie ld ,  you got these ugly 
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1 response t o  you that says, Okay, i t  

2 4.LXFU.l%5..PN, i f  we're in Uashington. 

3 That information needs t o  be retained both 

4 fo r  your b i l l  val idat ion purposes, as w e l l  as f o r  any 
5 subsequent connurication you're going t o  do with us 
6 abaut uhat t o  do with that  UNE. Y o V l l  need that 

7 c i r c u i t  ID t o  suholit a request t o  discontinue 

8 accessing that sbloop, you ' l l  need i t  t o  report 

9 trouble. Ue've, I think, talked about th is  here in 

10 Uashington, as well as i n  other jurisdictions, around 

11 the i n a b i l i t y  cer ta in ly  mechanically, but even from a 

12 telephone trouble report ing standpoint, t o  

13 successfully process a trouble request that says t h i s  

14 element that I'm accessing out a t  t h i s  address i s  

15 broken and our repair people having no a b i l i t y  t o  go 

16 in and determine whether we're actual ly providing 

17 that access t o  you. 

18 MR. UILSON: But I don't think you 

19 understand the s i t ua t i on  and the probtem. ATST, over 

20 the course o f  s ix  months, i n s t a l l s  t o  10 c i r c u i t s  in  

21 a building out of a hundred. Say there's 100. 

22 get a panel with 100 c i r c u i t s  on it. 

23 of s i x  months, we put i n  10. Each time ye put a new 

24 one in, you assign a c i r c u i t  I D  t o  it. After two. 

25 years, one of them goes bad. The technician i s  out 

Y o u  

Over the course 
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1 there, he knows which one is'bad. How i n  the world 

2 i s  that technician o r  AT&T or  Que5t going t o  f igure 

3 out which o f  the 10 c i r c u i t  IDS you have assigned t o  

4 that c i rcu i t?  I t ' s  not wr i t ten on the box because, 

5 as the technician's i n s t a l l i n g  them, he doesn't have 

6 that nunber. That nunber canes back from Owest a t  

f some point i n  time. 

8 so i t ' s  not - -  i t ' s  nowhere on the box, 

9 there's no correlat ion that  Q w e s t  has, there's no 

10 correlat ion that AT&T has. No one knows uhich of the 

11 10 that is. That's the problem. A n d  you're going to  

12 re ject  the service request because i t  doesn't have 

13 the c i r c u i t  ID. 
14 i t  and just tag i t  and you wouldn't know i f  i t  was 

15 wrong, so I think that  shows the ludicrousness of  

16 t h i s  process. 

17 thinking about it, I c w l d  put any of  the 10 on it; 

18 r ight? How would you know? 

19 MR. VIVEROS: Well, you could - -  I mean, 

20 you could certainly submit a trouble report against a 

21 c i r c u i t  that wasn't the c i r c u i t  that was in trouble. 

22 Chances are you wouldn't end up gett ing the service 

23 that you were ta lk ing about restored. How you know 

24 i s  because as you're sending requests to  access those 

25 10 subloops, we're sending you back a c i r c u i t  ID to  

I suppose I could put any of them on 

I could actually, as I'm s i t t i n g  here 
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1 your indiv idual  reqest. Ad jus t  l i k e  any other UNE 

2 request, when we send back a c i r c u i t  ID, CLECs nake 

3 an association bet- that  1LEC-assigned c i rcu i t  ID 
4 and the service that  they are providing the i r  end 
5 user customer. 

6 
7 association, but ce r ta in l y  you do already make that 

8 association &en you're buying other UNEs. 

9 UR. UILSOW: Uel l ,  I guess I'm just saying, 

10 I mean, what was the -- on your exhibit, uhat was the 

11 -- h e r e  i s  the c i r c u i t  ID on there? 

12 UR. VIVEROS: The c i r c u i t  ID i s  on the 

13 f i r s t  page o f  the service order, and i t  i s  a t  the 

14 b t tom,  h e r e  i t  says no dispatch. 

15 the second line, i n  the 1 U6LOU l ine, and i t  i s  

16 behind the FID UNE 1. 
17 HR. WILSON: So the F -- the four-point or 

18 the one -- 
19 UR. VIVEROS: 4.LXFU.506984..PN i s  the 

20 c i r c u i t  ID. 
21 UR. WILSON: Okay. A n d  so my question is, 

22 how do you think that  &r i s  going t o  get marked 

23 on the w i re  a t  the bu i l d ing  in the terminal? How do 
24 you think that  gets on there? 

