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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE RENDAHL: We're here today on the | ast
day of our fourth workshop in the Section 271 SGAT
proceedi ng here in the state of Washington. For those
of you who don't know ne, |I'm Ann Rendahl, the
Admi nistrative Law Judge | eading this proceeding. And
we are here today discussing Section 12 of the SGAT and
general terns and conditions, OSS contract |anguage,
mai nt enance and repair, and Cl CVP.

We have a nunber of prelimnary issues we
need to address, first of all being the marking of
exhibits. Of the record | indicated that the foll ow ng
changes shoul d be nmade to the pre-distributed exhibit
list.

Exhibit 754 will be Ms. Notarianni's direct
testi mony adopting the testinony of Janmes Allen and
Bar bara Brohl for Qwmest. 755 will be the updated
excerpts of SGAT Section 12. W have noved Ms. Brohl's
testinony and exhibits fromthe pre-marked desi gnations
of 1145-T, 1146, and 1147 to exhibits 770, 771, and 772.

We have marked as Exhibit 797
non-confidential transcripts and exhibits from Ari zona,
Col orado, and the nultistate concerning BFR SRP and | CB
i ssues. 798-C will be any confidential exhibits and
transcripts associated with those transcripts and
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exhi bits.

Movi ng down to Exhibit 841, on the 10th we
desi gnat ed Exhi bit 841 as Exhibit 40 with suggested
edits. M. Friesen, would you like to explain to us how
that process is going concerning the intellectua
property | anguage?

MS. FRIESEN: Yes, Your Honor, on, and | have
forgotten the exact date, | believe it was Thursday of
| ast week, we had subnitted sone new | anguage to Laura
Ford, Mary Rose Hughes, and to M. David Hal verson. W
had a nmeeting in regard to that |anguage, and we have
now -- we're closer, | think, to a nmeeting of the m nds,
and so | guess | would like to withdraw Exhibit 841 and
resubmt whatever |anguage is closer after we get back
from Mary Rose and from M. Hal verson their additiona
thoughts in relation to our neeting.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, that withdrawal is
accept ed.

We al so marked as Exhibit 842 the Affidavit
of M. Tade, and we held further discussion of that
until this nmorning where M. Tade was to be avail able by
tel ephone. But | understand there's now a stipulation
to the adm ssion of M. Tade's affidavit.

MS. FRIESEN: That's correct, Your Honor, |
got a call from Mary Rose Hughes yesterday sayi ng that
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Qnest had stipulated, and they therefore did not need to
talk to him

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, at that point then, |
will admit the affidavit of M. Tade as Exhibit 842.

M. Finnegan's testinony, M. Finnegan is
here representing AT&T or with AT&T, and his exhibits
are marked as Exhibit 845-T through 849, and we have
mar ked today as Exhibit 850 nodifications to Section
12. 3. 24 concerning switch and frame conversions, service
order practices. And Exhibit 851 has been marked, it is
a data request response and objections by Qaest to AT&T
data requests, and it includes a disk.

Ms. Balvin's testinony was marked as 855-T,
and proposed changes to Section 12 were marked as 856.
And | understand there nmay be an additional exhibit that
we will discuss after lunch; is that correct?

Okay, we also marked off the record as
Exhi bit 941 the May 1st and 2nd transcripts fromthe
nultistate 271 proceedi ng and exhibits, five exhibits,
concerni ng spectrum managenent, and so those will be
admtted as Exhibit 941. | understand there may need to
be sone review of that to determine if it includes
everyt hing necessary, so we will hear by the follow up
wor kshop if there needs to be additional infornmation
i ncluded with that exhibit.
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Wth that, | think we have concluded all the
necessary marking this norning. |I|s there anything
further we need to discuss before we swear the w tnesses
in and go to it?

Okay, | understand that at 10:00 M. W] son
and M. Orel will be calling in to discuss enbargo
| anguage; is that correct?

M5. FRIESEN: That's correct, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And we do have an
i ssues |ist concerning OSS issues as well as CI CWP
i ssues that Qwest has circul ated, and just so |'m
under standi ng, this addresses -- this is from Col orado,
is that --

MR. CRAIN: This reflects the results of
Ari zona wor kshops, Col orado workshops, and the seven
state workshop.

JUDGE RENDAHL: For both the OSS and the
CICWP, it incorporates all three?

MR. CRAIN: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Crain

Before we turn to swearing in the wtnesses,
why don't we state our appearances around the table as
we have M. Crain has joined us from Qunest, and starting
with M. Crain, since you haven't yet appeared with us,
if you would state your full name and who you are
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representing and your address, phone nunber, and E-mail
addr ess.

MR. CRAIN. Sure, it's Andrew Crain,
C-R-A-1-N, on behalf of Qwmest Corporation, ny address is
1801 California Street, Suite 4900, Denver, Col orado
80202, and E-mmil address is acrai n@west.com

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And for the benefit of
those on the bridge, if you could nove the nicrophone
cl oser to you.

MR. CRAIN: Sure.

JUDGE RENDAHL: It's hard for themto hear if
we're not speaking directly into the m crophones. Thank
you. And you have with you today Ms. Notarianni?

MR. CRAIN.  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Zulevic, will there be
any legal representative of Covad here with you today?

MR. ZULEVIC. No, there won't.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Hopfenbeck

MS. HOPFENBECK: Ann Hopfenbeck for Wrl dCom
and with ne is Elizabeth Bal vin.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

For AT&T.

MR. MENEZES: Mtch Menezes for AT&T.

MS. FRIESEN. Letty Friesen for AT&T, and
with us today is M. John Finnegan.



JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.
MR, CROWELL: Robert Cromaell for Public

Counsel .
JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.
And who do we have on the bridge, M. Young?
MS. YOUNG Yes, this is Barb Young with
Sprint.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Butler?

MR, BUTLER: Art Butler, Tracer and Teligent
Services, Inc.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

For the benefit of those on the bridge,
Ms. Strain is here with Comm ssion Staff as well as
M. Dittenore and Beth Redfield as well.

Okay, let's have the w tnesses stand, and

starting with Ms. Notarianni, if you will state your
nanme and spell your last name for the court reporter,
and then I will swear you all in collectively.

M5. NOTARI ANNI: My name is Lynn Notarianni,
the last name is NOT-A-R-I-A-N-N-I. You wanted the
address information?

JUDGE RENDAHL: No, | just need your nane for

t he record.
Ms. Balvin, if you would state your full nane
and spell your last nane for the reporter.
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MS. BALVIN. it's Elizabeth Bal vin,
B- A-L-V-1-N.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.
M . Fi nnegan.
MR. FINNEGAN: John Finnegan, that's F as in
Frank, I-N-N-E-G A-N.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.
(Wher eupon LYNN NOTARI ANNI and ELI ZABETH
BALVI N and JOHN FI NNEGAN were sworn as
Wi t nesses herein.)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12 (The follow ng exhibits were identified in
13 conjunction with the testinony of LYNN
14 NOTARI ANNI :  Exhibit 750-T is Direct
15 Testinmony of Janmes H. Allen (Qnest) re:
16 General Terns and Conditions, 5/16/01
17 (JHA-1T). Exhibit 751 is Qmest Whol esal e
18 Program Co- Provi der Change Managenent Process
19 (JHA-2). Exhibit 752 is Qaest Whol esal e
20 Program Co- Provi der Change Managenent Process

21 (JHA-2). Exhibit 753 is SGAT Section 12

22 (JHA-4). Exhibit 770 is Rebuttal Testinony
23 of Barbara J. Brohl (BLB-1T). Exhibit 771 is
24 Co- Provi der Mai ntenance & Repair - X-25;

25 El ectroni ¢ Bondi ng Troubl e Admi ni stration



Joint Inplenmentation Agreenment (BJB-2).
Exhibit 772 is Qwmest Co-Provider Industry
Change Managenent Process Proposal (BJB-3).

(The followi ng exhibits were identified in
conjunction with the testinony of JOHN F

FI NNEGAN: Exhibit 845-T is Affidavit of John
F. Finnegan re: Section 12 of Qmest's SGAT
(JFF-1T). Exhibit 846 is Arizona |IW Forma
Response 1075-1 (JFF-2). Exhibit 847 is
Qnest Whol esal e Product Devel opnment Process,
Rel ease Notification Form (JFF-3). Exhibit
848 is Co-Provider Industry Change Managenent
Process, Qmest Whol esal e Program (JFF-4).
Exhibit 849 is April 24, 2001 WJTC Wor kshop
Transcript excerpt (JFF-5).

(The followi ng exhibits were identified in
conjunction with the testinmony of ELIZABETH
M BALVIN: Exhibit 855-T is Direct Testinony
of Elizabeth M Balvin (WrldCom re: Genera
Ternms and Conditions, Section 12 (EMB-1T).
Exhi bit 856 is Section 12.0 - Access to 0SS
Proposed Changes (EMB-2).
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, let's proceed. First,
are there any objections to adm ssion of the testinony
and exhibits of M. Allen adopted by Ms. Notari anni
Ms. Brohl adopted by Ms. Notarianni, M. Finnegan, or
Ms. Bal vin?

MS. FRIESEN. No objections from AT&T.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Hearing no objections, the
testimony and exhibits of M. Allen and Ms. Brohl
adopted by Ms. Notarianni, M. Finnegan, and Ms. Balvin
will be admitted.

Let's begin first with are we starting with
0SS and then nmoving to Cl CwvP?

MR. CRAIN: Yes, that would be our
suggesti on.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And do the parties
wi sh to nake presentations, or do we wish to get right
into the issues list? Wat's the preference of the
parties?

MR. CRAIN: The preference fromQunest is to
get right into the issues, particularly since we're
really dealing with contract |anguage here, and we have,

| believe, worked out all if -- virtually all at |east
i ssues related to this contract | anguage.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, well, let's --

M. Crain, do you wish to make a presentati on on that
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starting with each issue, or does AT&T wish to |l ead off?

MS. FRIESEN. We can defer to M. Crain, and
we have no presentations to start, so we concur in just
junmping right into the | anguage.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so that would be GCSS
i ssue 1.

MR. CRAIN: Yes, OSS issue 1 relates to the
first page of Exhibit 755, which is Section 12.1 of the
SGAT, actually 12.1.1, and Worl dCom suggest ed t hat
| anguage be added to this section related to manua
processes, and we have added that | anguage. The parties
al so asked for sone additional |anguage changes toward
the end of the paragraph, and we have made those as
well. And | think this paragraph has been agreed to hy
the parties.

MS. BALVIN.  Worl dCom concurs.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So it appears that
there's agreenment between Worl dCom and Qmest. Does AT&T
have any issues with this | anguage?

MS. FRIESEN. As nodified, no, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: So there's agreenent on the
| anguage in Section 12.1.1.

MR. CRAIN: The OSS issue nunber 2 is Section
12.1.2. Also WrldComin this section has asked for the
| anguage be -- that |anguage be added regardi ng nanua
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processes. Qwest has added that |anguage.

There are two other issues related to this
section, which are OSS 3 and OSS 4. Qwest and AT&T had
di scussions relating to the third Iine of this paragraph
relating to whether or not interconnection services
ought to be included. W had tried to work out -- we
were tal king through the issues, and AT&T actually
suggested that the |anguage be changed as refl ected here
by taking out the references of retail and unbundl ed
network elements. And also in this section, WrldCom
want ed some expl anation of how certain disclosures would
be made toward the end of this paragraph. Qwest has
made those changes, and | believe this paragraph ought
to be closed as well.

MS. BALVIN.  Worl dCom concurs.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. |'m |l ooking at the
issues list, and it looks |like we're going through
| anguage that you all have agreed is closed in prior
wor kshops; is that correct?

MR. CRAIN. Yes, it is. The only -- the one
added winkle here is that WrldCom was not at the
| at est wor kshop where we agreed to nobst of this
| anguage. | believe all of this |anguage has been
agreed to between Qmest and AT&T.

