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INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME FOR THE RECORD.

My nameis Robert V. Facone.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?
| am a sdf-employed telecommuni cations and management consultant retained by

AT&T to assg with its efforts on the TRO hearings in the Sates.

PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND
AND EMPLOYM ENT EXPERIENCE.

| hold aB.S. in Busness Adminigration from Adephi University, Garden City,
New York. Additionaly, | attended a number of technical and businessrelated
courses offered by the AT& T School of Businesswhen | was employed by AT&T
on afull timebass. My career with AT& T began in 1970, working in alarge
centrd officein New York City. One of my firg assgnmentswith AT& T, which
lasted for about eight-months, was aframeman. In this assgnment my
respongibility was to ingal and remove cross connections on various central

office frames. For the next seven years | worked as a switchman in a centra
office performing switch provisoning and maintenance activities. In 1978, | was
promoted to afirgt level manager responsible for the software adminigtration of

the New Y ork City 4ESS switching complexes. As afirst level manager |

subsequently held various assgnmentsin AT& T’ s operations and engineering
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departments. In 1986, | was promoted to a second level manager responsible for
AT& T’ s access engineering in the Northeast. | also held assgnments as a product
implementation manager in Bell Laboratories, project manager for the
implementation of anew circuit switched network in Canadain ajoint venture
with Unitd of Canada and implementation manager for AT& T's conversion of its
access network to SS7 out-of-band signding. In 1994, | was promoted to a
Digtrict Manager responsible for headquarters support of AT& T’ s loca market
network implementation. In 1997, | was promoted to a Divison Manager
responsble for supporting the AT& T regions with local market entry initiatives. |
retired from AT&T in June of 1998. After retiring from AT&T, | have worked as
asdf-employed consultant for numerous clients, including AT& T, CompTd,
BearingPoint (formerly KPMG Consaulting) and Liberty Consulting. While
working as a subcontractor with BearingPoint | was the group leader for
BearingPoint’s Systems Engineering Organization on the incumbent local

exchange carrier (“ILEC”) Operationa Support System (*OSS’) testing team. In
thisrole | was responsible for the test planning, test bed devel opment and test
execution for BearingPoint' s various ILEC OSS Section 271 testing efforts,

including the Regiona “ROC” test of Qwest's OSS.

WHAT ISSUESDOESTHISTESTIMONY ADDRESS?
Thistestimony describes the current hot cut process, addresses the adequacy of

certain components of Qwest’s batch process and describes along-term solution
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that is necessary to remove the impairment CLECs face without access to

unbundled local switching.

Q. HOW ISYOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED?
Fird, | describe the current hot cut process. Second, | discuss the findings of the
Federd Communications Commission (“FCC”) in the Triennid Review Order
(“TRO")* regarding the current hot cut process. | summarize the FCC's
conclusion that CLECs are impaired without access to unbundled loca switching
asaresult of economic and operationa impairment, among other things, reated to

the hot cut process and describe certain aspects of the FCC' s directions to the

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Commission regarding the FCC' sfinding of impairment. Third, my tesimony
provides recommendations on eval uating the proposed batch process. Fourth, |
discuss the deficiencies and inadequacies in Qwest’s proposd. Findly, | discuss
why an eectronic provisoning processis necessary to truly iminate the

imparment.

. BACKGROUND: THE HOT CUT PROCESS

WHAT ISA HOT CUT?
Whenever acustomer seeks to move his or her loca service from one switch

based carrier to another, the connection between the customer’ s loop and the

1 In the Matter of Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of Incumbent Local Exchange
Carriers; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996;
Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket Nos. 01-
338, 96-98, 98-147, Report and Order and Order on Remand and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
FCC 03-36 (rel. Aug. 21, 2003) (hereinafter “ TRO”).
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origina carrier’ s switch must be broken and a new connection must be established
between that loop and the new carrier’ s switch. Because the customer’sloop is
lifted or “cut” whileit isdill in active service (i.e., the loop is “hot”), the process
used to transfer loops has become known asa“hot cut.” The hot cut process
involves two separate changes to the customer’ s service that must be coordinated
to occur at approximatdly the sametime: (1) the manua transfer of the

customer’ s loop from one carrier’ s network to another’ s (the loop cut); and (2) the
porting of the customer’ s telephone number (indluding the timing of the

associated software changes and disconnection of the origind carrier’ s switch
trandations), so that inbound calls to the customer can be routed to the new

carrier’ s switch using the cusomer's existing telephone number.

DOESA HOT CUT CAUSE THE CUSTOMER TO LOSE SERVICE?
Yes. Thisoccursintwo ways. Thefirg isacompleteloss of did tone. From the
time the customer’ s loop is disconnected from the ILEC’ s switch until it is
reconnected to the competitive loca exchange carrier’s (“CLEC”) switch, the
customer has no dia tone and is completely out of service. Second, from the time
the customer’ sloop is reconnected to the CLEC' s switch until the customer’s
number is successfully ported to the CLEC' s switch, the customer cannot receive
any incoming cals. That is because, until the appropriate change messageis
received by the Number Portability Administration Center (“NPAC”), the NPAC

database indicates that calls should be routed to the ILEC s switch. If cdlsare
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sent to the ILEC’ s switch after the customer’ s loop has been physically moved,

they are unable to complete.

Q. HOW DID THE FCC ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF HOT CUTS?
In the TRO, the FCC reviewed substantial data provided by both ILECs and
CLECsandfound, on a national basis, that competing

carriers providing voice service to mass market customers
are impaired without access to unbundled 1local circuit
switching - This finding was based, 1In part, on
clear evidence regarding the economic and operational

barriers caused by the hot cut process_> TheFCC
recognized that “whether a customer was previoudy being served by the
competitive LEC using unbundled loca switching (i.e., using UNE-P), or by the
incumbent itsdf, a hot cut must be performed [if unbundled loca switching isno
longer available].”* | will address the details of the FCC'simpairment finding

with respect to hot cuts later in my testimony.

Q. HOW DOESTHE HOT CUT PROCESS DIFFER FROM PROVIDING
SERVICE USING UNE-P?
A. UNE-Pisasmple processthat is ordered and provisoned eectronicaly. With

UNE-P, there is no need to perform any physica work inthe ILEC's centra

2TRO at 71459.

3Id.; seealso TRO at | 473 (“Our national finding of impairment is
based on the combined effect of all aspects of the hot cut process on competitors' ability to serve mass
market voice customers.”).

*1d. at 11 465.
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office or outsde loop plant to migrate an existing ILEC customer to a CLEC that
is providing service usng UNE-P. The migration from ILEC-retail to CLEC-
UNE-P service only requires the ILEC to make software changes. Thus, thereis
little chance for error and the customer does not have to lose service during the
migration, because the service is being provided through the use of the ILEC's
switch. This diminates the need for aphysica transfer of the customer’s loop, as
well as the need to port the customer’ s telephone number to another switch.
Consequently, CLECs offering service via UNE-P may almost dways provide
service to the customer very quickly, often on the same day the customer Sgns-up
for service with the CLEC.

A hot cut, in sharp contragt, is a complex, highly manua process. It requires
sgnificant coordination between both the ILEC and aCLEC. Both carriers must
perform multiple tasks in the hot cut ordering and provisioning processes, and
both parties must coordinate these operations in the proper, agreed-upon
sequence. If the many steps of the hot cut process are not performed in that exact
sequence -- and properly coordinated between both carriers -- and if the ILEC
does not complete its downstream processes correctly and timely, the customer
will experience a service outage that is much longer than the unavoidable outage

associated with this process.
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PLEASE DESCRIBE THE ADDITIONAL STEPSOF MIGRATINGA
CUSTOMER FROM AN ILEC TO AT&T USING A HOT CUT AS
OPPOSED TO THE UNE-P PROCESS.

When a CLEC usesits own switch to serve mass market local customers with a
UNE-L architecture, the processes needed to change local carriers are much more
complex, manud and costly than for UNE-P, requiring physica work to transfer
the customer’ s loop from one carrier’ s switch to another’s. For example, the
CLEC mug assign the customer to fadilities in its switch and equipment; both the
CLEC and the ILEC must conduct a series of number porting activities; and the
ILEC must perform numerous manud provisoning and testing activitiesin its
centrd office and sometimesin thefiedd. A summary of dl the additiona
technical stepsinvolved in ahot cut is contained in Exhibit RVF-15 attached to
my testimony. Not only are there significantly more stepsinvolved in a hot cut,
but aso those steps must be coordinated if acut isto be successful in limiting the

time the customer is out of service.

1. THE FCC'SFINDINGS REGARDING THE CURRENT HOT

CUT PROCESS

WHAT DEFICIENCIESDID THE FCC FIND WITH THE CURRENT
HOT CUT PROCESS?
The FCC made numerous findings regarding the inadequacy of the current hot cut

process. These findings confirm the concerns AT& T has raised about hot cutsin
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the past and demonstrate why AT& T moved away from UNE-L hot cutsasa

method to provide serviceto its customers.