25 HR. ORREL: I ' m  sorry, Ken. I kind of 

I can't t e l l  you hou ATST makes that 

I t i s  floating on 
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1 junped i n  in  the middle of  th is,  came i n  in the 

2 middle, hut w o u l d n ' t  you place i t  on your junper that  

3 you access the HTE terminal with? 

4 UR. U I L W :  I th ink ne get t h i s  a f ter  

5 we've already done that. 

6 HR. ORREL: Well, yeah, that 's a sequencing 

7 choice that A T M  i s  making. 

8 UR. WILSON: Even i f  we got i t  before it, 

9 how much delay do you think t h i s  would add t o  the 

10 process of ge t t i ng  t h i s  mmber t o  the technician? 

11 mean, the technician's going t o  a dozen or 20 si tes 

12 i n  a day. How do you th ink they're supposed t o  get 

13 t h i s  nuher on a l l  those - -  15 or 20 of these m the 

14 boxes? 

15 

16 aren't ever put on there or  i f  they were put on there 

17 and someone else took them o f f ,  l i k e  I said, i f  we 

18 send you a t rouble report, I suppose we could just 

19 pick one of the 10 f o r  that  box and put i t  on there, 

20 and i f  i t ' s  c l e a r l y  marked which one's the problem, I 
21 think that 's  the one -- 1 mean -- i t ' s  just an -- i t  
22 seems t o  be an unreasonable and unworkable process. 

23 I guess that 's  my problem. 

24 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Uel l ,  I think i t ' s  

25 clear that  there's an impasse issue here. 

I 

A n d  then the other question i s  i f  they 

Unless 
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there's 

2 suf f ic ient  information about t h i s  being an impasse 

3 issue. 

4 MS. KILGORE: Your Honor, could I ask one 

5 question, a quick question? I f  Pwest gets a trouble 

6 report fo r  i t s  oun customer f o r  an ins ide wire issue 

7 at  a place where you own the inside wire or 
8 intra-bui ld ing cable, how does the Quest technician 

9 ident i fy  J i c h  subloop elentent needs repair? 

10 HR. ORREL: The technician doesn't repair 

11 subloop elements f o r  a-t f a c i l i t i e s .  

12 t rouble isolat ion u t i l i z i n g  test  access points, 

13 ident i f ies  a section o f  cable that  may be i n  trouble, 

14 then we dispatch t o  that  section. Ue don't have 

15 subloop elements per se. 

16 HS. KILGORE: Uell, okay, I ' m  sorry. I 
17 misspoke. 

18 intra-bui ld ing wire f o r  a par t icu lar  customer has a 

19 trouble, there's a problem with that  wire, just as 

20 the s i tuat ion we've been ta lk ing about. H o w  do you 

21 iden t i f y  which cable i t  i s  that  needs the work? Do 

22 you keep ident i f iers  on that  l i n e  and i s  that  

23 maintained in  your database at  your provisioning 

24 center where you m i d  r o l l  the truck from? 

25 HR. VIVEROS: I t ' s  by c i r c u i t  ID. In  the 

Quest does 

Let's say we're ta lk ing about the 
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1 case o f  a finished d i a l  tonc'service, the c i r c u i t  ID 
2 i s  the telephone nmber, so the end user custaner 

3 wwld be required t o  report trouble under the 

4 telephone nunber. They couldn't c a l l  up and say, I'm 
5 having J problem with my inside wire, I'm having a 

6 problem u i t h  my jacks, and my address i s  I23 Main, 

7 please send someone out. 

8 nunber, and the trouble report would be opened 

P against that l ine  record. 

We would need the telephone 

10 MR. ORREL: Or, in the scenario o f  a 

11 special or  a design-type c i r c u i t ,  the customer would 

12 provide us the same c i r c u i t  I D  that 's very s imi lar  t o  

13 what's on th is  example in Exhibi t  1021. 

14 HS. KILGORE: I s  the customer's phone 

15 nunber ident i f ied a t  the MTE terminal? 

16 MR. ORREL: No, the customer's telephone 

17 nunber i s  not ident i f ied a t  the HTE terminal. 

18 MS. KILGDRE: So how do you know which wire 

19 you're uorking o f f  of? 

20 MR. ORREL: Because, with the customer 

21 record, we know what telephone nunber's associated 

22 with which address. 