MS. HOPFENBECK: And that would be the | atest
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wor kshop was the nultistate workshop, | assune?

MR. CRAIN: Yes.

MS. HOPFENBECK: Okay.

MS. FRIESEN. Could | just get a few facts on
the record here in relation to this issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Sure, | guess my concern, the
reason why | was asking this is in past workshops, we
haven't spent a great deal of tine on closed issues
unless it's an issue that the parties need to state on
the record. And so | have no objection with us going
through this process. | just wanted to confirmthat
this was, in fact, the way you all wanted to go.

MR, CRAIN. We would be fine noving through
and just addressing issues that the parties have with

any of this language. | don't feel the need to go
through all of the closed issues here.

MS. HOPFENBECK: | just --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Hopfenbeck

MS. HOPFENBECK: Just to help us, | just want

some clarification about what's in Exhibit 755 and how
that may differ or not differ fromwhat was admtted

| ast week as Exhibit 788, which was at that point
updated or was represented to be the npbst updated

| anguage in the SGAT. | just wanted to find out whether
does 755 contain additional changes since Mnday, July
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9t h?

MR. CRAIN. | believe the only change that
has been made since then is to Section 12.2.6, which is
something we will discuss later. Oher than that, |
think the |l anguage is the same. | just put it together
this way as an easier reference for the parties.

MS. HOPFENBECK: That's hel pful

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Friesen

M5. FRIESEN: We don't object to ignoring
those issues, so to speak, that have been closed. There

are -- while we're tal king about contract |anguage, |
woul d just like to get a few facts on the record from
Ms. Notarianni. It will be very brief, only where

necessary. And then to the extent that we need to
confirmthat the | anguage that was agreed to is, in
fact, brought forward, we would just hold open the
opportunity to bring it back to Qwmest and say you nissed
this, for exanple, because that happens sonetines.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And that's fine, | think
that's what we have done in other workshops. Again,
don't want to bel abor the workshop time and the
transcript with matters that you all are fine with.

MS. FRIESEN. And neither do we. | only have
some facts | would like to just get from Ms. Notariann
briefly on Section 12.1.2 and then nove right on.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, let's go.

M5. HOPFENBECK: And let nme just say that
there are sone changes we will identify to, for exanple,
12.1.2 that we have just gone through that we don't
think made it. W think there are sone agreed upon
changes that aren't reflected here that Liz will go
through after Ms. Friesen is done.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR. CRAIN. Okay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Friesen

MS. FRIESEN. Ms. Notarianni, | would like to
direct your attention to Section 12.1.2. In the first
sentence, it explains that the CLEC non-discrimnatory
access to Qmest OSS for pre-ordering, ordering, and
provisioning will be provided by Quest. Wth respect to
non-di scrimnation, | would |like to understand very
quickly if I could what Qrmest does for itself with
respect to pre-ordering, ordering, and provisioning. Do
you have service centers, or are these individual for
each state that execute ordering, pre-ordering?

MS. NOTARI ANNI: Are you asking nme are retai
centers the same centers as the whol esale centers for
each of these categories?

MS. FRIESEN. Yes, are they?

MS. NOTARI ANNI: Ckay. |It's my understanding
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that the pre-ordering and ordering centers, and again it
depends on everybody's exact definition of these ternms,
are separate for wholesale than they are for retail

MS. FRIESEN: Right.

MS. NOTARI ANNI : The provisioning centers to
the extent provisioning is considered the actua
assignnment of the facilities are the same. They're
common across all of the markets for Qwest, whol esale,
retail, et cetera.

To the extent provisioning is limted to
statusing, the statusing actually conmes out of the
centers that do pre-ordering and ordering for whol esal e.
We don't really have a simlar statusing capability on

the retail side, so there's not a -- there's not a
conpar abl e there

Mai nt enance and repair, |'mgoing to have to
-- we mght want to defer to Barry possibly on the
entire answer to this. | believe that it may be a mx

MS. FRI ESEN: Okay.

M5. NOTARI ANNI:  Al'though | know at one point
they were | ooking at doing sone integration of those
centers. But as last | understood, the people who took
the tickets for the repair side if you were to call in
was separate from between whol esale and retail. But |
woul d want to go back and validate and nmeke sure that's
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still the case.
And billing, gosh, | guess |I'm not sure how
to answer that. The billing interface is an electronic

feed of information you get back, so there's not really
a center associated with that.

MS. FRIESEN. Okay, so just so |I'mclear on
what you're saying, Qwest's retail side of the house has
service representative centers as opposed to individua
representatives in each state; is that correct?

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  That's correct.

M5. FRIESEN: And they use the sane OSS
system nmaybe not all the same information that we have,
but they're using the same 0SS systens that are
available to the CLECs; is that correct?

MS. NOTARI ANNI: Not entirely, no.

MS. FRIESEN: Then how do those differ?

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  CQur retail service
representatives, front end systens, so they're
conparable to the I MA graphical user interface or our
I MA EDI systemis called anpng, at |east in the resident
smal | business market unit, is called SONAR

MS. FRIESEN. Okay.

MS. NOTARIANNI: So it's just a different
gateway that essentially gives you the sane
functionality and accesses a |ot of the same data bases.



05223

Once you get past that front end gateway piece on either
the retail or the whol esale side, the systens are, in
fact, the sane.

MS. FRIESEN. Okay. And these service
centers for your retail side service numerous states,
not just single states. That was correct, right?

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  Yeah, it varies dependi ng on
the markets and where the centers are |ocated and the
time of day and various other ways they nove around.

MS. FRIESEN. And the policies that apply to
your retail folks for the use of OSS, when it's
avail able, all of that kind of stuff, how to use it
when to market, things |ike that, are consistent across
your region; is that correct?

MS. NOTARIANNI: To the ex -- | guess when
you say policies, that's a pretty broad category, but to
the extent they're serving the sane market | guess, the
policies would be the same for those fol ks even if
they're split between nore than one center for serving
their customers. The policies would be the sane.

MS. FRIESEN. Ckay, when | use the term
policies, I'mtal king about when the OSS are avail abl e
to your service representatives on the retail side, they
woul d be available to every individual in the various
centers consistently; is that correct? 1In other words,
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sonebody in --

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  Yeah, to the best of ny
know edge, there's no variation in one center to the
next .

MS. FRIESEN: And those are consistent with
when the OSS systens are available to CLECs; is that
correct?

M5. NOTARI ANNI: | know that we have extended
the hours considerably as to when our systens are
available to the CLECs, and | honestly think it's beyond
when our service reps are actually in there using the
systens because of how they schedule our retail service
representatives. So mnimally, | would say the answer
is yes, | think whol esal e probably goes beyond what
retail currently does somewhat.

MS. FRIESEN. Okay, well, all I"'mtrying to
establish really is that what your retail folks do is
that they have these centers and they serve various
states and they have access to a simlar or
substantially simlar OSS systemthat CLECs enjoy; is
that correct?

MS. NOTARI ANNI :  Ri ght.

MS. FRIESEN. Okay. And then finally, with
respect to the parity neasures and the data and all of
that information, that's all going to be judged in the
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ROC, is that correct, and not here in this workshop?

M5. NOTARI ANNI:  That's my under st andi ng.

MS. FRIESEN. Ckay, thank you, that's all |
have.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Menezes.

MR, MENEZES: Just one question. In 12.1.2,
that's where we are, the last Iine or the |ast sentence,
Qwest shall provide OSS designed to accommpdate both
current demand and reasonably foreseeabl e demand. And
wonder, Ms. Notarianni, if you could just explain the
process, the steps Qwmest goes through to determnm ne
reasonably foreseeable demand for the OSS.

MS. NOTARI ANNI: Just at a very high level,
essentially there are two paths that we take into
account for projecting demand on the systenms. Actually,
there's probably three. One is what | would call top
down. I1t's based on product forecasting that other
i nternal organizations at Qwmest put together, and we
take that and we translate that essentially into what do
we think that nmeans in ternms of the nunmber of LSRs and
t he nunber of transactions given the individual product
forecast.

There is al so probably maybe a heavier driver
at this point in tinme just because forecasts coning the
other direction are subject to a little nore specul ation



05226

and variation | guess. W take a |ook at historica
nunbers and trends, and that's where you actual ly not
only get into the nunbers of LSRs that are being
processed, the nunber of transactions that go through
the systens split by how many of them cone over our
graphi cal user interface versus our EDI system for
exanpl e.

But we al so take a | ook at technical issues
i ke what kind of CPU capacity are we running at, anong
other things. And then we project out two years. Every
month we go through this cycle and we project out 24
nmont hs what we think that load is going to be, the
capacity is going to be. And then, if necessary, if we
feel like there needs to be an additi on nmade to whet her
it's the hardware, the application, whatever the case
may be, then we go through our internal growth
processes, capacity growh processes, wthin our
i nformati on technol ogi es organi zation to build and add
nore equi pment or whatever the case nay be

So at a high level, that's the process and
how it's directed, and if there's any other information
that comes in to us, for exanple, there's information at
static points in time that cone in off of new custoner
qguestionnaires from CLECs, there may be information that
comes in fromthe CLECs due to the fact that they're
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novi ng through their own EDI devel opnent life cycle with
us, they give us projections of how many transactions
they're going to be expecting to run per nonth, for
exanple, we will continue to take that kind of ad hoc
data into account each nonth as we rel ook at the
capacity.

MR, MENEZES: So the |ast category, CLEC
guestionnaires, maybe custonmer questionnaires, nmaybe
product questionnaires, and CLEC projections on nunbers
of transactions, you don't routinely get -- you referred
to that as ad hoc, so that's intermttently part of the
process or --

MS. NOTARI ANNI: It depends on what it cones
from If, for exanple, it's a CLEC new customer
qgquestionnaire, generally they're going to put that
toget her when they're first comng -- a CLEC is first
coming into a market in a particular state. And there's
generally, not always, going to be a projection of what
ki nd of product and the nunber of LSRs they think
they're going to generate per month or the nunmber of
lines they think are going to be in existence.

And we do have a technical inplenentation
teamthat at least on a quarterly basis goes back and
asks each of the CLECs that are in business, do they
have any additional information for us or do they want
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to modify it. W don't always get that information. W
probably rarely get updates on that information, so that
becones a very static point in tine.

Qur EDI devel opment teamcontinually as a
CLEC is developing their interface and until they're
into production are working generally with that CLEC on
a weekly basis. So right up to the point at which
they're put in production, that information they're
provi di ng us about what their |oad and usage is going to
be may change. So you nmy get new i nformati on on that
as often as once a nonth. So it just varies. But they
aren't things that we every single nonth get new
projections on on all of those that we can take into
account in the planning phase. W take it into account
when it exists and when new information is there.

MR, MENEZES: Thank you.

MS. NOTARI ANNI :  You bet.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Who has joined us on the
bri dge |ine?

MR. ORREL: This is Barry Orel

JUDGE RENDAHL: Good norning, M. Orel.

MR, ORREL: Good norni ng.

JUDGE RENDAHL: We are working through sone
0SS issues, and M. Wlson is not yet on the line. Wen
he's on the line, we will conclude the issue we're
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wor king on and turn to the enbargo | anguage i ssues that
you all have

MR, ORREL: Sounds good.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so just hang in there.

So are there any nodifications then to 12.1.2
that you all think are necessary, or is this |anguage
acceptable with the explanations that Ms. Notarianni has
gi ven you?

MR. MENEZES: | don't have any | anguage
changes to propose, so the |language is fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so at this point, it
| ooks like there's agreenment also on Section 12.1.2
that's included in Ms. Notarianni's Exhibit 755.