Firgt, the FCC recognized that deficiencies in the hot cut process are seen and felt
by customers. It found that the problems and del ays associated with hot cuts
“prevent| ] the competitive LEC from providing service in away that mass
market customers have come to expect.”® Thisisasubstantid problem because

“ competition is meant to benefit consumers, and not create obstacles for them.”®

Second, the FCC recognized that CLECs are likely to lose customers as aresult of
these problems. “Service disruptions aso will influence customer perceptions of
competitive LECS ahility to provide quality service, and thus affect competitive
LECs ahility to attract customers.”’ Specificaly, the FCC found that the “record
shows that customers experiencing service disruptions generdly blame their

provider, even if the problem is caused by the incumbent.”®

Third, the FCC recognized that many of the problems with hot cuts are inherent in
the process. The FCC concluded, based on the evidence presented, that “hot cut
capacity islimited by severd factors, such asthe labor intensiveness of the
process, including substantia incumbent LEC and competitive resources devoted

to coordination of the process, the need for highly trained workersto perform the

5 TRO at 1 466.
61d. at 1 467.
1d. at 1 466.
81d. at 1 467.
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hot cuts, and the practica limitations on how many hot cuts the incumbent LECs

can perform without interference or disruption.”®

Fourth, the FCC focused specificdly on the unavoidable limitations on the

volume of hot cuts the ILECs could perform. The FCC found that CLECs were
impaired because hot cuts could not be performed in the volumes that would

occur in the mass market: “[h]aving reviewed the record evidence, we find that it
isunlikely that incumbent LECswill be able to provison hot cutsin sufficient
volumes absent unbundled locdl circuit switching in dl markets”'° The FCC
gpecificaly rgected ILEC arguments that the FCC' s findings in section 271
proceedings regarding hot cuts demonstrated lack of operational impairment. The
FCC correctly found that the number of hot cuts in the current market

environment “is not comparable to the number that incumbent LECs would need

to perform if unbundled switching were not available for al customer locations
served with voice-grade loops.”** Thus, the issue here is that thereis “an inherent
limitation in the number of manud cut oversthat can be performed, which posesa
barrier to entry that is likely to make entry into amarket uneconomic.”*?

Finally, the FCC concluded that ILEC promises, regarding the ability to perform

some volume of hot cuts that had never been requested, cannot be relied upon to

demonstrate adequate performance. Specificdly, the FCC found that *incumbent

%1d. at 1 465.
101d., at 7 468.
1 1d. at 7 469.
12| d. (emphasis added).
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LECS promises of future hot cut performance [are] insufficient to support a FCC

finding that the hot cut process does not impair” CLECs*

In short, the FCC found “ample testimony in the record” on the CLECs
operational and economic difficulties with hot cuts™* It recognized that “hot cuts
frequently lead to provisoning delays and service outages and are often priced at

rates that prohibit facilities-based competition for the mass market.”*°

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE FCC'SNATIONAL FINDING OF
IMPAIRMENT REGARDING THE HOT CUT PROCESS.

Based in large part on its conclusions outlined above, the FCC made a“nationd
finding that competitive carriers providing service to mass market customers are
impaired without unbundled access to loca circuit switching” and set out a plan
to help mitigate the “inherent difficulties” with the ILECS' hot cut processes*®
The FCC's plan included asking the state commissions to “approve and
implement a batch cut migration process — a seaml ess, |ow-cost process for
transferring large volumes of mass market customers. .. .”*" Thisbatch cut

process must “render the hot cut process more efficient and reduce per-line hot

131d. at n. 1437.

171d. at 1423 (emphasis added).
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cut costs.” 8 It must also “address the costs and timeliness of the hot cut

process.” 1°

Q. WHAT DOESTHE FCC MEAN BY “BATCH CUT PROCESS’?
The FCC defined a batch cut process as a seamless, low-cost process for
transferring large volumes of mass market customers®® The FCC found that “the
hot cut process could be improved if cut-overs were done on abulk basis, such
that the timing and volume of the cut over is better managed,” and the non-
recurring costs reduced.?* Indeed, the FCC found that “such improvements are
likely to be essential to overcome the operationa impairment that competitors
face in serving mass market customers. Without such improvement, the record
showsthat carriersare likely to be unable to economically serve a market

characterized by low margins.”??

Q. DID THE FCC FIND CURRENT ILEC PROCESSES FOR CONVERTING
CUSTOMERSIN BULK TO BE SUFFICIENT?

A. No. The FCC found that “[p]roject managed cut-overs involve the conversion of
anumber of lines a onetime, pursuant to provisoning requirements and intervas
negotiated by the incumbent and the competitive LEC. We find that these

approaches are not sufficiently developed or widespread enough to adequately

18 1d. at 1 460.
1914. at 7 488.
201d. at 1487.
211d. at 1474
221d. (emphasis added).
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address the impairment created by the loop cut over process. The evidence in the
record demongtrates that the carriers that have used project-managed cut-overs
have used them only for business customers, and only after acquiring the
customer through ameans that offered the use of incumbent LEC loops and

switchesin combination.”%3

The FCC adso noted “the record evidence indicates that incumbent LECs are not
well-equipped to handle hot cut volumes even with the existence of a procedure to

manage bulk migrations on a project-managed basis”%*

DID THE FCC OFFER ANY DIRECTION FOR STATE COMMISSIONS
REGARDING BATCH CUT PROCESSES?

The FCC found that a seamless, low-cost batch cut process for moving mass
market customers from one carrier to another is necessary, at a minimum, for
carriers to compete effectively in the mass market.”® The FCC's Order directs
date commissons to approve, within nine months of the effective date of the

Order, abatch cut migration process to be implemented by the incumbent LECs
that will address the costs and timelines of the hot cut process.?® More

specificdly, it requires stlate commissions to do the following:

2 1d. at 7474,

241d. at 1487, n. 1516.

% d. at 7 487.

%1d.at7483. A state commission may decline to institute a batch cut
process, provided that it instead issues detailed findings regarding the

volume of UNE—L migrations that could be expected if competitive LECs
were no longer entitled to unbundled local circuit switching, that the
incumbent can be expected to meet that demand in a timely and efficient
manner using the existing hot cut process, and that the non—recurring
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Adopt abatch cutover “increment” for migrating customers served by
unbundled loops combined with unbundled locd circuit switching to
unbundled stand-aone loops. In other words, states should decide the
appropriate volume of loops that should be included in the “batch.”

In conjunction with incumbent LECs and competitive LECs, gpprove
specific processes to be employed when performing a batch cut. The
FCC “expect[s] these processes to result in efficiencies associated with

performing tasks once for multiple lines that would otherwise have been
performed on aline-by-line basis”

Determine whether the ILEC is cgpable of migrating batch cutoversin a
timely manner.

Adopt TELRIC rates for the batch cut process. These rates should reflect
the efficiencies associated with batch migration of loops to a competitive

LEC s switch, either through areduced per-line rate or through volume
discounts.?’

Q. ARE THERE OTHER ISSUESRELATED TO BATCH CUTSTHAT THE
FCC DIRECTED THISCOMMISSION TO CONSIDER?

A. Yes. The FCC dso directed state commissions to consider whether (or the extent
to which) temporary or “rolling access’ to UNE-P would address dl identified
imparment.?® Rolling access to UNE-P is not adequate to “cure” the many
operationa and economic issues for the reasons described in other AT& T
testimony. However, should the Commisson make afinding thet al economic
and operationd imparment would be diminated by a batch hot cut process,

AT&T bdievesthe use of ralling UNE-Pisrequired. Indeed, AT&T isnot aware

costs associated with the hot cut process are not an entry barrier. Id.-

at 1 490. Failure to develop a process, however, does not relieve
the state commission of its obligation to analyze whether requesting
carriers are impaired without access to unbundled switching.-

* TRO at 1 489.

2 TRO at 1 524



10

11

12

13
14

15

16

17

18

19

Docket No. UT-033044
Direct Testimony of Robert V. Falcone
Exhibit RVF-14T
January 23, 2004
Page 14 of 59
of any methodology for transferring “batches’ of customers that would not
require the customers to first be acquired by the CLEC.?® Therefore any batch
migration process developed by this Commission should be based on the
assumption that the CLEC has dready acquired the customer using UNE-P before
moving it to a UNE-L/CLEC switch network configuration. Further, as
acknowledged by the FCC, “ competitive LECs may face difficutiesin
accumulating enough customers to justify batch line migration processing in both
new central offices and existing collocations”*® Accordingly, if rolling accessis
established by this Commission, it should include sufficient time for CLECsto
accumulate enough customers to jusdtify collocation, and enough time to then

edtablish the collocation in new centrd offices or to augment exigting collocation

arrangements where necessary.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS ON EVALUATING THE BATCH
PROCESS

Q. DID THE FCC IDENTIFY A STANDARD AGAINST WHICH AN ILEC’S
HOT CUT PROCESS SHOULD BE MEASURED?

A. Yes. Indescribing ahot cut process that demondtrated “ consistently reliable
performance,” the FCC recognized that for the migration of customers, UNE-P

should be the standard of performance. The FCC dated: “Thisreview is

29 The FCC stated that “we find that the availability of unbundled local switching— even on atemporary
basis — may enable competitors to acquire customers, aggregate them, and migrate them to the carriers’
own switch in amanner that would not be feasible if the customers each had to be migrated individually
upon signing up with the competitive LEC.” TRO at 1522 (emphasis added).

301d. at 1522 (emphasis added).



Docket No. UT-033044

Direct Testimony of Robert V. Falcone
Exhibit RVF-14T

January 23, 2004

Page 15 of 59

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

necessary to ensure that customer loops can be transferred from the incumbent
LEC main didribution frame to a competitive LEC collocation as promptly and
efficiently as incumbent LECs can transfer customers using unbundled local
circuit switching.”3! Thus, the appropriate comparison must be whether the ILEC
can move customers served by UNE-L at the same volumes and performance
levelsas UNE-P. Thisis perfectly logica, snce CLECswould be forced to
abandon UNE-P and substitute UNE-L if they were denied access to unbundled

locd switching.