23 n m k r  t e l l s  us which terminals the f a c i l i t y  passes 

24 through, providing us with the locations t o  go t o  do 

25 trouble isolation. 

That address and telephone 
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1 HR. UILSON: I t h i k  d a t  Hs. Kilgore was 

2 get t ing at, i f  y w  have a terminal u i t h  100 di f ferent 

3 ins ide w i r e s ,  the technician probably has t o  go out 

4 and determine uhich one it is. 

5 HR. ORREL: That's not true, Ken. Fw 
6 exanple, on a closed terminal, the l i d  w i l l  haw the 

7 addresses associated with the terminations labeled on 
8 the l i d  of  the termination. The in formt ion 's  

9 avai lable a t  the MTE terminal. 

10 WR. WILSON: I f  you're lucky. I 've been in 

11 lo ts  of  them where -- 
f2  MR. ORREL: That's your opiniwr, Ken. 
13 HR. WILSON: I 've been i n  lo ts  of  then 

14 h e r e  i t ' s  not that  clear, end you'd have t o  do some 

15 work t o  f i gu re  it wt. 
16 JUDGE RENDAHL: WeIl, I think i t ' s  c lear  

17 that there's an inpasse on t h i s  issue, and I think 

18 the par t ies can b r i e f  it. I th ink i t ' s  also clear 

19 that maybe blood sugar i s  running a l i t t l e  low, and 

20 i t  my be t i n e  t o  take our lunch break. So l e t ' s  be 
21 o f f  the record. 

22 (Discussion o f f  the record.) 

23 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back an the 

24 record. 

25 re f lec t  that  Issue SB-6 has been closed. The 

Before ye take our lmch  break, we Want t o  

~~ ~ 
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1 language that  the p r t i e s  asked t o  w i l l  close that 

2 issue out. A n d  we have added Issue SB-13 concerning 

3 AT&l ls  request tha t  Quest create a Ueb si te.  That's 

4 been added t o  the l i s t -  So wi th that, I th ink we are 

5 done with subloops and w i l l  now take our lunch break. 

6 Let's be o f f  the record, unless, Us. Stewart, you 
7 have something you want t o  add on the record? 

a MS. STEWART: O f f  the record. 

9 (Lunch recess taken.) 

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record. 

11 We're back from wr lurch break and we're going t o  

12 discuss l i n e  sharing. I understand we have Hs. 
13 Saci lot to and Ws. Ford, representing Q m t ,  on the 

14 l ine, and we are going t o  turn t o  l i n e  sharing. So 

15 we have a l i n e  sharing issues l i s t .  who would care 

16 t o  sumMrize where we are? 

17 WS. STEWART: This i s  Karen Stewart. I 
18 believe I can. 

19 workshop, we discussed and e i ther  closed or inpassed 

20 a l l  the l i n e  sharing issues. 

21 
22 l i n e  sharing a t  t h i s  point  i s  that  Covad has 

23 additional information they would l i k e  t o  add t o  the 

24 record in  regards t o  issue Washington LS-6. 

25 MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you. That's correct. 

In our previous f i r s t  phase of  th is  

Hy understanding of the need t o  discuss 
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FACSIMILE ANDUS MAIL 
stwen wcigler 
AT&T Senior Attarney 
Law & Govenmzcnt M i  
1875 Lawram Shred 
Suite 1524 
Denver, co 80202 

Dear Steve: 

I am in meipt of your letter dated October 2,2001 regEarding the SGAT language around access 
to slibloop (SB-16). 

As you how,  the Washington CommissiOn has yet to produce am d m  addressing subiaops. 
Qwest's commimcnt to the language awed to at the Washington worbhop remains and that 
language will be incorparatod 

Qwestwill also incorporate this language into the Colorado SOAT. 

the Washingtwr SGAT when Qwesr files its compliance 
S~Tinrespwsetothteublaoporda~dconsistesrt~~theCornmissioo's~ ms.  