MR, CRAIN. Yes, actually, | believe we have
agreenent on the | anguage, the foll ow ng paragraphs up
to Section 12.2.1.6, which is |language -- 12.2.1.6 and
12.2.1.7 are issues OSS 8, 9, and 12. Wbrl dCom asked us
to add some | anguage regardi ng di fferences between or
devi ations that our systens nay have from nationa
st andards or guidelines, and we have added | anguage to
t hose two paragraphs as requested by Wirl dCom

JUDGE RENDAHL: And this is concerning access
service request or ASR ordering processes --

MR. CRAIN:  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: -- and facility based ED
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listing?

MR. CRAIN: That is correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

Ms. Hopfenbeck or Ms. Bal vin.

MS. BALVIN: WorldComis fine with those
changes. If | could, | would |like to just back up to an
issue that isn't identified in this sunmary sheet.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

M5. BALVIN: It's regarding Section 12.2.3.1,
interface availability.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, |'mnot sure we're

there yet.

MS. BALVIN: | thought we skipped all the way
down to 12.2.6, | apol ogi ze.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |I'msorry, maybe we are
there. | was |looking at 12.2.1.6, naybe | didn't go far
enough.

MR, CRAIN: Yeah, we're --

M5. BALVIN. Ch, | apol ogize.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. BALVIN.  Ski ppi ng ahead, | thought he
said 12.2.6.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

So for the | anguage that appears in 12.2.1.6
and 12.2.1.7, at |least OSS issues 8 and 9, Worl dCom
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finds that |anguage acceptabl e?

MS. BALVIN.  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And so those issues would be
cl osed?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

And then, M. Crain, you also nmentioned CSS
issue 11, and that's 12.2.1.6, so that closes that issue
as well?

MR. CRAIN: It's actually OSS issue 12,

t hi nk.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR. CRAIN: Yeah.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So 8, 9, and 12 would then be
closed? |1'mjust trying to track this here.

MR. CRAIN:  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR, CRAIN. And it |ooks like --

JUDGE RENDAHL: And then --

MR, CRAIN:. Oh, |I'msorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: No, go ahead.

MR, CRAIN. It looks Iike M. Finnegan had
sonet hing to say.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, M. Finnegan, let's not
cut you off.
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MR. FINNEGAN: | apologize if |I'm going out
of order. This is a clarifying question on OSS 5. It's
in reference to Section 12.2.1.4. Certainly recognize
that Qwest has added the | anguage that AT&T suggested on
pre-order functionality, but since the tine we proposed
the | anguage, it has come to ny attention that there may
be other pre-order capabilities that Qwest is providing
that's not on the list, CFA assignnment, neet point, and
DSL resale; is that correct?

MS. NOTARI ANNI: That's correct, and we are
wondering why you forgot |ast tine.

MR, FI NNEGAN. Well, now you know, | forgot.

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  You want us to add in a
sentence on those itens, we can.

MR, FINNEGAN: O there may be three separate
subsections to follow the format of the other pre-order
functionality.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And this is in 12.2.1.4.2?
NOTARI ANNI :  Ri ght .

FINNEGAN: Well, | think it's in
12.2.1. 4.
NOTARI ANNI :  Ri ght .

CRAIN. So the three things are CFA
assi gnment .

2 39 30

FI NNEGAN: CFA assi gnnent .
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MR, CRAIN: Okay.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Meet point, and DSL resale.
And if you --

MS. NOTARI ANNI: Do you nmean by that the | oop
qual capability around that DSL retail ?

MR. FINNEGAN: |'m not sure what | nmean. |
was | ooking at sone stuff that came in in Arizona, and
to indulge my bad nenory, if | have forgotten anything
el se, | would appreciate it if you include that on the
list.

MR. CRAIN: Yeah, | think what you're talking
about in ternms of DSL resale is the qualification tool

JUDGE RENDAHL: The | oop qualification too
listed in 12.2.1.4.1.7?

MR, CRAIN. There are actually two. There's
one for loop qualification which gives underlying
i nformati on so that CLECs can provide their DSL services
over a loop, but if they're resaling our services, they
woul d be using our standards and our specific tool. So
there is a resale tool for resale that's separate from
the | oop qualification tool

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so is it ny
understandi ng that Qwest will agree to add these
particul ar sections as subsections of 12.2.1.4?

MR. CRAIN: Yes, and we should be able to
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bring back | anguage after lunch to provide that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, thank you.

MS. BALVIN:. Can | please ask just a
clarifying question regarding that section.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Pl ease go ahead.

MS. BALVIN. 12.2.1.4.2.3.1 states, when CLEC
pl aces a manual order for services or products for which
Qnest accepts manual orders. |'mcurious what orders
woul d not be accepted manually, and ny concern is in the
event there is an OSS failure or outage that CLECs have
t he capability of backing up their orders via manua
process.

MS. NOTARI ANNI: And currently | wouldn't
disagree. | don't think there's anything for which we
don't accept the manual request. So | don't think there
is, in the event of a systens outage, this precludes it.

MS. HOPFENBECK: |Is there any need for that
clause in this provision? It says neet, can that be
del eted, Qnest and -- that clause, for services or
products for which Qemest accepts manual orders doesn't
seemto be necessary if there's no limtation

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. W /I son, have you joi ned
us?

MR, ORREL: This is M. Orel. | just got a
call from Ken, and he indicated he can not get in on the
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bridge, but he is dialing the correct nunmber. Anybody
have any ideas or suggestions?

JUDGE RENDAHL: We will investigate that.

Wi ch nunber is he calling in on?

MR. ORREL: (360) 664-3846.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, we will investigate and
see how many ports are open. There should be sufficient
nunber of ports.

MR. ORREL: Okay, | will let himknow.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Orel, for
letting us know.

MR, ORREL: Ckay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Do you have M. W/l son's
nunber, M. Orel?

MR. ORREL: Pardon me?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Do you have M. W/l son's

nunber ?
MR, ORREL: Yes, he's on (303) 601-4597.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, thank you.
MR. ORREL: You bet.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off the record for a
nmoment .

(Di scussion off the record.)
JUDGE RENDAHL: WAs there a | anguage proposal
bei ng made, Ms. Balvin, and which section are we
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proposi ng that to?

M5. HOPFENBECK: Worl dCom i s proposing that
the phrase, for services or products for which Quest
accepts --

JUDGE RENDAHL: \Which section are we on
before we --

MS. HOPFENBECK: | was just -- that was going
to be the thing that foll owed that statenment, sorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ch, okay.

M5. HOPFENBECK: | just didn't put it in the
ri ght order.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's okay.

MS. HOPFENBECK: |In Section 12.2.1.4.2.3.1.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. HOPFENBECK: WorldComis proposing that
the phrase, for services or products for which Quest
accepts manual orders, be deleted, so that the provision
woul d sinply read, when CLEC pl aces a manual order
Qwest shall provide notification, et cetera.

MS. NOTARIANNI: And that's fine with Quest.

MR, CRAIN. And to show our generosity, we
will also take that out of 12.2.1.4.2.2.1.

JUDGE RENDAHL: 1s that acceptable as well?

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  Yes.

MS. YOUNG This is Barb Young. M. Crain,
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could you repeat that, the m kes are cutting in and out,
["msorry.

MR CRAIN. Yes, I"'msorry. On Section
12.2.1.4.2.2.1, we're taking out in the first and second
lines the words, for services or products for which
Qwest accepts manual orders.

MS. YOUNG  Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, with those changes to
the subsections of 12.2.1.4.2 and the suggesti on nmade by
AT&T to add three sections to 12.2.1.4, and | understand
t hat |anguage will conme back after lunch, is there
anything further on Section 12.2.1.47?

MR. FINNEGAN: This is John Finnegan, |'ve
got a clarifying question. 1In Section 12.2.1.4.2.1,

t here have been | anguage added concerni ng out of hours
provi sioning, and at the last nultistate workshop, |
believe there was an action itemto provide a late filed
exhibit on what the terns and conditions for obtaining
out of hours provisioning would be. Did Qwest ever
provide that late filed exhibit in the nmultistate, and
if not, I would like to request that it be provided
here.

MR, CRAIN. | believe we have not yet sent
that. We will provide it here. There are three Wb
sites. | don't knowif you want ne to read them they
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1 are quite long. So we will send that late filed exhibit
2 here as well

3 MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Crain, maybe | would nake
5 a suggestion of having copies avail abl e and marki ng that
6 after lunch as well, if that's acceptable.

7 MR, CRAIN. | will attenpt to do that.

8 Downl oading and printing a Web site and these particul ar
9 Web sites may be difficult, but we'll try.
10 JUDGE RENDAHL: GCh, okay, so it's more of a
11 reference to a Wb site that we need to include in the
12 proceedi ng?
13 MR, CRAIN. M suggestion is what | will do
14 is after lunch have a one page exhibit that lists the
15 Web sites, and if we can't actually get the printed

16 versions, we will send those as a late filed exhibit.
17 But at a mnimum after lunch we will have a reference
18 that we can add that lists the three Wb sites.

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

20 I's there anything further on this Section
21 12.2.1.4 and subsections?

22 Okay, hearing nothing, let's be off the

23 record for a nmonent.

24 (Di scussion off the record.)

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: While we were on a break, we
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had some technological difficulties, but | think we now
have all the necessary w tnesses on the phone.

M. Orel of Qvwest and M. WIson of AT&T
have joined us. W still have Ms. Young and M. Butler
on the line; is that correct? M. Young?

MS. YOUNG  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And M. Butler?

MR. BUTLER: Yes, |'m here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, good, just checking.

M. Orel and M. WIlson, you're still under
oath in this proceeding, and we're going to turn to a
di scussi on of maintenance and repair. It was designated

as mai ntenance and repair issue 33 on our general terns
and conditions and mai ntenance and repair issues |og,
and that's identified with the SGAT reference of
12.3.23.2. Now, M. Orel, you explained that because
of -- in order to address the issue, a new SGAT section
was created to deal with the issue, and that is
12.3.24.4; is that correct?

MR. ORREL: No, it's 12.3.24.

JUDGE RENDAHL: As a whol e?

MR. ORREL: As a whole, that whole section is
new to the SGAT as a result of our discussion.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR, ORREL: |In other jurisdictions.



05240

JUDGE RENDAHL: So in order to address this
section, M. Orrel or M. WIson, who needs to go first?

MS. FRIESEN. M. W] son.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. WIson, Ms. Friesen says
M. WIson needs to go first.

ORREL: And | would defer to Ms. Friesen.
FRI ESEN: Thanks, Barry.

ORREL: You're wel cone.

FRI ESEN.  Ken

W LSON: Yes.

. FRIESEN: This is Letty, could you do us
-- do two things for us, please. First, would you

expl ain what kind of nmaterials you have exam ned in
support of and preparation of this |anguage. And then
if you would briefly give an overvi ew of how t he

| anguage works and what it's nmeant to do, | think that
woul d be hel pful for the record.

MR. WLSON: Yes, | consulted operations
manual s from both Lucent for 5ESS switches and Nort el
for DMS switches, |ooking at the processes that they use
primarily for software and hardware generic upgrades.
Originally the | anguage that Qwest had proposed, we
weren't sure exactly which kinds of changes they were
referring to, and so we took the original |anguage that
Qwest had proposed and did sone nodifications clarifying

HIHD DD
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that switch conversions are really when you change, for
i nstance, a 1A analog switch and change it out for a
BESS digital switch or for a major frame conversion
where you would, for instance, be changing froma nain
di stribution frame to a COSM C frame, for instance.

And that those are the types of mgjor
changeouts that would require an enbargo and a qui et
period, not a general software or hardware upgrade to a
| ocal switch or the addition of switch nodules for extra
capacity do not really require such extrene enbargoes or
qui et peri ods.

So we nodi fied the | anguage that Qwmest had
provided. M. Ovrel had some tine to |ook it over, and
he had sone additional nodifications to the | anguage
that we had proposed. And M. Orel and | had a chance
to talk a few nonents ago and | think between us nmade a
few addi tional nodifications. And | think between us,
we're in pretty good agreenment on what needs to happen
her e.

M5. FRIESEN: Ken, if you would just clarify
for the record, what is an enmbargo and what is a quiet
peri od?