Moreover, such astandard is required in order to provide parity to al carriers that
seek to provide abundle of both local and long distance services to mass market
customers. ILECstoday can (and do) add large numbers of long distance
customers through the eectronic PIC process, which is very comparable to the
electronic provisioning process used to provide UNE-P service. If CLECs cannot
have the same ability to add local customers, they are serioudy impaired in their
ability to provide smilar bundled offers. Indeed, the RBOCs themselves have
recognized that the ability to offer such bundlesis amgor competitive advantage
in fending off CLECs and/or winning back CLEC locd customers. Further, since
the FCC' simpairment standard requires areview of dl costs and revenues a
CLEC would incur, including long distance, CLECs must have the same aility to

offer local/long distance bundles asthe ILEC.

31 TRO at n. 1574 (emphasis added).
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CUT PROCESS CONSIDERED BY THISCOMMISSION?

While any batch process will ill continue to contain the same manud steps as
the current process, making it difficult to Sgnificantly reduce the economic and
operationa impairment, the development of a batch cut process by this
Commission would be of some benefit to competition, because it would facilitate
CLECS use of non-ILEC facilitiesin the limited Stuations where it is otherwise
feasbleto do so. From AT& T’ s perspective, the process should, at a minimum,

address the d ements contained in Exhibit RVF-16 attached.

WILL THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A BATCH PROCESSELIMINATE

ECONOMIC IMPAIRMENT?

No. Firg, the efficiency gains redized from amanua batch process will likely be
too incrementd to result in substantia reduction of the overall costs required to
extend mass market loops to CLEC switches. And even if the ILEC chargesfor
hot cuts were reduced, that would affect only one of many additiona costs that
only CLECsface in atempting to provide service using non-ILEC switches.
Criticaly, abatch provisoning process does not relieve any of the economic
impairment that results from the collocation, collocation equipment and backhaul

cogsthat a CLEC must incur to connect the ILEC loop to its switch.

WILL THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A BATCH PROCESSELIMINATE

OPERATIONAL IMPAIRMENT?
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No. The batch hot cut process does not eliminate any of the manua steps
necessary to perform ahot cut. It so does not diminate the need to physicaly
change out the customer’ s facilities for those customers that are on Integrated
Digitd Loop Carier (“IDLC’). Any process that reies on multiple manud steps
to achieve a customer migration to another carrier is going to be subject to human

error and therefore is unsatisfactory for serving the mass market.

V. OWEST'SBATCH PROCESS

CAN YOU DESCRIBE QWEST’S CURRENT BATCH PROPOSAL?
No. AT&T spent 8 daysin meetings reviewing and discussng Qwest’s proposdl.
Qwedt’sinitia proposd evolved over time. Qwest made a new, conditiona
proposa near the end of discussons, and AT& T isnot sureif that proposd is il
outstanding or was withdrawn because the CLECs did not accept dl of the
conditions. However, notwithstanding the proposa Qwest ultimately submits,
there are a number of issues that were discussed and that Qwest and the CLECs
agreed are at impasse. These impasse issues are fundamenta to any batch process

Qwest proposes.

WHY DO YOU CLAIM THAT THE IMPASSE |SSUES ARE
FUNDAMENTAL?
Because the impasse issues go to the very basis of the FCC' sfinding of

impairment. The FCC dtated:
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“we find the overadl impact of the current hot cut process
raises competitor’ s costs, lowers the qudity of service, and
delays the provisioning of services, thereby preventing
them [CLECg from serving the mass market in the large
mgjority of locations”?

Qwest’s current batch hot cut proposa will further raise the CLECS internd
cods, will lower the quality of the hot cut process and will further delay the

provisoning of service.

The FCC told the states to decide the appropriate volume of |oops to be included
in the batch, approve specific, efficient, and cost effective processes to be used
when performing a batch, and determine whether the ILEC is cgpable of
migrating customers using the processin atimely manner.3® All of theimpasse
issues are directly related to these issues. Qwest’s proposdl, therefore, falsfar

short of the goals sought to be achieved by the FCC.
A. Size of the Batch

WERE THE CLECSAND QWEST ABLE TO COME TO AN
AGREEMENT ON THE SIZE OF THE BATCH?

No. Qwedt'sinitia proposal was that the minimum size of the batch should be 25
loops. The maximum sze of the batch would be 100 loops. Thetotd per centrd

office would be 100 loops per day for dl CLECs. Therefore, if a CLEC putsinan

32 TRO at 11 473.
33 TRO at 1] 489.
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order for 100 loops in one batch, thet isthe entirety of the loops that could be cut

that day in the centrd office using the batch process.

DID QWEST’'SPROPOSAL CHANGE DURING THE MEETINGS?

It would be more accurate to say it became more refined. Qwest would not
changeitsorigind proposa of a maximum batch of 100 loops per day per centrd
office. It did not agree to lower the 25 loop minimum order size for abatch, but it
did agree to process the batch even if some of the 25 loops were regjected from the

batch.

DOESAT&T DISAGREE WITH THE REQUIREMENT THAT THE
BATCH INCLUDE AT LEAST 25 LOOPS?

Yes. Thereisno reason that there should be aminimum batch sze. Oncethe
order is placed, efficiencies should begin on the second cut. In fact, Qwest's
current hot cut rates are reduced beginning with the second hot cut on an order,
even if technicaly amulti-loop order is not considered a batch. Qwest argues
there would be no efficiencies if, for example, it had to have centrd office or field
technicians cut over lessthan 25 loops. However, under the current process, it
has to dispatch centra office or field technicians if there is an order for one loop.
Therefore, an order containing more than one loop would save atrip or tripsto an

unmanned centrd office. Even in manned centrd offices Qwest has admitted
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there are efficiencies to be gained from the eimination of some processesfor a

multi-loop order.>*

The Qwest proposd is voluntary, not mandatory, according to Qwest. Therefore,
Qwest may receive multiple orders from a CLEC on the same day or over a
number of days for the same centrd office that will have different ingalation
intervals, because it does not have 25 loops to submit as a batch. Qwest does not

explan how thisis more efficient, nor canit.

Q. DOESAT&T AGREEWITH THE 100 LOOP MAXIMUM PER BATCH?
No. AT&T has concernsthat Qwest’s proposa unnecessarily limitsa CLEC's
flexibility.

AT&T does not agree with the reasons Qwest provided to limit the size of the
batch. Qwest makes two primary arguments againgt increasng the maximum
number of loopsthat can be cut over inaday. Thefirg isthat no CLEC should
need to do more than 100 in a centrd officein aday. In support of that argument,
Qwest has stated that it can adequately trangtion the existing UNE-P base to
UNE-L over the transition period established by the FCC*® using the maximums

established by Qwest. Its second primary argument is that diseconomies of scae

34 Qwest Batch Hot Cut Forum, TR 281-282 (Dec. 2, 2003): “For example, just to walk over to analyze the
orders and for the technician to pull all that stuff together, if they do that once for 25 orders, that’ s cheaper
than if they did it once for each order and kept doing it over and over again for each separate order. So
there's somereal savingsthat are realized by the CO tech for that; alot of analysis stuff; they only haveto
do entriesinto the system one time, they don’'t have to keep doing them multipletimes.” Thisistrue
whether it is 25 orders or 2 orders. It issimply amatter of degree.

% TRO at 1532
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are created if it has more than one two-person team working on hot cutsin a
centrd office a the same time. Qwest clamsthat if there is more than one two
person team of technicians working on hot cuts at the same time, their centrd
office technicians will be running into one another when doing work on the

frames.

Qwest’s second argument should also bergected. Eveniif it were true that there
are diseconomies of scale when more than one two-person team is migrating
unbundled loopsin acentral office, Qwest could overcome that problem by

amply having more than one shift in which it works batch hot cuts.

SHOULD THE FOCUSBE ON TRANSITIONING THE EMBEDDED
BASE OF UNE-P CUSTOMERS?

No. Though the batch process, if priced correctly and implemented in such a
manner that it does not increase the risk of an extended outage for the CLEC's
customers, may be used to facilitate the migration of the embedded base, AT& T
believes that Qwest isingppropriatey fixating on the trandtion of the existing

base of UNE-P customers and failing to take into account migration of new UNE-

L customers from Qwest to the CLECs or from CLEC to CLEC.3® Without UNE-
P, UNE-L volumeswill Sgnificantly increase over current levels and increase the

need and use of a batch process.

38 A customer being served by a switch-based CLEC using UNE-L may lose that customer to another
switch-based CLEC using UNE-L.
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The FCC noted that CLECs have used UNE-L to serve smdl market segments,
however, “no competitive carrier relies on hot cutsto offer services to sgnificant
numbers of customers served by voice grade loops.”*’ The FCC further noted that
some ILECs limited the number of hot cuts they would perform per day or per
central office®® The FCC found an “inherent limitation in the number of manua
cut oversthat can performed, which poses a barrier to entry that islikely to make
entry into amarket uneconomic.”*° Qwest has not explained why its “limitation”

passes muster and the limitations cited by the FCC did not. 1t cannot, because the

FCC has equated any limitation to an entry barrier.

In addition, even for the embedded base, Qwest’ s argument is overly
presumptuous, and it should be rejected. Qwest is presuming to know that
CLECswill never find efficiencies in having more than 100 loops cut over in an
officeinasingleday. Infact, if a CLEC has 200 UNE-P linesin a centrd office,
it would be more efficient for the CLEC to have those lines converted & one time
rather than in two or more days. Qwest’srefusd to increase the maximum

number of lines prevents CLECs from gaining efficiencies they could obtain,

Q. WHAT ABOUT QWEST’S SECOND CONCERN REGARDING
TECHNICIANS RUNNING INTO EACH OTHER? ISTHISA VALID

CONCERN?