Additionally, the Colorado Cammission required Qwest and AT&" tonegotiate language with 
respectto Impasse bueNID-1. Specifically: "AT&T and west shall have 14 d d a r  days 
&om tbe mailing date of tbis order subsequantly resolved ia this order to reach co118epsus an 
BccBpf8bze S G A T ~ ~ ~ I H  and MTB Acccss Protocol, which they ahElll jointly submit to the 
hearing commissioner."' Since mest is incarporatbg the Washkrgton SOAT changes mto 
CoIarado, is there anything lea to negotiate? Please advis~ 

' In  the Mauer of h e  Inv&*gatibn 3 h  US Wet Communiccrdons, inc. 's Compliance wirh Seafon 271(c) of rhe 
Telewmmuniixrioas Acr of 1996, Volume mA Impasse Issues Order> Docker No. 9711198T erpg. 30 (Mail Date: 
Septeuhcr 27,2002). 
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Deborah Scott 
Director - Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Mark A. DiNunzio 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Christopher Kempley 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
Legal Division 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Jane Rodda 
Administrative Law Judge 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
400 West Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701-1347 

and a true and correct copy was sent by U. S. Mail on October 8,2001 to: 

Thomas F. Dixon 
WorldCom, Inc. 
707 - 17th Street, #3900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Douglas Hsiao 
Rhythms Links, Inc. 
9 100 E. Mineral Circle 
Englewood, CO 801 12 

Terry Tan 
WorldCom, Inc. 
201 Spear Street, 9th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 9401 5 

Bradley Carroll 
Cox Arizona Telcom, L.L.C. 
1550 West Deer Valley Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85027 
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Michael M. Grant 
Gallagher and Kennedy 
2575 East Camelback Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 

Gena Doyscher 
Global Crossing Local Services, Inc. 
1221 Nicollet Mall, Suite 300 
Minneapolis MN 55403 

Traci Kirkpatrick 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 

Michael W. Patten 
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf, PLC 
400 North Fifth Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906 

Joyce Hundley 
United States Dept. of Justice 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000 
Washington, DC 20530 

Daniel Pozefsky 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
2828 North Central Ave., #1200 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Mark N. Rogers 
Excel1 Agent Services, L.L.C. 
2175 W. 14th Street 
Tempe, AZ 85281 

Mark P. Trinchero 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
1300 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 2300 
Portland OR 97201-5682 

Penny Bewick 
New Edge Networks 
3000 Columbia House Blvd., Suite 106 
Vancouver, WA 98661 

Thomas H. Campbell 
Lewis & Roca LLP 
40 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Karen L. Clauson 
Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

Joan S. Burke 
Osborn Maledon, P.A. 
2929 N. Central Avenue, 21St Floor 
Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379 

Eric S. Heath 
Sprint Communications Company L.P. 
100 Spear Street, Suite 930 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Charles Kallenbach 
American Communications Services, Inc. 
13 1 National Business Parkway 
Annapolis Junction, MD 2070 1 

Jeffrey W. Crockett 
Snell & Wilmer, LLP 
One Arizona Center 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001 

Todd C. Wiley 
Gallagher & Kennedy, P.A. 
2575 East Camelback Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 
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Michael B. Hazzard 
Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP 
1200 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor 
Washington, DC 20036 

Daniel Waggoner 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
2600 Century Square 
1501 Fourth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101-1688 

Timothy Berg 
Fennemore Craig, P.C. 
3003 North Central Ave., #2600 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Raymond S. Heyman 
Randall H. Warner 
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf 
Two Arizona Center 
400 N. Fifth Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director 
Communications Workers of America 
Arizona State Council 
District 7 AFL-CIO, CLC 
5818 N. 7th Street, Suite 206 
Phoenix, AZ 85014-5811 

Andrea P. Harris 
Senior Manager, Regulatory 
Allegiance Telecom, Inc. 
2101 Webster, Suite 1580 
Oakland, CA 94612 

K. Megan Doberneck 
Covad Communications Company 
7901 Lowry Blvd. 
Denver, CO 80230 

Andrew Crain 
Qwest Corporation 
1801 California Street, Suite 4900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Janet Livengood 
Regional Vice President 
Z-Tel Communications, Inc. 
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd., Suite 220 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Charles W. Steese 
Qwest Corporation 
1801 California Street, Suite 4900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Bill Haas 
Richard Lipman 
McLeodUSA Telecommunications 
Services, Inc. 
6400 C Street SW 
Cedar Rapids, IA 54206-3 177 

Mark Dioguardi 
Tiffany and BOSCO, P.A. 
500 Dial Tower 
1850 North Central Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Brian Thomas 
Vice President - Regulatory 
Time Warner Telecom, Inc. 
520 S.W. 6th Avenue, Suite 300 
Portland, OR 97204 

Lisa Crowley 
Regional Counsel 
Covad Communications Company 
7901 Lowry Boulevard 
Denver, Colorado 80230 
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