MR, WLSON: Ckay. An enbargo would be a
period of tinme during which Qwvest would not want the
CLEC to add additional trunks to the switch. So there
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woul d be an enbargo on new orders for trunking, and
there's some periods stated in the | anguage for that.
And a quiet period would be a time when order activity
woul d essentially be in stasis.

| would add that for both of these
situations, a switch conversion and a frame conversion
Qnest woul d require the CLEC to actually work with Qnest
in doing what's called trunk rolls. You roll the trunks
fromone frame or one switch onto the other one, so
there woul d be order activity, but it would generally be
activity transferring the trunks fromone franme or
switch to the other. So maybe M. Orrel nm ght have a
few extra words to add to that.

MR, ORREL: No, basically we're tal king about
the conversion orders that we accept at a pre-specified
time before the conversion that takes the trunks from
one switch, the old switch, to the new switch in a
coordi nated fashion.

MS. FRIESEN. Then | guess | would propose
that we go through the |anguage at this point. And al
we have, Ken and Barry, today in front of us is what's
been marked for identification as Washi ngton Exhi bit
850. It is the original |anguage that AT&T distributed
to you, Barry, | think on Friday, so to the extent that
you and Ken have nmade nodifications to that, you may
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have to wal k us through that |anguage.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, now | have received --

I had marked, this is Judge Rendahl, | had marked as
Exhi bit 850 a version that | received fromthe parties
and fromMs. Friesen via E-mail, but | have just

received a marked up version; is that correct,
M. Crain?

MR. CRAIN:. Yes, that is correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And so this would be 851,
assune.

MR, CRAIN:  Yes, this would be Exhibit 851.

MS. FRIESEN. Wit a minute, 852.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, so the marked up
version of Section 12.3.24 is Exhibit 852. Now do
M. Orel and M. WIson both have this?

MR, ORREL: Yes, | believe we do. | think
it's our redlined version that we have been worKking
from

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, and there's, on page
two, there's a note, Ken, Letty, does this make sense,

and that's stricken out. I'mnot sure that was intended
to be in there, but it's in there.
MR, ORREL: | don't think it was intended to

be part of the exhibit, no.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, | just wanted to nmke
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sure | had the right version. Okay, is there any
objection to the adm ssion of 8527

MS. FRIESEN:. Your Honor, could | just check
with -- confirmwith Ken Wl son that he got this. | had
acall fromtheir attorney Mary Rose late |ast night,
early yesterday that he hadn't yet received it.

So, Ken?

MR. WLSON: Yes, Barry and | had | ooked at
it this norning.

MS. FRI ESEN. Okay, great.

MR. ORREL: Mary had a server problem nuch

simlar to the conference bridge problem | think ['m
t he common denoni nator here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: All right, well, if there's
no objection, | will admt it as Exhibit 852, and let's
work fromthat version. OCkay, it will be adnmitted.

M5. FRIESEN: As between M. W/ son and
M. Orel, | guess | would suggest that whoever nade

t hese revisions probably ought to be the one to discuss
it, because I'm kind of out of the |oop on how this
happened.

JUDGE RENDAHL: No pun intended.

MS. FRIESEN: Right.

MR, ORREL: Well, | will give it a stab at
that, and I'mgoing to try to characterize the issue
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here as succinctly as | can. \When testinony was first
filed around Qunest enbargoes, the issue, | believe, was
the interval associated with the enmbargo. Then we had
some di scussion in other jurisdictions regarding
specific incidences of custonmers |osing service as a
result of franme conversions in one particular
jurisdiction and the need to have specific | anguage
associated with, for exanple, |ocal nunber portability,
di sconnect orders included in the SGAT so that that
activity doesn't result in the future in customers
| osing service. So Qwaest added that |anguage to the
SGAT to try to renedy that situation.

And then getting back to the interval issue,
there was a version, an AT&T version of proposed
| anguage for Section 12.3.24, which I'mnot sure of the
exhi bit nunber.

Is it 851, Letty?

MS. FRIESEN:. Yes, AT&T's original was 850
and yours is 852.

MR. ORREL: COkay, so Exhibit 850 contains
AT&T' s proposed | anguage for 12.3.24 with the
significant itens included in the |anguage are around a
shorter interval for enbargoes than what Qwmest was
proposi ng and what Qmest provides for itself today.
Upon receiving the proposed | anguage, Qmest has been for
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a short period of tine investigating shortening the
interval s associated with conversions, in part because

t he nunber of conversions that have taken place in the
past is decreasing dramatically in the near future. In
ot her words, this type of conversion activity is going
to become nore rare in our network. And with the

| essening of the |oad for the work forces, Qwmest feels
that the intervals for the enmbargo, the 30 day interval,
is appropriate for inclusion in the SGAT.

AT&T has al so recommended a two day enbargo
after the conversion date, and Qwmest is requesting that
we maintain the five day interval that we have had in
the past, in part to ensure that the switch synchs up
and is working properly before we accept new orders and
changes to existing service.

In addition, for quiet periods, orders on the
line side of the switch, if you will, AT&T for franme
conversions had asked for a quiet period that was just
two days before and two days after the frame conversion
And from the Qwest perspective, oftentinmes frane
conversions are sinultaneous switch conversions. W
woul d request that we nmaintain the same interval for the
qui et period that we have for the switch for the frane
conversions, which is five days prior to the conversion
until two days after. And again, this is in parity with
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what Qnest does for itself and its end user custoners.
Then if you would Ilike, we can go, Letty,

t hrough each of the sections and the redline that |I have

added; is that what you would like to see ne do?

MS. FRIESEN. Actually, Barry, | will |eave
that to the discretion of the Judge and the other
parties in the room | would like to hear from

M. WIson on the changes to the quiet periods, the
days, but --

MR, ORREL: Well, there was one other change
before we let M. WIson speak. There is a 30 day
enbargo that's associated with converting trunks on a
frame or switch conversion when we're converting themin
alike for like fashion. |In other words, the trunks and
their configurations in the old switch are sinply mapped
and mirrored in the new switch, that's a like for like
conver si on.

If a CLEC would |like to make changes such as
trunk capacity augnents or additions or nodifications to
the trunk characteristics, and when we say trunk
characteristics, we're tal king about things |ike
changing from AM to B8ZS or 56 kil obyte to 64 clear
channel, those orders would have to be in place 60 days
prior to the conversion if the CLEC wanted those changes
in the new switch.



JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Orel.

MR. ORREL: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Could you state what BAZS
means on the record?

MR, ORREL: B8, that's binary 8 zero
substitution, | believe.

Is that correct, Ken?

MR. WLSON: Yes, that's correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MR, ORREL: And it's sinply a form of
formatting on the trunk itself, single formatting.

MR WLSON: It allows for |ISDN actually.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you for the
clarification.

MR, ORREL: Okay, | think |I'm done.

Ken.

MR, WLSON: Yes, the major issue for AT&T
was that in the original Qwest |anguage, it seened |ike
the embargo and the quiet period were being requested
for hardware and software upgrades as well as the
changeout of switches and franes, and that was the main
thing that we were concerned about. And now that the
| anguage has been cleaned up and clarified, Qwmest has
agreed to accept in -- that the 30 and 60 day enbargo
does not apply to generic hardware and software upgrades
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or the addition of capacity.

We did, Barry and I, did talk this norning
about a very rare circunstance where it's possible a
shorter enmbargo or quiet period was needed, woul d be
needed if there were hardware or software upgrades that
had | arge nunbers of translation issues.

But we have adjusted the | anguage for that,
and | think at this point since, as M. Orel stated,

t he changeout of the switch or the changeout of a frane
is very rare, that we can agree pretty nmuch to the

| anguage as they're proposing it, the changes to our

| anguage here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So, M. WIlson, are you in
agreenent then with all of the |anguage in Exhibit 8527

MR. ORREL: | think we need an Exhibit 853.

MR, W LSON: Yes.

MR, ORREL: Because we have sone very ninor
changes, and | sent those to Joanne Radje just before we
got on the phone. So I think with Exhibit 853, Ken,
cc'd you on that, | think that would be -- that would
reflect our agreed to | anguage.

JUDGE RENDAHL: \Which section are you
nodi fyi ng?

MR. ORREL: W nodified Section 12.3.24. 3.
In the first sentence after the word conversion, we
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1 deleted is the. It was a grammatical correction

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: That appears in this.

3 MR, ORREL: That is shown as del eted?

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, | -- it reads right now
5 with the strikeouts, the conversion date, and that's in
6 quotes, is a switch or frame conversion planned day of
7 ~cutover to the replacenent frames or switches or switch
8 MR, ORREL: Okay, it sounds like 852 then is
9 the npst current. Let's just verify that by |ooking at
10 Section 12.3.24.8, and if --

11 MR. WLSON: The word typically doesn't

12 appear in the first sentence.

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: I'msorry, | mssed you, Ken
14 on that one.

15 MR, WLSON: Well, in the first sentence in

16 that first paragraph, is there the word typically in it
17 or not?

18 MR, ORREL: Between upgrades and are not.
19 JUDGE RENDAHL: No, it is not there.

20 MR. ORREL: Ckay, then 852 | believe is the
21 correct |anguage.

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: So there is no need for an
23 updated version of this?

24 MR, ORREL: No, nmm'am

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, so this |anguage then
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is agreed to between Qwmest and AT&T?

MS. FRIESEN. That's correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, thank you al
for your hard work on this.

M. Menezes has a question, and so does
Ms. Hopf enbeck

MR, MENEZES: | do, thank you. This is a
question for M. Orel. 1In 12.23.24.5 and 6, it's the
| ast sentence, it's parity | anguage, we have referred to
it as parity |anguage, that:

Qnest shall identify the particul ar

dates and | ocations for frame conversion

enbargo periods in its | CON data base.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Could you slow down just a
bit while reading.

MR. MENEZES: Yes.

In substantially the sane tinme and

manner as Qwest notifies itself, its end

user custoners, affiliates, or any other

party.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Good norning, who has joined
us on the bridge?

BRIDGE VO CE: GCh, I'msorry, | nust have
di al ed t he wrong nunber, thanks.

MR, MENEZES: And there was proposed | anguage
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there that is stricken now

But in no event later than the tine

Qnest enpl oyees are responsi ble for

frame conversions becone aware of such

frame conversions.

And ny question, Barry, is how does Quest
interpret this parity |anguage? | nmean when will a CLEC
be notified? Because of all the considerations a CLEC
has in terns of how to deal with a conversion, when wll
we know? |'mjust trying to get it froma practica
st andpoi nt, who nakes the notification and when, how far
i n advance of the process do you see it happening with
just this parity | anguage and not the qualifier that's
been stricken?

MR, ORREL: The qualifier that was stricken,
Mtch, was from ny perspective or from Quest's
perspective a little far reaching. For exanple, that
woul d inply that in the planning stage or in the request
for price stage of a switch conversion that we woul d
have to provi de an enbargo period to the CLECs, where at
that point we don't even know what it is, it's too early
in the gane.

And what we're trying to do with the "parity
| anguage"” is state that, | ook, you know, some of our
i nternal planning groups are going to know about the
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swi tch conversion very early on, but the people within
Qnest, for exanple, that build trunks for our own
interoffice facilities or our retail custoners aren't
necessarily going to be aware of it at that tine. Wat
we're trying to do is state here that when that enbargo
information is locked in, it's placed on a Wb site for
our retail custoners, it's placed on a Wb site for our
whol esal e custoners, that's going to be done at the sane
time as soon as that enmbargo date is or a period is

| ocked in.

MR. MENEZES: Okay. So you're equating
notice to a retail customer to notice to a whol esal e
custoner with respect to these conversions?

MR, ORREL: Right, which is also the sane
noti ce we have for our own internal use as far as when
we can and can not issue our own trunk orders. It goes
beyond retail and whol esal e.