37 TRO at 1] 468.
3.
39 TRO at 1] 4609.
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The second issue raised by Qwest is the issue of technicians running into each
other while working on the frames. First, most of the more active centra offices
are very large with large main digtribution frames (“MDF’). Generaly spesking

in these offices this should not be a problem. Qwest’ sresponseis that it uses
intermediate frames (“ICDFs’), and the other ILECs do not. It clamsit is more
difficult for multiple teams of technicians to be working on the ICDF a the same
timethan itisonthe MDF. Any limitation due to the use of an |CDF was created
by Qwest, and Qwest’s decision to interject an |CDF should not be used to make

the batch process |ess advantageous to the CLECs.

CLECsinitialy opposed the Qwest requirement of an ICDF. During the section
271 proceedings they argued for the ability to connect directly to the MDF.
Qwest fought thisfor years. CLECs had no choice but to use the ICDF.
Subsequently, Qwest relented, but alot of CLEC infrastructure was aready in
place, and the use of adirect connection to the MDF is priced higher by Qwest,
making its use lessfavorable. Since Qwest built in whatever limitations thet it
cdamsexig, it should find amethod around them. Thisit can do by smply

extending the limited hours it plans to do batch hot cut work.

WHAT ISAT& T'SRECOMMENDATION ON THE MINIMUM SIZE OF

THE BATCH?
Two. However, that recommendation is made in the absence of critica

information. Thefirst key piece of information that islacking is the knowledge of
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whether CLECs will have accessto rolling UNE-P as a customer acquisition toal.
The second key piece of information is the price of a batch hot cut. Without
rolling access to UNE-P, the minimum should be two. However, if rolling UNE-
Pisdlowed then the minimum may be centrd office specific. In centrd offices
where thereisagreat ded of activity, aminimum of 10 or 20 lines may be
reasonable, as it should not take a CLEC long to build up this quantity to quaify
for abatch hot cut project. In smdler offices, where migration activity islikely to
be nomind, the minimum needed to quadlify for abatch job may remain aslittle as
two or three lines. Of course, the price the Commission determines for the batch
hot cut will sgnificantly influence whether a CLEC uses the process and the

economics of varying batch sizes.

WHAT ISAT&T'SRECOMMENDATION ON THE MAXIMUM SIZE OF
A BATCH?

Given that even the mogt efficiently designed batch hot cut process that can be
developed using current technologies will ill not diminate any of the manud

work associated with the customer migration process or the associated economic
and operationd barriers, AT& T understands why Qwest has to set a maximum

limit on the number it can do. Asopposed to the eectronic methods used to

transfer an unlimited number of customersto a new long distance carrier or to a

new loca carrier usng UNE-P, CLECs will dways be gated by any hot cut

process. The “seamless, low cost” design envisoned by AT& T just cannot be
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achieved using technologies (the MDF) that were patented in the 19™ century.
AT& T’ s concern with the 100 per day per centrd office limit isthat thereisno
flexibility with Qwest’s proposal. Any CLEC who has outstanding orders for
large batch jobsis going to be able to preclude other CLECs from being able to
initiate a batch job in the same office. Any maximums set must congder that
there will be multiple CLECs trying to compete for customers in the same office

and dl will need to be able to avail themselves of the batch process.

Recognizing that, from a capacity perspective, this inherently manua process
cannat be sgnificantly improved, AT& T recommends that the maximum size of
the batch be increased to 200 loops per central office per day. This assumes two

shifts of Qwest technicians performing batch hot cuts.
B. The Specific Process

YOU INDICATED EARLIER YOU COULD NOT DESCRIBE QWEST’S
BATCH PROCESS. WERE THERE ANY IMPASSE ISSUESTHAT ARE
RELATED TO THE PROCESS?

Yes. There are anumber of impasseissues. Firgt, Qwest wantsto limit the time

of day the hot cuts in a batch are performed from 3 am. to 11 am. Second,
Qwest has proposed creating a new web-based tool to communicate order status.
Third, Qwest has disqudified IDLC and line split loops from abatch. Fourth, the
gandard five-day interva should be maintained. Fifth, the process does not alow

migration by telephone number (“TN") and street address name (“SANO”).
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1. The Time When the Hot Cuts ar e Perfor med

WHAT TIME OF DAY DOESAT&T WISH THE HOT CUT TO BE
PERFORMED?

First of dl, AT&T does not want the time for performing the actual hot cut*° to be
restricted from 3 am. to 11 am. Congdering that the bulk of the manua work
associated with aloop migration involves the pre-wiring and testing, which Qwest
has agreed to perform prior to the day of the actud hot cuts, the actud lift and lay
isdl we aretaking about. CLECs should be able to identify the specific time of
day for performing the lift and lay. AT&T recognizes there may be more than
one request for a particular time, but the CLEC should be able to request atime
for the cut to accommodate the needs of its customers. Qwest responded to this
request for flexible cutover times by stating that the CLEC can check the web-
based status tool to determine when a batch has started or a CLEC could use a
process that Qwest identified as “trap and trace.” Although Qwest’s proposals
will tell the CLEC when the process has started, they require the CLECs to take
affirmative steps to obtain the information. Furthermore, Qwest’ s proposals do
not permit the CLECs to select the window when the cuts are performed, which

may limit the CLEC' s ability to use the batch process for select customers.

40 By actual hot cut AT& T means the action of putting the customer out of service by removing the
customer’ s existing connecting to the Qwest switch and connecting the customer’sloop to the CLEC's
collocated equipment
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WHY DOESAT&T WANT THE ABILITY TO SCHEDULE THE CUTS
ANY TIME OF DAY?

Because hot cuts put customers out of service and prevent customers from making
and receiving telephone cals, al customers are affected by the cutover process.
Businesses are very concerned about being out of service during their business
hours. Qwest’sresponse isthat there are other options available to CLECsto do
coordinated cuts. Thisis yet another regtriction on a process envisoned by the
FCC to make the hot cut process more efficient. Thefact is, AT& T isnot asking
to do a coordinated cut; it Smply wants to be able to schedule the time of the cut.
Qwest’s second argumernt isthat it reduces efficiency. AT& T disagrees. Fird,
Qwest has not provided any evidence to demondirate that it would be less efficient
to schedule abatch of 5 or 95 loopsat 1 am. rather than 9 am. ItiSAT&T's
postion that it is more efficient to do a batch of these loops at 1 am. than 5 -95
separate coordinated cuts. A batch should be more efficient at any time of the day

than doing asmilar number of loops on an individuad case basis.

2. CL EC Noatification

WHAT ISAT&T'SCONCERN WITH THE WEB-BASED TOOL YOU
MENTIONED?

One of the issueswith any hot cut process is natification to the CLECs of the
commencement and completion of the actua hot cut. Under the existing hot cut

procedures, for a basic hot cut, the CLEC is notified by telephone when the cut is
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complete. For coordinated cuts, Qwest notifies the CLEC by telephone call when
ahot cut is commenced and completed. Qwest proposes to develop anew web-
based tool that CLECs will have to periodicaly check to determine the status of
the batch orders. This meansthat a CLEC will have to congtantly review the web-
based tool to confirm order completion, since the CLEC cannot port the numbers
with NPAC until the processis completed. A telephone cal upon completion of

the hot cut is the current method used to notify the CLEC of order status.

ISAT&T SUGESTING SOME OTHER METHOD OF NOTIFICATION?
As| noted, Qwest presently contacts the CLECs by telephone of the completion
of ahot cut. For this same natification associated with batch hot cut jobs Qwest
originaly proposed sending an email. After anumber of concerns were raised by
the CLECs, Qwest proposed the web-based tool. Though such atool may be a
gep in the right direction, the current design being put forth by Qwest places
additiona monitoring obligations on CLECsthat do not exist now. In addition, it
requires CLECs to use atool that does not take advantage of existing CLEC OSS
development. Whatever efficiencies Quest may obtain through the use of this

web-based tool are achieved at the expense of the CLECs.

WHY DO YOU SAY THAT QWEST’'SPROPOSAL DOESNOT TAKE
ADVANTAGE OF EXISTING OSS?
CLECs have expended considerable sums to design and build OSS that are

compatible with Qwest’s OSS. Qwest provides two interfaces— an IMA GUI and
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IMA EDI. The GUI isweb-based. The EDI isnot. AT&T, for example, uses
EDI. Ingtead of receiving amessage using EDI, AT& T will have to review the
web-based toal. It would be more efficient for the CLECs to receive messages
over EDI. Additionaly, such anatification method would be “pushed” out to the
CLECs upon completion of the hot cut as opposed to the CLECs having to have
someone continually request updates to the web-based tool to determine whether
or not their customer’s line has been cutover to trigger them to port the customer’s
number. Either Qwest’s web-based solution or the EDI solution will require some
development effort on the parts of Qwest and CLECs. As agenerd matter, if
AT&T isgoing to be performing development work, it would rather have the

work performed as part of its existing EDI systems rather than on aweb based,

proprietary, Qwest system.

3. IDLC and Line Split L oops

YOU TESTIFIED THAT QWEST HASDISQUALIFIED IDLC LOOPS
AND LINE SPLIT LOOPSFROM THE BATCH PROCESS. HOW DOES
THAT AFFECT THE BATCH PROCESS?

It means, for example, that existing UNE-P customers served by loops using

IDLC cannot be converted to UNE-L as part of the batch process. Qwest, once
agan, clamsaloss of efficiency. However, once again, Qwest is placing
conditions on the batch process that are not presently imposed on basic and

coordinated cuts.
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Qwest suggests that these lines can be handled using the present processes.
AT&T beievesthisis unacceptable for anumber of reasons. The number of
IDLC loopsin some centrd officesis not inggnificant. Not only will CLECs be
prevented from using the batch process for these loops, dl the inherent limitations
of the current process will continue to exist. The FCC specificaly found that the
inherent difficulties of the current hot cut process creates impairment requiring
CLEC accessto unbundled local switching.** The batch process ultimatdly
adopted is supposed to be alow-cost and cost-effective one*?> CLECswith
customers served by IDLC loops will be denied the cost savings of the batch
process. In addition, a CLEC will have to develop or modify interna systems and
processes to identify that aloop is served by IDLC and then employ separate

processes and work flows depending upon the response.