MR. MENEZES: Well, and that's -- that's what

I"mgetting at. | don't see necessarily an equival ency
bet ween when you would notify a retail customer and when
you woul d notify a whol esale custonmer. | think the nore

equi val ent conparison is going to be the whol esale
custoner to the groups within Qwest that do the sane
ki nd of functions the whol esal e custonmers do |ike
ordering trunks and doing trunk planning, that kind of
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thing. That's what | want --

MR. ORREL: [It's ny understanding -- |I'm
sorry.

MR. MENEZES: That's what | wanted to
establish, that that is in your mnd the point in tine
when the CLEC woul d al so be notified.

MR. ORREL: Yes, and the intent of the word
itself I think all along as we tal ked about nmi ntenance
and repair was to take into account Qwmest's own interna
processes separate fromits retail, in other words, its
own interoffice facilities for trunking would be an
exanpl e here. Yes, so that is the intent, Mtch

MR, MENEZES: Okay, thank you, | appreciate
that clarification.

MR. ORREL: You bet.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Hopfenbeck

MS. HOPFENBECK: | would just like to -- we
woul d i ke an opportunity to run this revised | anguage
by the provisioning people at the conpany. | don't
expect that there's going to be a problem but | just

want to run this new | anguage by them and nake sure that
we're okay with it and probably nmost inportant don't
have any questions that it arises, questions that we
need clarification on. And so | would like the ability
to come back to the foll owup workshop and just -- on



05255

this.

MR. CRAIN. | would assunme you woul d give us
noti ce before then that you have questions.

MS. HOPFENBECK: |If we're getting problens,
"Il get in touch with you, Andy, and try to work them
out before that tinme.

MR, CRAIN. Okay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Then we'll list this as
agreenent between AT&T and Quest with a take back by
Worl dCom on this issue. |Is that acceptable?

Okay, well, thank you all for your efforts,
M. Orel and M. WIson and whoever else was involved,
in working through the issue on enbargo and enbargo
| anguage. Did you all have other |anguage or issues we
needed to discuss this norning, M. WIson and
M. Orel?

MR, WLSON: Your Honor, when were we going
to di scuss m crowave coll ocation?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off the record for a
monment, and then we will come back on. Let's be off the
record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: \While we were off the record,
M. Orel, you indicated that there were sone changes we
needed to nmeke to the existing SGAT lite in Washi ngton
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1 which | believe is Exhibit 788; is that correct?

2 MR, ORREL: Yes, ma'am

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, please go ahead.

4 MR, ORREL: Okay, we need to delete the

5 following sections fromthe SGAT lite for Washi ngton.

6 The sections are 12.3.23.2.1 through 6.

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, could you repeat that.
8 MR, ORREL: Yes, 12.3.23.2.1 through 6, and
9 can repeat each one individually if you would Iike.

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: So 12.3.23.2.1 through .6?
11 MR. ORREL: Yes, nmm'am

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: So those six.

13 MR, ORREL: Those are no | onger necessary

14 with the inclusion of the new Section 12.3.24 that we
15 just agreed to.

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

17 And then, Ms. Friesen, you had a few

18 clarifying issues or M. Menezes.

19 MR, MENEZES: Yes, | will do it, thank you.
20 Al so, Barry, if we ook at 12.3.23.3 --

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: And that's in Exhibit 788?
22 MR. MENEZES: The SGAT lite, is it 7887

23 JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes.

24 MR, MENEZES: | believe that's right.

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes.
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MR. MENEZES: | think that can cone out as
wel |, because the sanme statenent is nmade in 12.3.23.2.
It's the new | anguage about the fourth |ine down,
al t hough Qnest nornmal ly does mmjor switch nmaintenance.

MR, ORREL: Yes, you're absolutely right,
Mtch, we could delete 12.3.23.3.

MR, MENEZES: Okay. And one other comment,
in 12.3.23.1, you know, that section tal ks generally
that Qwest performs nmgjor switch maintenance activities
of f hours during certain maintenance w ndows, and then
it goes on to state that:

Maj or switch mai ntenance activities

i nclude switch conversions, swtch

generic upgrades, and sw tch equi pnent

addi ti ons.

And |'m not sure what to do with this. |
think, and | guess this is the thing to just be clear
about, that statement in and of itself is perhaps sone
| evel of clarification, but when we get to 12. 3. 24,
that's where sort of the rubber neets the road as to
what is the inpact on CLECs of any of those given itens.

MR, ORREL: Now, Mtch, we're tal king about
two things though. One is nmaintenance w ndows, when
we're actually going to performthe activity, and the
other is service orders and how they're handl ed before
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and after conversions in particular.
MR. MENEZES: Okay, so this additional
sentence then just helps to |l et everyone know, CLECs

know, that those activities will be done during those
wi ndows generally speaking from10:00 p.m to 6:00 a.m
MR, ORREL: Right, | believe AT&T asked for a

clarification on what major switch maintenance was.

MR. MENEZES: Right.

MR. ORREL: And that was a statement intended
to address that question.

MR. MENEZES: And | think that takes care of
it, thank you.

MR. ORREL: You bet.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And then the entirety
of Section 12.3.24 in the SGAT lite would be -- we would
substitute Exhibit 852 for that entire section, correct?

MR, ORREL: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Does that cover what
we need to address on this particul ar issue,

Ms. Friesen? Did you have anything additional for
M. WIson?

MS. FRIESEN. No, that covers it, thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, let's turn now to
m crowave col |l ocation issues. | have received proposed
revi sions from AT&T as well as | anguage from Qnest, and
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let's quickly be off the record to discuss where this
all fits into the exhibits.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: \While we were off the record,
we identified two different docunents for the record,
Qnest's proposals for changes to Section 8.2.4.9 of the
SGAT addressing m crowave entrance facilities is nmarked
as Exhibit 812. And AT&T's proposed revisions to that
same section are marked as Exhibit 958.

Are there any objections to adm ssion of
t hese proposals on the record?

Hearing nothing, they will be admitted.

Okay, who wants to start on this?

Oh, and | will need to swear you in,

Ms. Bungarner. Ms. Margaret Bungarner is here for Qnest
in this workshop. She has been previously sworn in
ot her workshops, but we will swear you in today.

(Wher eupon MARGARET BUMGARNER was sworn as a

Wi t ness herein.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, let's go ahead, and
Ms. Anderl, do you wish to start, or how do we want to
handl e this?

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, | would be very
happy to briefly sunmari ze where we are procedural ly and
then et Ms. Bungarner and M. W/ son tal k about the
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subst anti ve provisions.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That woul d be hel pful.

MS. ANDERL: And | understand that Ms. Roth
m ght have sone questions as wel |

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, Ms. Jing Roth is here
with Commission Staff and nmay have questi ons.

MS. ANDERL: \What happened was we were
ordered to file terms and conditions for nicrowave
col l ocation or microwave entrance facilities as it's
been referred to. W did negotiate terns and conditions
with Teligent and WnStar, and those were contained in
our -- in Qwest's June 29th, 2001, SGAT filing.
Subsequently we had an informal off the record session
where M. Spinks had sone questions about the | anguage
that we had proposed, and on that basis, M. Bungarner
took the | anguage back and was going to nmake sone
changes to it. Before we were able to present any
revi sed | anguage in response to Staff's questions, we
al so received AT&T' s proposed revisions.

And so | believe that the document that we
have now marked as Exhibit 812 incorporates response to
some concerns that Staff raised as well as those
portions of AT&T's nodifications that Qvest found to be
acceptable. And | think | will et M. Bungarner
respond to anything substantively, but that's where we
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are today. | also know that Ms. Bungarner sent a copy
of this |language that we have here to M. Butler so that
he could review it on behalf of his mcrowave facilities
clients, and | think that's, for introductory purposes,
that brings us up to date.

MS. FRIESEN. Could | request that maybe
M. WIlson be allowed to go next since he's got to catch
a plane. Wuld that be acceptable to Margaret?

MS5. BUMGARNER: That's fine with ne.

MS. FRI ESEN: Ken

MR, WLSON: Yes.

MS. FRIESEN. Could you explain sort of
briefly why AT&T has proposed the revisions it has. CQur
revi sions are proposed in Washi ngton Exhibit 958.

MR, WLSON: Yes, there were really | would
say just two substantive types of revisions. One
i nvol ved some cost issues, and the second invol ved the
addition of a paragraph that would give the CLEC the
option of ordering or requesting power, AC or DC power,
on the roof in case the receiving equi pment or
transm tting equi pnent at the antenna itself needed such

power. | think those were the only two substantia
changes. We had some other snmller changes, but those
are probably not as controversial. But | think probably

the best thing would be if M. Bungarner could quickly
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summari ze any issues they have with the changes we made.

M5. BUMGARNER: Okay. First, | wll turn to
the cost issues. 1In a couple of the sections, you had
struck | anguage that tal ked about the cost. | did not
renove those, Ken. They actually were included in the
tariff that we filed. It was Docket UT-003013 for the
m crowave col location tariff, and | think it is
effective May 30th; is that right?

M5. ANDERL: That was the effective date we
pl aced on it. | would have to doubl e check the
Conmi ssi on order whether they confirmed that effective
date or gave it a new one, but it is now effective.

JUDGE RENDAHL: I n which sections are you
di scussing cost?

MS5. BUMGARNER: Let's see, | believe that
AT&T had |lined out where it tal ked about the escort fee,
which was in 8.2.4.9.2. There was also the site visit
fee that is stated in that same, no, the follow ng
section, | think 8.2.4.9.3.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so those two sections
are the |lined out |anguage in AT&T' s version?

MS5. BUMGARNER: Ri ght.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is what you're referring to?

MS. BUMGARNER: Right, and those were
included in that tariff filing, so | did not accept that
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change that AT&T had incl uded.

There was al so a change related to costs that
| added to this SGAT, and it was based on the question
fromthe Staff that we had | ast week, and | woul d say,
M. Butler, | sent you an E-mail copy of the changes
that | have nmade. | did actually nake one revision to
the | anguage, and it happens to be the | anguage for this
section, it's Section 8.2.4.9.1. And based on the
questions | ast week about the cable entry hatch, | did
add a sentence, and the sentence reads:

If space is available, CLEC nay use an

exi sting cable entry hatch, or a new

cable entry hatch will need to be

constructed, and charges are on a per

port used basis.

And that coincides with the tariff that was
filed is that the charges for the cable entry hatch are
per port.

MR. BUTLER: Yes, | received those, and
have checked with Teligent and WnStar, and fromtheir
standpoi nt, that's acceptable.

MS. BUMGARNER: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. W /I son, do you have any
response to the cost issues?

MR WLSON: Well, if it's in an approved



05264

tariff, | guess the | anguage needs to reflect what's in
the tariff.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, thank you.

MR, MENEZES: | have a question about that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Menezes.

MR. MENEZES: |If | could. How was that
determ ned for the tariff? Was there a cost case
related to it or sonething where the Commi ssion actually
affirmatively in a docket approved these charges, or was
it sinply a Quest filing that went into effect by
operation of |aw?

MS. ANDERL: No, it was a conpliance filing
that Qwest was ordered to make as a result of the cost
docket, and the Conmi ssion gave the parties to that
docket an opportunity to comment on that tariff filing
and then ordered that the tariff beconme effective.

MR, MENEZES: And ny conment then | guess is
that in the SGAT in the collocation sections, we have
renmoved charges relating to escort fees. There just
aren't any, and that resulted fromthe -- at one of the
FCC s collocation orders. And so it struck us as
i nconsi stent that there would be such charges here when
there are really not elsewhere in the collocation
section of the SGAT. That's escort charges. The site
visit, | guess I'mnot clear what the cost is that's
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incurred, and so | was curious about that.

MS. BUMGARNER: The escort fee or the site
visit fees that we have we believe are different than
tal ki ng about needing an escort to your collocation
space. This is actually escort fee related to going to
the roof of the building and the tower, and that isn't
just generally open access onto the roof like it is the
24 by 7 to your collocation spaces. Going to the roof
is adifferent matter, so we do have the escort fee in
t here.

MR. MENEZES: And the site visit fee?

M5. BUMGARNER: The site visit fee relates to
going to basically do the pre-survey, |ook at the roof
and the tower space and to do the Iine of sight. So for
the site visit fee would include when we need to bring
along like an architectural engineer, and that's what
are included in those fees, that we need to bring al ong
experts.

The escort fee is if we are not doing a |ine
of sight or the structural analysis, the CLEC is, and so
we're escorting their structural engineer or their radio
engi neer to the roof.

MR. MENEZES: And are all of these rates
reflected in Exhibit A to the SGAT?

MS. BUMGARNER: | think they're being added.
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| can't say for certain that they were in the recently

filed one. | would have to check, but they would be
included in that to reflect what's in the tariff.
JUDGE RENDAHL: | understand, this is Judge

Rendahl, that we discussed that Qwvest would be filing a
new version of Exhibit Ain the foll owup workshop or
just before the foll owup workshop to incorporate
changes that have occurred in pricing up until now.
Woul d that accommopdate AT&T's needs if the mcrowave
collocation prices were reflected in the SGAT Exhibit A?

MR. MENEZES: Yes, | think we just would like
to be clear that they're there and they're getting the
kind of treatnent that other prices under the SGAT are
getting. M sense fromwhat | have heard is that these
pri ces maybe have al ready gone through a cost docket and
wi |l not be going through another one in connection with
this docket. They will just be the cost docket prices
previ ously determ ned and brought in; is that correct?

M5. ANDERL: That's right.

MR. MENEZES: kay, thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS5. BUMGARNER: The next --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Does that conclude the cost
i ssues then?

MS. BUMGARNER: | believe so unless you have
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anot her questi on.

MR. MENEZES: | don't have further questions
on it, thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, and then | think
M. WIson had a question about the ordered AC/ DC power.

MS. BUMGARNER:  Yes.

MR. WLSON: Yes, if we could deal with that
quickly, | really have to go in about two m nutes.

M5. BUMGARNER: Okay. We did not agree on
addi ng the new section, and | think also that in the
first section you had indicated transni ssion equi pnment
col l ocated -- you had added the word on, and our viewis
that the radi o equi pnent, the transm ssion equipnent is
really located inside the prem se. Wen you're talKking
about radi o equipnment, that's the part that would need
the power. W don't typically take or we don't take
power to the roof, and we don't |ocate radi o equi pnent
on the roof. That's inside the building. It's ny
understandi ng that this equipment is very sensitive,
needs a controlled environnent, very susceptible to
nmoi sture and weat her, changes in tenperature. So the
collocation of the transm ssion equipnent itself is
actually inside the prenise.

There is a provision in the tariff for
speci al services or special work, that if there is a



05268

tenmporary need for power for installation purposes or if
there's sone kind of an energency need that Qaest will
provi de power to the roof for the CLEC. But as far as
powering up actual equi pnment there, that's not sonething
that we do, and we would have to find out what kind of a
cabi net or building you would want to put on the roof,
and we would | ook at that as being a bona fide request
rather than a standard arrangenent.

MR. WLSON: Well, let ne just briefly
respond. | actually was considering usually receiving
conponents but sonetinmes transmtting conmponents that
are actually built somewhat integral to the antennas on
some microwave installations. However, usually those
are powered through the antennae itself. There nmay be
equi pnent that requires separate power, but | think we
could, for the sake of getting this provision
i mpl emented, we could probably forgo the |ast paragraph
on power with the understanding that if there was an
exceptional circumstance, we could go through either a
speci al request or a BFR process. It would probably be
a special request. |It's feasible to put it there, just
maybe not usually done.

But the first paragraph that -- where we put
the transmitting equi pnment on, | think that needs to
stay, because there is quite often especially receiving
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equi prent that is built in integral to the antennae. It
doesn't require a separate building, but it is part of
t he equi pnent, of the antennae.

MS. BUMGARNER: And | could agree with that
now that | understand what you're getting at when you're

putting that there. It's just that we don't currently
take power to the roof, so if that was what you intended
in that first section, | could agree to that.

MR. WLSON:. Ckay, well, if you can |eave our
part of the first section, | think we can forgo that

addi ti onal paragraph, so | think we're probably there.

MS. BUMGARNER: And | think there was one
ot her issue that changed the | anguage around having a
separate form We currently do have a separate form for
the request on mcrowave, because it does lay out things
like the way --

MR. WLSON: Could | interrupt for one
nonment ?

MS. BUMGARNER: Sure.

MR. WLSON: Perhaps M. Menezes and
Ms. Friesen could take the rest of the issues. | really
amgoing to mss a plane here.

MS. BUMGARNER: Goodbye, Ken.

MR. MENEZES: That's fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you for joining us,
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Ken, M. W/ son.

MR. WLSON:. Thank you, Your Honor.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, bye bye.

MR. W LSON: Bye bye

MS5. BUMGARNER: The last, | believe, issue is
around the form and we do have a separate formfor this
request, and it really lays out the things that need to
be | ooked at for the weight of the equipnent, the type

of equiprment, line of sight, that being separate from
asking for the collocation inside the building. It's
currently a separate form | don't know if sometime it

will be included, but it |ooked Iike what you had
changed on the | anguage was to make it part of the
collocation application itself.

MR, MENEZES: Right. From our standpoint,
mean just | ooking at the SGAT, different forns of
entrance facility | believe would generally be indicated
on the collocation application. This would be sone
different thing the way you have set it up. Typically
with a collocation application, you identify your
entrance facilities. Mcrowave is just another type of
entrance facility. So that's the reason for the
conment .

I think the main concern is that the interva
wWith respect to the collocation type that you're
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requesting is not changed, because you're seeking
m crowave col location as the entrance facility or the
m crowave as the entrance facility.

MS5. BUMGARNER: Ri ght.

MR, MENEZES: And | think you agree to that,
because you have kept in Section 8.2.4.9.5 the insert
that the work relating to the getting the transn ssion
facility up to the roof will happen in the sane interva
as the collocation request.

BUMGARNER:  Yes.

MENEZES: Ri ght?

BUMGARNER:  Yes.

MENEZES: Okay.

BUMGARNER: | think the -- it's possible
that we will integrate that into the sane form Right
now it's separate. | think it's |ooked at saving the
CLEC from processing in a collocation application unti

t hey determi ne whether they can actually get l|ine of
sight fromthat |ocation. They may want to choose a
different location, or they may ask to |l ook at two or
three different |ocations, and before they deci de where
they want to collocate is determ ne the line of sight.
So it was | ooked at as kind of a two step, they may want
to go and do that line of sight and the structura

anal ysis ahead of tine before they actually fill out the

PRI
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col l ocation application. They can do them at the same
time.

MR, MENEZES: Right. WelIl, and that, you
know, that is the basis of another comment here. W had
wanted to change the 15 days in Section 8.2.4.9.2 to 5
days. Qwest did not accept that. The thinking there is
there is a period of time for a feasibility study in the
col location section, | think it's 10 days, and then
anot her 15 days to provide a quote.

MS. BUMGARNER: Ri ght.

MR, MENEZES: And it was, you know, the
comrent was again trying to synch up the tine periods.
And so Qnest envisions that this at |east may happen in
advance of a collocation application, and you will take
15 -- the site visit will take place 15 days or | assune
thereafter after receipt by Qamest of the CLEC s
application. Now given that a general feasibility study
i s supposed to be done in 10 days under the SGAT, this
seened like a lot of time. Can you explain why it would
take 15 days just to go out and do this?

MS. BUMGARNER: In talking with our people
that deal with these, when we do the -- it's not so nuch
getting our radio engineers to do the line of sight,
it's that we use outside contractors for doing the
structural analysis on the building, and they say that
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that typically takes us two to three weeks to nake
arrangenents with a structural engineer for that visit.
But what we have in the form and also you can see it if
you | ook at the tariff provision, is that the CLEC can
actually do that line of sight and the structura
analysis if they want. So | nmean this could take place
in less than the 15 days. We're not saying it's going
to always take 15 days. That's just been our typica
experience with getting the structural engineers.

And then however long if the CLEC s doing it
on getting the analysis back on like the 30 day tinme
frame, that may be very short, fromwhat | understand,
and perhaps M. Butler could even talk to this as well
W may determine, since usually it's our experience that
there's already space on one of our towers, that we're
not going to be tal king about building a new tower.

It's typically going to be using one of our towers. The
size of the dishes that are used these days are not very
bi g, but they do need to take a | ook at the roof and the
-- and make sure that things like wind velocity and ice

dependi ng on where you're asking for these things won't

cause probl ens.

And a | ot of tines we get an answer back it
may be -- if the CLECis doing it, you have the radio
engi neers, and we can nake arrangenents for an escort,
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you may be tal king about a matter of just a few days.

MR. MENEZES: And just one |ast question on
the 15 days. So you seemto be saying that the people
or the qualifications of the people or the type of
peopl e needed for this feasibility analysis are
different fromthe people involved in a feasibility
anal ysis for collocation el sewhere, other prem ses.

MS. BUMGARNER: Right. This really isn't
col I ocati on.

MR. MENEZES: Right.

M5. BUMGARNER: This is |ooking at the
m crowave entrance facility. So it's not the same
people. W have a group of radi o antennae type
engi neers. W have a small group of people that dea
with that. But we hire outside people to do the
structural analysis on the buil dings.

MR, MENEZES: Okay. And then is that the
reason for the 30 day period in 8.2.4.9.3 where we had
proposed 10 to actually give the response to the CLEC.

M5. BUMGARNER: Right, that's our experience
on getting answers back fromthe outside consulting
firms that we have been hiring.

MR, MENEZES: Okay, thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, with those
clarifications, | know Ms. Jing has a few comments,
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Ms. Roth has a few conments. Ms. Bungarner, do you have
any additional statenents or comments about these
sections?

MS5. BUMGARNER: | don't, | don't know if AT&T
is okay with the | anguage change that we have made and
the one that Ken and | agreed to in the first section

MR, MENEZES: | think we're generally fine.

I think I would like to just ook at it one nore tinme at
a break.

One nore clarification, if | could, in
8.2.4.9.1, you added a sentence, and you nentioned it
earlier, and the |ast phrase is on a per port used
basi s.

MS. BUMGARNER:  Yes.

MR, MENEZES: |s that a switch port? What
kind of port are we tal king about?

MS. BUMGARNER: This is the cable entry hatch
that's on the roof. |It's a weatherproof hatch. It has
four ports for the cables to go in

MR. MENEZES: Okay.

MS. BUMGARNER: And so the pricing in the
tariff is on a per port basis.

MR, MENEZES: Okay, thank you. That's fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Roth.

MS. ROTH: Yes, | apologize for comng |ate,
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but didn't Staff Tom Spinks discuss with you |ast tine
he was here about the staff concern about changing to
the 30 days to 10 days issue?

MS5. BUMGARNER: | think he asked about the
intervals and how those related to the neasurenents for
t he col | ocati on.

MS. ROTH: Ri ght.

MS. BUMGARNER: And what we explained is this
is for the entrance facility, it's not for the

col l ocation, but those intervals still apply as far as
our conpletion of the collocation space. So if they
submt a collocation application, these are still the

intervals that we have to neet for that space, physica
or virtual, that's inside the building.

JUDGE RENDAHL: When you say these, you nean
the Washington state interval s?

M5. BUMGARNER:  Yes.

M5. ROTH: You nean the collocation
rul emaki ng that we currently have, the rules we have?

MS. BUMGARNER:  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: But you're saying that these,
the entrance facility intervals, are different fromthe
col l ocation interval s?