4. Standard I nterval

WHAT SHOULD THE INTERVAL BE FOR THE BATCH PROCESS?
The current standard interva for an unbundled loop hot cut order when there are 1
—8linesat asinglelocationis5 days** Qwest is proposing that the more
efficient batch hot cut process standard interva be 7 days. It isan oxymoron to
assart that a“ more efficient” hot cut process takes longer to execute than the

exiging process. In addition, thistoo isadifficult question to answer without first

" TRO a 1422.
*2 TRO at 1423 & 489.
3 The vast majority of hot cutswill require lessthan 8 lines at asingle location.
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knowing whether CLECs will have accessto rolling UNE-P and the price of the
batch hot cut process. Without access to UNE-P as a customer acquisition tool,
the batch hot cut interval cannot exceed the current interva for a hot cut of five
daysfor orders of 1-8 lines. Thereisno limit on the number of hot cut ordersa
CLEC can place with less than 8 loops and il recelve the 5-day standard
interva.** Consequently, there is no reason a more efficient process should be

longer than the less efficient loop-by-loop process.

IF THE CLEC ISALREADY SERVING THE CUSTOMER USING UNE-P,
DOESIT MATTER WHAT THE INTERVAL 1S?

During any trandtion of exising UNE-P customers from UNE-P to UNE-L, the
interva islesscritical. However, if the batch process is expected to be used for

the acquisition of new CLEC UNE-L customers, then 5 daysis the maximum a

new customer should have to wait to switch to the new CLEC.

5. Migration by TN and SANO

EXPLAIN WHAT YOU MEAN BY MIGRATION BY TN AND SANO.
Currently, on aconverson from UNE-P to UNE-L, Qwest requires that the CLEC
populate many address-related fields on the LSR. Once the CLEC submits the
LSR, Qwest compares those many address-rdated fidds to its own interna

information. If the information does not match Qwest’ s internd information, the

4 Though there is no advertised limit to the number of orders, Qwest really has never been put to the test to
determineif they would be able to provide a5-day interval considering today’s modest hot cut volumes.
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LSR. Instead, the CLEC only needs to provide on the L SR the customer’s
telephone number and street address number (the street address number field on
the LSR iscdled the SANO). Itislesswork for the CLEC to create an LSR
using only the customer’ s telephone number and SANO, and the order isless
prone to errors and rejection than if the CLEC had to populate dll of the address
related fields. For atransfer of CLEC UNE-P customer to a UNE-L platform,
since the customer is dready an existing customer of the CLEC, MCI proposed,
and AT& T supports, that the use of the customer’s TN and SANO be sufficient.
This would speed up the order process for the CLECs and eliminate the problem
of orders being rejected or dropping out for manual handling where the address-
related information on the L SR does not exactly match the address information in
Qwedt'sinterna systems. In other words, it would permit the CLECs to be more
efficient, assuming the process is reasonably priced. Qwest has acknowledged
thereis no technical limitation that prevents Quwest from modifying its interfaces

to do migrations by TN and SANO.

IF QWEST HASAGREED THERE ISNO TECHNICAL LIMITATION,
WHAT ISTHE PROBLEM?
MCI wants the process to be agreed to by Qwest as part of the batch process and

ordered as aregulatory change to ensure the change is made dong with dl the
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December 2003. However, thereis no assurance that MCI’ s proposa will be
prioritized high enough to be included in the next rdease. By making the MCl
request arequirement of any batch process, it could be considered a regulatory

change and be given priority under the CMP guiddines.

SHOULD MCI’'SPROPOSAL BE A REQUIREMENT OF ANY BATCH

PROCESS?

Yes. There is no question the change can be done. By incorporating MCI’s
proposa, the CLEC will be able to process orders more quickly and fewer orders
will drop out of the batch. Thisis more efficient for both parties, and it makesiit

more likely that a CLEC will use the batch hot cut process.

C. Timely Processing of Hot Cuts

HASQWEST PROVIDED ANY EVIDENCE THAT IT CAN HANDLE
THE VOLUMESOF BATCH CUTSTHAT WILL BE NECESSARY
DURING THE TRANSITION FROM UNE-P TO UNE-L?

Qwest did provide some exhibits that it clamed demonstrated thet it can handle
the volumes necessary to trangtion from UNE-P to UNE-L. However, the data
included in the exhibits was very limited. It did not incorporate any Quwest

winbacks, CLEC-to-CLEC hot cuts or regular hot cuts that are not part of the
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batch, at the option of the CLEC or by design. Nor did Qwest include any of the
normal day-to-day activity that occurs on its frames, such as troubleshooting and

repairing customer service problems and ingdlation of new service.

The FCC found the inability of the ILECs to process sufficient volumes of hot
cuts asared impairment.*® Qwest’s evidence isinsufficient to overturn the

FCC'sinitid finding of imparment.

HAS QWEST OFFERED TO PROVIDE ANY EVIDENCE THAT THE
PROCESSIT PROPOSESWILL WORK?

No. One could argue that the process has not been established, so there is nothing
to test. The question then becomes, once the process is adopted, should Qwest be
required to demonstrate that the process works. AT& T would answer the

question affirmetively.
WHAT KIND OF DEMONSTRATION DO YOU PROPOSE?

AT&T believesthe batch process should be tested by an independent third party
by migrating a significant number of Qwest’s retail customers from one Qwest

switch to another Qwest switch using the proposed process.

45 TRO, 11 468-469.
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D. Rates

UP TO NOW THERE HASBEEN NO DISCUSSION OF RATES. DID
QWEST GIVE THE CLECSANY IDEA WHAT THE FINAL PROCESS
WOULD COST?

Not specificdly, and this caused congderable frustration on the CLECs' part.
During thefirgt set of meetings AT& T and the other CLECs asked what the rate
would be under Qwest’sinitia proposa. Qwest responded that it had not done a
cost study. The CLECs advised Qwest thet it was impossible for CLECsto
evaduate Qwed’ sinitid proposa and the different issues if they did not have

some idea of what the cost would be. Qwest finaly responded, stating that if its
proposal was adopted, there may be a cost savings of approximately 20 to 30%,
possibly 40%, off of the origina hot cut study cost of approximately $75.4¢ After
further discussion, Qwest stated the number could be around $45 per loop.
However, according to Qwest, any changes to the proposed process would reduce
efficiency and raise costs. The batch process has gone through so many iterations
it isimpossible for anyone to guess what the find process would cost the CLECs.
The FCC expects the ultimate process to be alow-cost, cost-effective one. There
is no assurances thiswill happen, and Qwest’ s proposed rates for the “more
efficient” batch hot cut process could conceivably be higher than the rates for the

“less efficient” loop-by-loop process.

“8 1t should be noted that the current price for a coordinated hot cut without cooperative testing is generally
around $60 and the price for abasic installation of anew loop is around $55.
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Qwest made it quite clear that it believes the rates set by state commissions for
basic and coordinated cuts are too low. However, if the state commissions set a
rate that exceeds the current rates, there will be no incentive for the CLECsto use
the batch process, and the CLECs will continue to use the current processes.
Furthermore, the impairment the FCC determined to exist because of the current
hot cut processes will continue to exist. The result will be that Qwest must

continue to provide unbundled local switching & TELRIC rates.

WHAT DOESAT& T RECOMMEND THE COMMISSION DO WITH
RESPECT TO SETTING RATES?

The first concern is setting the proper rate. If the rate is set too high any batch
process the Commission ultimately establishes may not be useful to the CLECs.
ItisAT&T s understanding based on statements made by Qwest that it will be
filing a cogt study with itsdirect case. Not only will the CLECs be seeing
Qwest’sfina proposal for thefirgt time, they will aso be seeing the cost study for
thefirg time. AT& T’ s cost experts are dready working on economic impairment
and business case TRO issuesin dl of Qwest’ jurisdictions. It will be very
difficult to adequately review Qwest’s cost study during the limited time provided
in this proceeding. If there is considerable disagreement over the study, it may be
best to adopt an interim rate subject to true up and subsequently schedule

aufficient time to more thoroughly review the study and adopt permanent retes.
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E. Performance Measures

Q. HAS QWEST RECOMMENDED ANY METHOD OF EVALUATING ITS

PERFORMANCE UNDER ANY BATCH PROCESSTHAT ISADOPTED?

A. No. Qwest did not recommend a method for evaluating the batch process except

for deferring the matter to long-term PID adminidration. Thisisamydery to
AT&T because the FCC stated that the state commission may require that ILECs
“comply with an average completion metric, including any further disaggregeation
of existing loop performance metrics (i.e., qudity or maintenance and repair
metrics), for provisioning high volumes of loops.”*’ Qwest said performance
measures and metrics were not an issue for the batch forum, and any discussion
on performance metrics should be handled in long-term PID adminigtration
meetings*® CLECs subsequently asked Qwest which of the existing PIDs would
apply to loops provisioned under the batch process. After much prodding from
the CLECs, Qwest did say that the loops in a batch would be covered by the
analog loop performance measures but the CLECs would have to review each PID

to see if there were exclusions that would apply.*°

Q. WHAT, IF ANYTHING, DOESAT& T RECOMMEND THE

COMMISSION DO WITH RESPECT TO PERFORMANCE MEASURES?

*"TRO at 1 489.

8 Qwest did state that it recommends that specific measures regarding the batch process be addressed in
long-term PID administration and that batch process measures be moved to the top of thelist.