MS. BUMGARNER: Yes, on determining on the
entrance facility itself. And so if they submtted them
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at the sanme tinme, the quote that we would give on the
col l ocati on woul d be | acking probably the quote piece on
the m crowave entrance facility itself unless the CLEC
has completed it, if they choose to do the analysis and
they're able to get it done faster and can provide that,
so there may be a piece of it that's nmissing until that
feasibility is determ ned.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Strain

MS. STRAIN. WIIl the intervals for the
m crowave entrance facility be tested as part of the ROC
OSS test? 1s there a PID for that?

MS. BUMGARNER: There isn't a PID for the
entrance facility itself. It is assuned that the --
that the entrance facility would be in place prior to
the conpletion of the collocation. So if | put it in
terms of what the standard is today, the standard is
using fiber. It would say that the CLEC would have to
have their fiber to the C-PO, the collocation point of
interface, prior to the conpletion of our provisioning
for the collocation space. And then if it's express
fiber, we would pull it into the space. |If it's a
shared fiber, we would have to do the splice that's at
the CPO. So if the CLEC hasn't conpleted their
entrance facility for fiber by the time that we finish
the collocation, then we finish up the space, and it's
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hel d until the CLEC has their cable in place. So it
woul d be a simlar thing, that until they have their
m crowave entrance in place, it wuld just hold on the
col I ocati on.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, M. Menezes, do you
have a question?

MR, MENEZES: Nothing further, thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, Ms. Roth.

MS. ROTH: | have one nore. The 15 days you
just discussed with AT&T.

MS. BUMGARNER:  Yes.

M5. ROTH: | kind of recall you said that's
probably the maxinumtime of 15 cal endar days that woul d
take. In that case that woul d Qmest change the | anguage
alittle bit on the calendar of 15 days to a maxi num 15
cal endar days? | thought you said sonetines it doesn't
take that |ong, but, you know, that's probably maxi mum
time. But we can go back in the transcript. Wthin, |
guess within 15 days. That nay be saying the sane
t hi ng.

MS. BUMGARNER: We could say in less than 15
cal endar days, | nmean is that --

JUDGE RENDAHL: I n 15 days or | ess.

MS. BUMGARNER: 15 cal endar days or | ess?

M5. ANDERL: This is Lisa Anderl. | think
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the only thing I would point out is | believe that what
we expl ained during the last informl session was that
the or as soon thereafter |anguage was so that the CLEC
and Qnest if they both agreed because of availability of
personnel or sonething wanted to do it on day 17, then
there wasn't any -- you weren't in violation of the
SGAT, but it would nmean that both parties would need to
agree to do it in nore than the 15 is what | think the
intent was there.

Ms. Bungarner, you can check me on that, but.

MS. BUMGARNER: That's true, and maybe
M. Butler wants to speak to it too. | nean if it's the
CLEC that's hiring an architectural engineer and it's
going to take them | onger, we don't want this to say, if
it doesn't take place within the 15 days then, you know,
everything is off. So we were trying to be flexible. |
don't know how to state it to indicate that, but we were
trying to be flexible.

MR. BUTLER: | think the idea was since
you're tal king about a nutually arranged site visit that
there coul d be scheduling problens so that the parties
m ght usually agree to set it, like Ms. Anderl said, on
the 17th day or sonething like that. So | don't know,
if you think the | anguage needs to be clarified, maybe
you could say something like unless nmutually agreed by
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the parties or sonething like that. But the notion was
to allow some flexibility, because you're trying to
schedul e, you know, two different parties and their
vari ous experts.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, this is Judge Rendahl
nmy suggestion is that given the discussion on the record
here that maybe over the lunch break or between now and
the foll owup workshop, the parties can work together to
cl ean up, you know, between the versions we have and
agreenents we have on | anguage that appears in Exhibit
958 and Exhibit 912 plus the discussion today, that a
version can be brought back to the foll ow up workshop or
| at er today, whatever your preference is, for further
review. Does that work for the parties?

MS. BUMGARNER:  Yes.

MR, BUTLER: Sounds like we're close enough
that we should be able to do it today.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, | leave that up to you
all and your availability today on that.

Ms. Rot h.

M5. ROTH: | just have one comment to make.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you bring the microphone
cl oser, please.

MS. ROTH: Sorry.

Before we | eave this nicrowave entrance
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facility, | think that, Lisa may correct me if |'m
wrong, on the tariff that approved by the Conmi ssion in
UT- 003013, that the Conmm ssion said we approve the rates
and charges filed by Qwest. So we purposely left the
terms and conditions to this docket. So to the extent
i f AT&T disagree with the couple of sentences that
earlier you were discussing, | forgot the section, but
M. --

MR. MENEZES: Menezes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Menezes.

MS. ROTH: Menezes, then that that -- even
that maybe it's word for word from Qunest tariff, |
haven't checked on that, | just want to nake that in the

record that when the Staff reviewed the filing and
reported back to the Conmi ssion, we |ooked at the rates
and charges and the cost support. W really did not
express our opinion as to ternms and conditions or the
wor di ngs that Qwest put in the tariff. So to that
extent, if you have a different |anguage agreed upon in
this docket, we could inport those back into the tariff
portion of it.

MR, MENEZES: Okay.

MS5. ROTH. Was that nore clear?

MR. MENEZES: | think so. So | think what
I'"'mhearing is that while the rates for certain
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activities may have been approved, the Comr ssion didn't
necessarily give an opinion as to whether they should be
applicable in any given circunstance. |s that --

MS. ROTH: That's right, and the Comm ssion
in the 20 or 21st supplenental order in that docket
specifically required that Qvest file its terns and
conditions for mcrowave collocation to be discussed by
parties in this workshop

MR. MENEZES: Okay. So | guess what |'m
hearing is there's room for argument about whether an
escort fee or a site visit fee is appropriate for the
activities that's being conducted. And, you know, |I'm
not sure that | can sit here right now and say that we
want to take that to inpasse. | think we want to talk a
little bit nore with our clients about that particul ar
point. I'mafraid we were commenting knowi ng a | ot
about what's in the SGAT and not knowi ng a | ot about the
docket, the generic m crowave or collocation docket that
preceded this. So | think by the tinme of the foll owup,
we can give our thoughts on that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR, MENEZES: |s that okay?

JUDGE RENDAHL: So to the extent that between
now and the foll ow up workshop that the parties can work
together to cone up with a single exhibit that
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i ncor porates agreed upon | anguage, or if not, identify
where the inpasse issues are, then that would be
hel pful. Thank you all for --

MR, BUTLER: Can | just add one thing, and
that is that fromthe standpoint of Teligent and WnStar
that had sone experience with this, there will be an
escort and there will be a site visit that takes place,
and accordingly, costs associated with those. That's
why from our standpoint we felt it was reasonable to
i ncl ude those charges.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Butler

Wth that, let's be off the record for a
nonent .

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: \While we were off the record,
there were sone additional |anguage discussions, and the
parties agreed to take the issue of m crowave
col |l ocation | anguage back for discussion anmong the
parties, and we will bring mcrowave coll ocation back
here on the record hopefully for resolution at 1:30 on
July the 31st during our follow up workshop in this
wor kshop.

And, M. Orel, are you still there?

MR, ORREL: Yes, mm'am

JUDGE RENDAHL: Wonder f ul
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M. Butler, you're free to leave if you would
like. If you're still on the bridge line, you're free
to ring off unless you would like to continue the
di scussi ons.

MR, BUTLER: Wth such a gracious offer, how
could | decline the opportunity. Thank you, |'m going
to | eave now.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

Ms. Young, are you still with us?

M5. YOUNG  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

M. Orel, | understand you have a few
cl ean-up issues on mai ntenance and repair

MR, ORREL: Yes, nm'am is Megan Doberneck
there today?

JUDGE RENDAHL: She is not, but M. Zulevic

is.

MR. ORREL: ©Ch, good. | think we have one
issue left, which is if we want to reference back to
previous jurisdictions, | believe this is MR-38; is that

correct, M ke?

MR, ZULEVIC. Yes, | believe that's right.

MR, ORREL: And, Mke, I'mgoing to catch you
cold with this, so what | would Iike to do is propose
sonme | anguage, and if that neets M. Zulevic's need,
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then we can close that issue. |If it requires nore work
then maybe we can take that off Iine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, and we will be
referring to the | anguage in the SGAT lite version and
maki ng changes fromthere; is that correct?

MR, ORREL: Correct. |In fact, |'m proposing
a new section within the SGAT lite, which will make it
sinmpler, | think.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, and where woul d t hat
fit in?

MR. ORREL: We were tal king about maintenance
and repair testing, so it goes into Section 12.3.6.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR. ORREL: And that would be a new Section
12.3.6.5.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, please go ahead and
read that into the record, and remenber that you need to
read it slowly so the court reporter can take it down
and so that we can all listen and take it in.

MR. ORREL: [|'m an engineer, | have to read
slow just to understand it. Okay, 12.3.6.5 reads as
fol |l ows:

Qnest shall test to ensure electrica

continuity of all UNEs and services it

provi des to CLEC prior to closing a
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troubl e report.

Now what this goes back to is M. Zulevic's
and Covad's concern that in sonme instances Qwest will
test a circuit as no trouble found only later to be --
it to be discovered that a junper is mssing, and what
we're trying to do is capture that for all UNEs,

i ncl udi ng shared | oops, Qwaest woul d ensure that that
continuity froman el ectronic perspective exists.

MS. STRAIN: This is Paula Strain, did you
say trouble free port or trouble report?

MR. ORREL: Report.

MS. STRAIN: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, M. Zulevic.

MR, ZULEVIC. That partially addresses ny
concerns. And to put this into context, | proposed sone
| anguage | ast week to Barry relating to this section
asking himto take it back and consult with others at
Qnest to see if it was appropriate. One piece that's
m ssing out of this is a clearly defined responsibility
to test fromthe demarcation point within the centra
office. And that's where a |ot of the confusion has
cone in the past. So if you can put |anguage in that
will cover that, that takes care of one of ny issues,
and it would be simlar to what we discussed | ast week
while you were here
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MR. ORREL: Right, and if you recall, Your
Honor, we added | anguage in |line sharing that was very
specific to that issue.

M. Zulevic, the intent here is to provide
sonme very broad | anguage in nmmi ntenance and repair that
is not specific to any particular UNE. M thought on
this, and what |'m hearing you say, this isn't close
enough, but my thought on this is if we've got
el ectrical continuity for shared | oop, that would
i ncorporate the fact that we have captured that from
demarcation to demarcation, if you will.

JUDGE RENDAHL: As | understand, you all were
at inpasse on that issue |ast week

MR, ZULEVIC. We were at inpasse |ast week
We did reach agreement on |anguage with respect to line
sharing. W had not reached it with respect to overal
mai nt enance and repair. Simlar |anguage has to be
i ncl uded here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

And, M. Orel, it's Qmest's position that
it's not necessary in an overall context, or are you
still working on that?

MR, ORREL: Well, the position is that what
we're saying is that if a custoner has a UNE, we could
probably be a little nore explicit, but if a custoner
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has a UNE and it's purchasing from Qaest, Qmest is
responsi ble to test that UNE for its capability to
conduct whatever service it is that we' re providing.
And if that's the case, we are obligated to test it to
the demarcation point.

Now, M ke, if you wanted ne to when | --
where it says continuity of all UNEs, | could put in
paren, or |I'msorry, a conmm there, including centra
of fi ce demarcati on point, and then another conma, and
then and services it provides would get the concept that
we're responsible to test at that demarcation point
explicitly.

MR, ZULEVIC. Okay, if you would like to add
that, that would take care of one of ny issues.

MR, ORREL: Okay, we will do that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So does that resolve the
i ssue you just discussed, that first issue?

MR, ZULEVIC. Yes, it does with respect to
t he demarcati on point.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And you have not yet
di scussed your second issue.

MR, MENEZES: Can we just get the |anguage
one nore tinme on the denarcation point?

MR, ORREL: Would you like me to read it?

MR. MENEZES: Yeah.
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MR. ORREL: (Reading.)