49 Qwest did state that it believed OP-4, OP-7 and OP-13 would not apply to the batch process.
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The Commission should make it clear to Qwest that the loops in a batch should be
included in the current PIDs, unless excluded by specific language in a specific
PID. The parties should be directed to address measurements related to the batch
processin long-term PID adminigration. In addition, once the performance
measurements are developed, the Commission should require PAP modificaions
to provide financia incentives for Qwest to meet its batch hot cut performance

obligetions.

VI. ELECTRONIC LOOP PROVISIONING

WILL A BATCH HOT CUT PROCESSELIMINATE THE IMPAIRMENT
THAT CLECSEXPERIENCE WHEN THEY COMPETE FOR LOCAL
SERVICE CUSTOMERS?

As| dated earlier, no. Experience with the development of long distance
competition has shown that effective mass market competition is criticaly
dependent on customers' ahility to change carriers quickly, accurately and
inexpensvely. Both the current method of performing hot cuts and the one
contemplated by the TRO are manual processes. Both are [abor-intensive and,
thus, consderably more expensive and error-prone than an electronic, or
software- controlled, process such as, for example, the processes dready in place
that alows virtudly unlimited numbers of mass market cusomers to change loca
providers, when UNE-P is used, or long distance providers overnight. Ashas

proven to be the case with long distance competition, competitors will not have a
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reasonable opportunity to compete for customers’ loca telephone patronage until

there isa quick, accurate and inexpensive way for them to switch carriers.

ISTECHNOLOGY CHANGING IN WAYSTHAT WILL HELP MAKE IT
EASIER TO SHIFT CUSTOMER LOOPS FROM ONE LOCAL CARRIER
TO ANOTHER?

Yes. Weareinthe midst of a“generationa” change from the anadlog genertion,
distribution and transmission of sgnas from the customer’ s premises to the

centrd office and switched through the use of circuit-switching technology to a
fully digitdl generation, digtribution and transmission of sgnadsal the way to the
customer using packet switch technology. Because the industry isin the midst of
this transtion, the Public Switched Telephone Network (“PSTN”) isa
combination of “legacy” and modernized technologies that the ILECs have
cobbled together in the mogt efficient way feasible for them to be the sole
providers of service to mass market end-users. Thisisthe mos crucid point for
regulators to understand in addressing loop migration issues going forward: the
ILECs have begun the trangtion to a digital, packet network design that achieves
its grestest efficiency with one provider of service—the incumbent. If thereis
ever to be effective facilities-based loca competition, regulators will have to
implement what a combination of antitrust litigation and regulatory oversight

forced in the long-distance market: atrangition to a network design that achieves

economic and engineering efficiency for multiple carriers.
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HOW CAN REGULATORSENSURE THAT CONSUMERSWILL BE
ABLE TO MOVE ASEASILY AMONG LOCAL CARRIERSASTHEY

ALREADY DO AMONG LONG DISTANCE CARRIERS?

Thereis ameans available that uses currently available technology and is
adaptable to the differing ILEC approaches to loop provisoning. Thisisa
processthat AT& T has genericaly referred to as* eectronic loop provisoning”
(“*ELP’). This approach alows the provisioning of loops used for loca serviceto
be operationaly and compstitively neutral, making it the local service counterpart
of “equa access’ in the long distance market. EL P would take advantage of
technology that can digitize and packetize end-user sgna's (both voice and data)
S0 that the signd's can be readily routed from one LEC service provider to
another. In this environment, consumers would be able to change their local
carrier seamlesdy, and no carrier would have inordinate advantages in competing
for amass market customer’ sbusiness. Thisisin sharp contrast to the current,
hard-wired, manua connections from customer premisesto ILEC centrd offices.
Implementation of such an eectronic provisioning process would cregte
permanent virtud circuits that could use software commands to shift loops from
one carrier to another quickly and inexpensively, with no loss or degradation of

savice.
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ARE THERE OTHER BENEFITSTHAT ELP WOULD CREATE THAT
WOULD LESSEN CLEC ECONOMIC AND/OR OPERATIONAL

IMPAIRMENT?

Yes. Today, because mass-market customers are primarily serviced via analog-
voice grade loops, CLECs must deploy a capitd intensve backhaul infrastructure
that digitizes, multiplexes and concentrates Sgnals so that they can be reliably and
efficiently transported to a CLEC' s switching center. In adigita, packet locdl
access network, which iswhat ELP would creste, the need for such collocation
and equipment is mitigated to alarge extent because end-user sgnaswould be

handed off to the carrier in adigita rather than analog format.

THISCASE ISABOUT THE CONTINUED AVAILABILITY OF THE
LOCAL SWITCHING UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENT. WHY
SHOULD REGULATORSGET INVOLVED IN SUCH AN EXERCISE
NOW?

In the TRO, the FCC found, on anationa basis, that CLECs are impaired in their
provision of local exchange service by the expense, delay and service degradation
caused by the current, manua process of shifting loops from an ILEC switching
platform to switching provided by competing carriers. The FCC thus directed the
states to determine whether, and to what extent, that impairment could be reduced
by the implementation of a*“batch” process for manudly shifting loops from

ILEC switching to nort ILEC switching. This should logicaly prompt Sate
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regulators to question whether, in an age of digita processing, any manud, labor-
intensive, and error-prone system for customer migration will ever be efficient
enough, both economically and technically, to support robust loca exchange

competition.

To ask the question, however, is to suggest its answer: there will only be an
opportunity for effective local competition when loca loop migrations are as
efficient, swift and economica as changing loca carriers through the use of UNE-

P or changing long distance carriers through use of the PIC process.

HAVEN'T THE ILECsBEGUN DIGITIZING THE LOCAL
DISTRIBUTION NETWORK?

Yes. Increasingly, ILECs have deployed digital loop carrier (“DLC”) equipment,
often located away from the centra office and closer to the customer premises.
The DLC and associated equipment converts the communications signas coming
over copper loopsinto adigita format, so they can be trangported more efficiently

tothe ILEC LSO.

In ageneric DLC configuration, a copper loop runs from the customer’s premise
to asarving areainterface (“ SAI”). This portion of the loop is known asthe
digribution plant. The SAl isa point where the copper distribution “ sub-loop”
from anumber of customersterminates. Typicdly, the loops are cross-connected
to additiona copper facilities that connect the SAI to a Remote Termina (“RT”).

RTsare often located in enclosuresin the ILEC soutside plant —i.e., the RT is
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located somewhere between the customer premise and the ILEC LSO. A Remote
Termind typicaly houses the DLC and other equipment that converts analog
voice communicationsinto adigita format.>® There, al communicationsfrom
loops on the DLC are multiplexed (to increase the efficiency of use of costly
transmisson facilities) and are tranamitted to the ILEC LSO through facilities
(either fiber or copper wire) commonly known as the “feeder” portion of theloca
loop. With some DLC systems (cdled integrated DLC or “IDLC”), traffic carried
over the feeder plant isterminated directly onto the ILEC' slocd circuit switch,
and is not demultiplexed. In such arrangements, an individua customer’ straffic

arives a the centrd office commingled with other cusomers' traffic in a manner

that is either difficult or costly to separate, or both.

Q. HOW DOESTHE INTRODUCTION OF DIGITAL TECHNOLOGY IN
THE LOCAL DISTRIBUTION PLANT AFFECT THE EASE OF

TRANSFERRING LOOPS AMONG CARRIERS?

A. Where IDLC architecture is employed, it is even more difficult to switch a
customer’ s voice-grade loop to a competing carrier’ sfacilities. To switch a
customer’s IDLC loop to another carrier, the incumbent carrier must be able to

separate that customer’ s traffic from the other traffic that is commingled on the

%0 Where the copper loops are sufficiently short, DL C equipment can just as easily be placed in the ILEC
LSO. Thisiswhat CLECsmust do in order to access avoice-grade loop viaahot cut. They placeintheir
collocation arrangements the DL C equipment that digitizesand multiplexes traffic from voice-grade loops
for backhaul to their switches. The duplication of DLCsin both ILEC and CLEC networksis one of the
inefficiencies that electronic loop provisioning would eliminate.
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feeder facility. Unfortunatdly, the available processes for removing the

customer’ s loop from the IDLC can be even more cumbersome than where the
loop runs directly to the LSO. One common method is to remove the customer’s
loop from the IDLC equipment in the RT and place it back onto an old “ spare”
copper loop that extends from the customer’ s premisesto the centra office. This
method, however, requires an additiona set of manua processes — in addition to
the hot cut described above. Thisis often disadvantageous to both the customer
and its new carrier, because any spare copper |oop has necessarily been placed out
of service, often because it offersinferior quaity to the digita service provided
over the IDLC loop. Moreover, where IDLC has been employed from the outset,
such asin newly congtructed aress, there may smply be no spare copper loop at
al. Another disadvantage is that spare copper |0oop necessarily is longer than a

DLC loop, lowering the loop’ s available bandwidth, compared to a DLC loop.

Other methods for removing aloop from IDLC so that it could be made available
to a competitor are equaly daunting. For example, the ILEC could ingall
demultiplexing equipment before the feeder facility terminatesinto the ILEC
crcuit switch. That would demultiplex all of the traffic from a DLC-fed feeder
and re-convert the traffic from adigita to an andog format. Treffic from the
particular loop used to serve the customer won by the competing carrier would
then be separated through the hot cut procedure from traffic carried on the other
loops, and then connected to the competing carrier’ sfacilitiesin collocated space.

But then the CLEC would have to convert the andlog sgnd again to digitd
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format, using its own DLC, before transporting it to the CLEC switch. There are
obvious inefficiencies, both economic and engineering, in the multiple sgnd
conversons and duplicate DLC equipment that the carriers have to deploy in this

scenario.

Thus, regardless of whether avoice-grade loop is connected to IDLC or
terminates directly to the MDF in an ILEC centrd office, CLECsthat compete for
local service must endure a difficult process that necessarily requires extensve
manua work on the ILEC’ sfacilities, resulting in a greater expense and, often,

lower-quaity service.

ISTHERE ANYTHING ABOUT THE WAY ILECSARE MANAGING
THE TRANSITION TO A PACKETIZED ACCESSNETWORK THAT
WOULD ASSIST IN MAKING VOICE-GRADE LOOP MIGRATION
MORE EFFICIENT?

Fortunately, yes. In order to see how loop migration could be rendered seamless
and dectronic, it is helpful to examine how ILECs are introducing advanced
services, such as Digital Subscriber Line (“DSL”) service, into their local
networks. Such an examination presents one path to dectronically based loop
migrations, so long asthe ILECs engineer their trangition to a packet-based
architecture in amanner that includes the prospect of multiple carriers, rather than

cregting atwo-class system in which ILEC serviceis provided over modern,
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digital accessfacilities and CLECs are relegated to the oldest and least efficient

access facilities.

Q. HOW ARE SOME ILECSINTRODUCING “NEXT GENERATION
DIGITAL LOOP CARRIER” (*“NGDLC”) TECHNOLOGY INTO THEIR
NETWORKS?

A. The ILECs are increasingly deploying NGDL C technology, to enable them to
provide both DSL and plain old telephone service (“POTS’) on the same copper

loop. Thisarchitectureisillustrated in the figure below:
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FIGURE 1. Typical ILEC NGDLC Architecture (Basic)

Traffic originating with customers (at left) is transmitted over copper loopsto a

Remote Termind equipped with NGDLC equipment. At this crucid gep in the




Docket No. UT-033044

Direct Testimony of Robert V. Falcone
Exhibit RVF-14T

January 23, 2004

Page 47 of 59

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

process, voice traffic, which occupies the low-frequency spectrum of theloop, is
trested differently from high-speed data traffic, which occupies the high-
frequency spectrum of the loop. Typicaly, the NGDLC takes end-user voice
sgndsand (i) convertsthe andog voice sgnasto adigita forma, (i)

multiplexes those Sgnds usng atime divison multiplexing (“TDM”) pratocol
(thus commingling voice traffic from many loops) and (jii) directs them to their
own, separate fiber feeder facility that is connected to the ILEC LSO. At that
point, the commingled signas are directed to a Centrd Office Termind (COT)
and from there to the ILEC' s circuit switch. For high-speed data traffic, the
NGDLC buffers, concentrates and multiplexes the traffic, usng the Asynchronous
Transmisson Mode (“ATM?”) protocol, and directs the data Sgnasto a separate
fiber feeder facility that transmits them to the ILEC Central Office, wherethey are
cross-connected to an Optica Concentration Device (“OCD”) or ATM module.

From there, the data signals are transported to the ILEC’ s data network.

SO, IN THE CONTEXT OF PROVIDING DSL SERVICE, ARE THE
ILECSsCREATING TWO SEPARATE FEEDER SYSTEM S, ONE FOR
VOICE AND ONE FOR DATA?

Yes. Thisisthe beginning of what | was referring to above when | spoke of a
“two-class’ system for voice and data. In addition to the different processing and
routing of the types of traffic, there are separate feeder facilitiesfor each. And

there are not smply two feeders — one for voice and one for data— but, for
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reliability purposes, each of those feeders requires a back-up, so four feeder

facilities must be in place for the system to operate reliably.

HOW ISTHE HIGH-SPEED DATA TRAFFIC HANDLED IN THE
REMOTE TERMINAL?

Figure 1 above shows the Remote Termina where the NGDL C equipment
processes and sends data to an Optical Concentration Device inthe ILEC LSO,
using ATM transmission protocol. The ATM access architecture establishes a
“permanent virtud circuit” (“PVC”) between the end user’s premises and the
OCD inthe ILEC centrd office. PVCsare“virtud,” rather than physica, because
they are defined in the software of networking devices. The virtua connection is
“permanent” only in the sense that it is a Satic connection between two points so
long as the controlling software directsit to be. Such connections or paths can
readily be changed or redefined through the use of software commands. Asa
result, the NGDL C system provides a software-controlled cross-connection
between an input and output port based upon cdl header information and an
internd -- but updatesble -- table that identifies which two ports should be
connected. The physical circuits attached to the ports need not change, but the
degtination of the traffic they carry can be changed by software commands that
dter the headersinthe ATM cdlls. In short, once physical loop connections
become “virtud,” traffic destinations and, thus, routing, can be changed

electronicdly through the use of software commands, rather than by “hands on
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the network” (i.e., the digpatch of technicians to undertake physica rearrangement

of crcuits).

WHAT CHANGESTO THE NETWORK WOULD THE DEPLOYMENT
OF ELECTRONIC LOOP PROVISIONING REQUIRE?

The upgrades necessary to implement EL P architecture divide into three
segments. ILEC outside loop plant, ILEC centra offices, and equipment used by
al locd carriers (CLECs and ILECs) that choose to use atraditiond circuit-

switched network to carry voice traffic.

HOW WOULD THE ILEC’'SOUTS DE PLANT NEED TO BE MODIFIED
TO ACCOMPLISH ELECTRONIC LOOP PROVISIONING?

Under ELP, the key difference is that equipment would be deployed or upgraded

to digitize and packetize all treffic, not just the traffic in the high-frequency

portion of the loop, as with the ILECS current NGDL C architecture. The
packetization would be performed by “true’” Next Generation DLC (“tNGDLC”)
equipment, which includes afunctiondity known as avoice cdl processing.

Where an ILEC has dready deployed aremote DL C, that equipment would be
upgraded to tNGDLC. Where customer loops terminate at the ILEC central

office, INGDL C functionaity would be deployed at the CO.

The tNGDL C and its associated voice cell processor will digitize and convert
voice Sgndsinto cels (or, for terminating calls, from cdlsinto abit stream, and

then an andog voice signd). Thus, unlike current NGDLC, tNGDLC will
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process dl traffic into the ATM packet format. Thiswill enable end-usersto

continue using their existing CPE for traditiond voice service>

After being packetized by the tNGDLC equipment, dl of a customer’ strefficis
transported over amultiplexed fiber facility to the ILEC CO (or within the CO for
tNGDLC thet is deployed in the CO itsdf). Thisisasdggnificant improvement
over the outside plant architecture that ILECs have deployed for DSL services.
The architecture in placetoday -- which usesan ATM facility to transport data
and atime-divisonmutiplexed (“TDM”) facility for voice transmissons -- isan

inefficient and costly design, because it uses two pardld facilities (each of which
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istypicaly backed-up with an dternative facility) to transport traffic between the
very same points— the RT and the central office. By contrast, where dl the traffic
is packetized, as with EL P architecture, one common feeder facility can carry
commingled voice and high-speed data traffic between the tNGDL C and the

ATM module.

HOW WOULD THE ILEC CENTRAL OFFICE CHANGE TO
ACCOMMODATE LOOP EQUAL ACCESS?
To implement loop equal access, feeder facilities would not connect directly to

the ILEC circuit switch. Rather, as with data traffic in the current ILEC NGDLC

> Customers that want advanced services, such as additional derived voice lines, DSL-based services,
and/or other high-speed data services, would need to install compatible CPE, and the associated DLC
equipment would need the appropriate line card electronics. Thisis similar to the requirement that
customers who today subscribe to DSL-based service must install aDSL modem to work with their
computer.
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environment, the fiber feeder would be cross-connected to an ATM module (the
ATM module is andogous to the OCD under an ILEC NGDLC architecture).
That module serves as a multiplexer that alows both sub-tending tNGDLC
equipment and loop facilities to be shared among dl locd carriers networks. The
ATM module serves as the point of demarcation between the ILEC loop plant and

the networks of dl loca carriers, including the ILEC.

Thus, the ATM module would serve asthe “gateway” for carriers to access their
retail customers loops. Thisis appropriate because, as with “ordinary” NGDLC
technology, the ATM module is the point a which dl of the packetized
communications converge for dl the loops served by the feeder facility. For
originaing traffic, the ATM module would sort out the commingled traffic carried
by sub-tending tNGDL C and associated feeder facilities and direct it to the
customer’s chosen carrier, whether ILEC or CLEC. For terminating traffic, the
ATM module would sort cdlls received from various carriers so that they are
“cross-connected” — by the software-controlled PV C — to the correct RT and

customer facility.

Each locd carrier seeking to serve customers whose loops terminate at an LSO,
including the ILEC, would connect gppropriete facilities to the ATM module to
trangport its end-user traffic to its own network. By connecting to the ATM
module, any CLEC could readily access the facilities used to serve al end-users

connected to the centrd officeswherethe ATM islocated. All competing
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cariers, including the ILEC, would be assigned one or more physica ports on the
ATM module so that it could direct traffic from their end-users for transport to
their network based upon the PV Cs established for their customer-carrier
combinations. Depending on how the EL P architecture is deployed, the ATM
port could represent the only “ collocation” that would be required to serve
customers a certain ILEC LSOs, thus reducing the CLEC' s “backhaul pendty.”
Even where a CLEC may be required, or would desire, to collocate as it does

today, much of the eectronics necessary in today’ s collocation would be

diminated.
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The ATM module and the associated tNGDL C |ocated at the RT alow a customer
to switch loca carriers dectronicadly, with no manud or physica changesto the
underlying facilities, because, as described earlier, ATM technology creates a
permanent virtua circuit for each customer. If acustomer wishesto change
service providers, software commands directed to the ATM module and the
asociated tINGDL C eectronics a the RT dlow the existing path to one carrier’s

network to be re-directed to a different carrier’ s network.

2 For example, atandem ATM module could be deployed that would aggregate signals from many sub-
tending ATM moduleslocated at different ILEC L SOs, thus significantly reducing a competitor’s
collocation needs.
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HOW WOULD ALL CARRIERSHAVE TO ADAPT TO DEALING WITH
THE PACKETIZED VOICE TRAFFIC STREAMSTHAT ARE
NECESSARY TO ENSURE LOOP EQUAL ACCESS?

All local carriers that choose to serve customers using atraditiona circuit-

switched network would need to deploy ATM -compatible equipment as a“voice
gateway” (dso known as“VoOATM gateways’). For transmissions from the
dreuit-switched PSTN that will be terminated to the customer, the VOATM
gateway converts TDM-based voice traffic to ATM cdls. For originating traffic,
the VOATM gateway processes the voice packets to meet the GR-303 or GR-8
protocol, which are the typicd interface requirements for connecting the locdl

loop to a Class 5 switch. DL Cs equipped with these interfaces are commonly
found inloca carriers networks. Vendors of VOATM gateways use a GR-303 or
GR-8 interface to preserve the carriers investment in Class 5 switching

equipment. Asaresult, despite the modernization of the loop architecture, end
userswill continue to have accessto dl Class 5 switch features without any

modification to the switching network itsdf.

WHAT EXACTLY WILL ELECTRONIC LOOP PROVISIONING
ACCOMPLISH?

Nothing less than “loop equal access’; that is, the ability for a customer to choose
any fadlities-based local exchange carrier without excessive delaysin effecting a

change of carrier, without losing service for any period of time, and without
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degrading service qudity. Aswith long distance equd access, this can be
anticipated to unleash aflood of investment by those eager to capitaize on atruly
open telecommuni cations market and place sgnificant competitive pressure on

market prices for dl telecommunications services.

Even from the narrow perspective of the ILEC community itsdlf, current, manua
methods of shifting loops from one carrier to another violate abasic rule of
telephone engineering: “no hands on the network.” It isawell-established
decisonrulein generd engineering practices, including those of the
telecommunications industry, that, whenever possible, it is preferable to

implement a system that requires less, rather than more, manud intervention —
since such intervention is costly, dow, and prone to introduce errors and problems
into the network that would not have occurred if there were no “hands on the

network.”

From the perspective of overdl network efficiency — aswell as of each carrier’s
individud efficencies— ELP aso provides abig advantage. Recall that, under
current conditions, where ILECs have placed DLC in their distribution network,
thereisinefficient repeated multiplexing and demultiplexing when a CLEC
recaives the traffic from the ILEC at its collocation space. Under ELP, a CLEC
can recaiveitstraffic in afully multiplexed form and transport it in thet form as
far into its network asit finds desirable and economic. Thus, thereis no need for

separate DLC equipment in ILEC centra office collocation space.
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A dmilar benefit to dl carriersisthe fact that, in many centrd offices, CLECs
will smply not need traditional collocation space. To trangport traffic to their
switches, they can smply build, purchase or lease transmisson to the ATM
modules in anumber of ILEC centrd offices, concentrate their traffic asthey
collect it and then deliver it to their serving switch. Again, this reduces the
demand for centrd office floor space, aswell asthe expense CLECsincur in
renting and maintaining collocation space. If an ILEC established afiber ring to
connect al ATM modulesin a given geographic area, CLECs would need only
“tgp into” one spot on the ring to collect their packetized traffic from al centra
officesonthering. Thisisefficient for both CLEC and ILEC, and reduces
wadteful, duplicative and costly “backhaul” than CLECs using UNE-L must now

undertake.

Further, while using exigting technology, dectronic loop provisioning would
permit customers to have better access to higher-speed and advanced services,
which CLECs need not forgo because of the impracticability of replicating some
or al of the exigting ubiquitous loop distribution network. There are no services
that EL P would diminate — and many that it would enable. In addition, ELP of
thekind AT& T describes above would permit the potential standardization of
wireline broadband interfaces, which, in turn, could encourage new broadband

gpplications and new advanced services networks.
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But, make no mistake, at its core, AT& T'S ELP proposd is designed to make
loca exchange competition possible in the face of the virtualy unconquerable
obstacles presented by the task of replicating, in its entirety, the ILEC local loop
plant: atask that would be necessary for CLECs to address the mass market
without using ILEC loops. And, asAT& T has shown and as the FCC has found
asamatter of law (TRO at 1|1 464-475), the lack of equal accessto loopsisthe
main impediment today to the development of effective loca exchange

competition.

BUT ISN'T ELP A SPECULATIVE DEPLOYMENT OF UNTESTED
TECHNOLOGY?

Not at adl. Every aspect of AT& T’ s eectronic loop provisioning proposal uses
equipment that is available from vendors today, and technology and functiondity
that carriersare using today. For example, in AT& T Laboratories, AT& T has
developed alaboratory trid that demongtrates the technical feasibility of ELP.
The trid employsthe use of aZhone MALC tNGDLC, aLucent CBX-500 ATM
module, and a Pardyme/Jetstream VOATM gateway. Moreover, large portions of
the current outside plant deployed in the ILECS' digtribution and feeder systems
will remain in place, unchanged. Best of dl, carriers will remain free to stick with
current, circuit-switching technology, migrate to advanced switching, including
so-called “ soft switches,” or use any combination of technologies that they find

practica and economic.
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IN RESPONSE TO AT& T'SADVOCACY REGARDING ELECTRONIC
LOOP PROVISIONING TO THE FCC, THE RBOCs COMPLAINED
THAT ELPWOULD COST HUNDREDS OF MILLIONSOF DOLLARS
AND TAKE YEARSTO IMPLEMENT —AND THE FCC DID NOT
ADOPT YOUR APPROACH. DOESN'T THAT SUGGEST THAT
STATESSHOULD STEER CLEAR OF YOUR NOTION OF LOOP
EQUAL ACCESS?

No. Asdate regulators well know, the RBOCs (and other ILECs) always
exaggerate the costs of changesto their networks that they do not originate
themsalves — especidly ones that will facilitate competition. State regulators,
moreover, know of the hundreds of millions of dollars that CLECs and their
investors have spent in attempting to make a success of their entry into local
exchange markets — and how little they have to show for it to date, because of
RBOC intransgence and their continua operation of the levers of monopoly
power. Regulators want to protect not only the investment by CLECs and their
shareholders and investors, but regulators own considerable investment of time,
money and effort in making competition work — and they are beginning to see

that, without loop equa access, dl that investment may go down the drain.

Secondly, AT&T isnot contending that loop equal access can be accomplished in
a“flash cut.” It took years for long distance equa access to be fully implemented
at asubgtantia cost, but the rewards in lowered prices and, even more important,

growth in the use of telecommunications have tremendoudy benefited state and
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local economies (in addition to the growth of the USGNP). AT&T isnot
recommending an attempted “flash cut” to eectronic loop provisoning, but the
“digitd train” isleaving the gation — and it is leaving without the voice
communications that form the bulk of most consumers use of the telephone

network.

Finally, as outlined above, what is happening “under the radar” isthe
development of two separate, but unequal, networks within the nationd public
switched telephone network: a high-speed, state-of-the-art data network that the

RBOCs are scheming to keep entirely to themsalves and alower-tech, rapidly
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obsolescing voice network that they are dowly and begrudgingly beginning to
share with competitors. AT&T is convinced that a future of telecom “haves’ and
“have nots’ could be avoided with some smart investment today and regulatory

prodding to fadilitate its accomplishment.>

By contrast, the loop equal access futurethat AT& T envisions evokes the well-
established adage, “A rising tideraises al boats.” Loop equa access— and the
electronic loop provisoning architecture described in this testimony — will bring a
future where dl tdecommunications traffic — from POTS (“plain old telephone

sarvice’) to PANS (“powerfully amazing new services’) — will ride on the

%3 Although it istrue that the FCC has not yet adopted and required the implementation of AT&T's
Electronic Loop Provisioning architecture, state regulators should not overlook the fact that the FCC did
not forbid the states from investigating or adopting it themselves. And itisclear that, in the TRO, the FCC
did direct the states to consider all sources of “impairment” to CLECS competitive entry and to take
measures to mitigate or eliminate them, consistent with the Order’srulings. TRO at 1486. AT&T'SELP
proposal isjust such anecessary “mitigating measure.”



Docket No. UT-033044

Direct Testimony of Robert V. Falcone
Exhibit RVF-14T

January 23, 2004

Page 59 of 59

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

technologicaly most advanced platform that ingenious minds can invent, and
where the powerful economic engine of competition ensures that those services
are ddivered at the lowest cogt, in the mogt efficient manner, and with the fastest

pace of innovation that the economy can support.

VIl. CONCLUSON

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.

The process of migrating customersto a CLEC-owned switch usng an ILEC
loop, the so-called “hot cut process,” is extremely dependent on manua work,
rendering the process prohibitively expensive, highly error prone with resulting
impacts to customer service, and not scalable to handle reasonable commercia
volumes. Assuch, CLECswill remain impaired by any manua hot cut or loop
migration process. Even the best manua processes that could be operationdized
today, including batch migration processes, cannot satisfy the requirements
needed to diminate the CLECS operationd imparment in attempting to compete
for mass-market customers. Accordingly, this Commission should develop and
approve a comprehensive review process to insure any process put forth by Qwest
will deliver as advertised and could evauate the extert to which CLECs remain
impaired. Furthermore, the Commission should evauate and adopt AT& T'SELP

proposa as a solution to removing CLEC impairment.

DOESTHISCONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.