Qnest shall test to ensure electrica

continuity of all UNEs, including

central office Demarcation Point, and

services it provides to CLEC prior to

closing a trouble report.

MS. FRIESEN. Thank you, Barry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, thank you.

And now, M. Zulevic, you have a second
i ssue.

MR, ZULEVIC. Yes, | do, related, and this is
some | anguage that | had proposed to add to Section
12.3.4.3.

JUDGE RENDAHL: 12.3.4.3?

MR, ZULEVIC:. Correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, so can we then -- is
this i ssue of maintenance and repair issue 38 on trouble
i solation closed out, or is this encapsulated within
t hat issue?

MR ZULEVIC. Oiginally it was encapsul ated
within that issue. Depending on Qwmest's response, we
may have to split it out.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, well, why don't we go
ahead and see how it goes.
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MR. ZULEVIC. Al right.

At the end of the sentence in 12.3.4.3, | had
suggested replacing the period at apply with a comma and
addi ng the follow ng, and a charge equivalent to the
mai nt enance of service charge shall be paid to CLEC.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Did you hear that, M. Orel?

MR, ORREL: Yes, ma'am

JUDGE RENDAHL: | will repeat it for the
record. As | understood it, in Exhibit 788, which is
the SGAT lite, at the end of Section 12.3.4.3, the |ast
word is apply, to remove the period, replace it with a
comma, and add, and a charge equivalent to the
mai nt enance of service charge -- is it charge or
char ges?

MR, ZULEVIC. | believe that's singular. |
think it's a charge identified in a --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, charge shall be paid to

CLEC.

M. Orel, any response?

MR. ORREL: At the present time, | don't
think that | can respond to that. | might do that as a
take back. | apol ogi ze.

MR, ZULEVIC: Just to --
MR, ORREL: That is sonething that | have not
had time, and | do apol ogize for that, Mke, to
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internalize that to see if that's sonething we woul d be
willing to do.

MR ZULEVIC. Just to put it in sone brief
context, what this is intended to do is to provide sone
reciprocity with respect to this charge in cases where
Covad or another CLEC may have had to go back and redo
troubl e isolation because Qwest did not identify the
trouble and repair the trouble within its own network
after the trouble was initially reported to them This
is conceptually the sanme thing that Qwmest seeks recovery
from CLECs for, and that's to do unnecessary trouble
i sol ati on.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So woul d you want that to be
a separate issue, or at this point should we include it
as a sub issue of 38? Wy don't we make it a sub issue.

MR. ZULEVIC. That's fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's nmke it a sub issue,
okay, so that will be 38(b) and the issue that was
resol ved above is 38(a).

MR. ORREL: Inch by inch, it's a cinch

MS. STRAIN. | just had one question on the
issues log. As it stands now, you're referencing
Section 12.3.4.2, but it sounds like with the creation
of the new section, that would not be applicable, is
that right, for MR-38?
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MR, ORREL: |'mnot sure I'mfollow ng your
guestion. There's two parts to MR-38 as we drove down
into it. There's one part that | believe, and correct
me if I'"'mwong, Mke, Covad is |ooking for assurances
that Qunest will test to the central office demarcation
point its UNEs. In addition, where we, Qwest, have
failed to identify the problemin our network and a CLEC
later finds it to be in the Qvwest network, the CLEC is
| ooking to recover a maintenance and service charge
simlar to what we would charge for that same activity.

M5. STRAIN: Right, | understand what the
issues are. This is a very sinple question. 1In the
i ssues list that |I'm Il ooking at, one of the SGAT
sections references 12.3.4.2, and that was on the issues
list when we got it here in Washington. And ny question
is, since you created a new SGAT Section 12.3.6.5 and
since the other section we're tal king about is 12.3.4. 3,
can | just delete the reference to 12.3.4.27

MR. ORREL: M ke?

MR, ZULEVIC:. Yeah, | think that woul d be
appropriate because of the new section that was just
created.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, thank you all for the
clarification.

MR, ORREL: Sorry for the confusion.



JUDGE RENDAHL: That's okay.
M. Orel, is there anything further on
mai nt enance and repair that you have to bring before us?
MR, ORREL: No.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, let's be off the
record.
(Luncheon recess taken at 12:00 p.m)

AFTERNOON SESSI ON
(1:35 p.m)

JUDGE RENDAHL: We're back on the record
after our lunch break, and we need to mark an Exhi bit
756. Qwest has distributed revisions to SGAT Sections
12.2.1.4.1.7.8 and .9.

And, M. Crain, would you explain for us what
this exhibit does or Ms. Notarianni

MR. CRAIN. This | anguage addresses an issue
that was raised earlier this norning about this section
AT&T requested that information be added about
pre-ordered transactions for resale DSL, which has been
added to 12.2.1.4.1.7. They have al so asked for
| anguage regardi ng CFAs and neet points and those are in
.8 and .9.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

And is this | anguage agreeable to AT&T?
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Finnegan.

So is this | anguage acceptable to Worl dConf?

MS. BALVIN: Yes, it's fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, then we have agreenent
on Section 12.2.1.4; is that correct?

MR. CRAIN: That sounds correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so where we had |eft
of f, ny understanding was we had cl osed issues 1 through
9 and 12.

MR, CRAIN. And | would agree. As far as |
know, we have addressed all the remaining issues and
cl osed those issues in other jurisdictions, and | guess
I would ask the other parties to indicate if they think
that there are renmi ni ng open issues.

MS5. BALVIN. This is Liz Balvin, | do have
one section that isn't highlighted in this docunent,
it's Section 12.2.3.1 and 3.2, interface availability.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And you have concerns over
t hat | anguage, Ms. Bal vin?

MS. BALVIN. Yes. WborldCom actually
recommended that the | anguage be stated:

Qnest shall make the OSS interfaces

necessary for processing |ocal orders

avai l able to CLEC equal to that of



Qnest's retail side of the house.

That woul d be a change from Qwest | anguage
that stated:

Qnwest shall make the interfaces --

JUDGE RENDAHL: You m ght want to read nore
slowmy for the court reporter

MS. BALVIN. ['m sorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MS. BALVIN:. (Reading.)

Qnest shall make the interfaces

avail abl e during the hours listed in the

gateway availability PIDs in Section 20.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, |'m not seeing any
Section 12.2.3 in Exhibit 755.

MR. CRAIN: That is correct.

MS. BALVIN: That's true.

MR. CRAIN: It's in the SGAT lite, which was
filed | ast week.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And, Ms. Balvin, you're
saying that there's | anguage in here that does not match
what Worl dCom has suggest ed?

MS. BALVIN:. Yes, correct. M. Crain and
actually did speak, and Worl dCom woul d be okay -- |
guess the issue that had been discussed previously is
that gateway availability hours were discussed at |ength
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in the PIDs, and the | anguage is pretty explicit in the
PIDs, and so | would be okay with taking out equal to
that of Qwmest's retail side of the house, so the
sentence woul d remain:

Qnwest shall make the OSS interfaces

necessary for processing |ocal orders

avail able to CLEC during the hours

listed in the gateway availability PIDs

in Section 20.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And so you're going to add
sonme | anguage after interfaces then? M version of the
SGAT says, Qmest shall make the interfaces avail abl e
during the hours listed, so there's sonme | anguage that |
don't have.

MS. BALVIN: Correct, it was in ny origina
testi nony.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ch, okay.

MR, CRAIN. And to walk through it, Qmest can
agree to add that |anguage or will agree to add that
| anguage, and we woul d add the word OSS before the word
interfaces and then --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Could -- okay.

MR. CRAIN: And then after the word
interfaces, we would add necessary for processing | oca
orders.



Is that correct, Liz?
MS. BALVIN. Mmhm and then after avail able

MR, CRAIN. Oh, okay, and that's fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So it should read:

Qnest shall make the OSS interfaces

necessary for processing |ocal orders

avai l able to CLECs during the hours
listed in the gateway availability PIDs

in Section 20.

MS. BALVIN:  Correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And with that, is there
agreenent between the parties?

MR, FINNEGAN: Let ne ask a clarifying
question, is that too |limting? Because when | read
this initially, | read it to also include the
mai nt enance and repair interfaces.

MS. BALVIN:  Well, WorldCom bel i eves that
| ocal orders in general should cover everything, the
whol e ganut, pre-order, order, maintenance and repair

and billing. [It's the local order support.
MR, FINNEGAN: Is that Qwest's understandi ng?
MS. NOTARIANNI: |If you want to change it to
| ocal service request, that's fine.
MR. FINNEGAN: Well, | don't think the
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suggestion was to change it to local request. There was
a concern that orders may be construed to mean LSRs and
that the interfaces listed in Section 20 include

i nterfaces other than pre-order, order, and

provi sioning, there's also some nmai ntenance and repair

MR, CRAIN. It's certainly our understandi ng
or our interpretation of the |anguage that we would --
it would apply to maintenance and repair as well. |[f
you want to add that, we could, if it nmakes you fee
nore confortable, but those certainly are set forth in
Exhi bit 20.

MR, FI NNEGAN. How about if we change the
word orders to transactions?

MS. BALVIN: How about necessary for
supporting |l ocal orders?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Well, it's not the -- it's the
orders that concerns me, and | think transactions would
be a nore generic termand would be less likely to be
conf used.

M5. NOTARIANNI: That's fine, and | was using
servi ce requests generically to be mai ntenance and
repair of service or ordering service, so either way is
fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So you will substitute |oca
orders for transactions?
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MR, CRAIN. It would say -- do we want to say
| ocal transactions or transactions?

MS. BALVIN. Should be transactions actually.

MR. CRAIN: Transactions?

MS. BALVIN: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M understandi ng was i nstead
of saying processing |ocal orders, you would say
processi ng transactions.

MS. NOTARI ANNI: That's fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Does that neet AT&T's
concerns?

MR, FI NNEGAN: Yes, thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, with that change, is
there agreenent on Section 12.2.3.17

MS. BALVIN: | did have one other change to
Section 12.2.3.2, and the statenent according to ny copy
di d read:

Qnest shall notify CLEC regarding system

down tine through mass E-nmail

di stribution and pop-up w ndows in the

I VA GUI.

And | would just like to add in that
sent ence:

Qwest shall notify CLECin a tinely

manner regardi ng system down tinme, et
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cetera, et cetera

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  Qwest is fine with that
change.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, is there any comment
from AT&T about that change; it's acceptable?

MR. FINNEGAN: That's acceptabl e.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Wth those changes to 12.2. 3,
are there any additional nodifications that need to be
made to the | anguage in Section 12.2, or have we cl osed
all the language in that section?

Ms. Friesen.

MS. FRIESEN. It's AT&T' s position that
everyt hing has been closed. Nothing further is needed.

MS. STRAIN:. Ms. Friesen, | can't hear you
fromthree people down. |[|f you could --

MS. FRIESEN. It's our position that it's
cl osed.

Can you hear nme now?

MS. STRAIN.  Yeah.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, let's be off the record
for a nonent.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: \While we were off the record,
the parties agreed to another change to Section 12.2.3.1
to read as foll ows.



Qnest shall make its OSS interfaces

avail able to CLECs during the hours

listed in the gateway availability PIDs

in Section 20.

And | understand fromthe parties that all of
the issues listed on the OSS issues |list can be closed,
but that WorldCom has some additi onal comments or
changes that it wi shes to propose.

Ms. Bal vi n.

MS. BALVIN. Yes, | do.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, please go ahead.

MS. BALVIN. Okay. | have to look it up
again, in Section 12.2.9.1, the title is CLEC
responsi bilities for ongoing support for OSS interfaces.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And are you | ooki ng at
Exhi bit 755, or are you |ooking at your testinony?

MS. BALVIN: |I'm |l ooking at ny origina
testi nony.

MR, CRAIN:. It would be in the --

MS. HOPFENBECK: It is in Exhibit 788.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Right, I'mjust wondering
whi ch one | should | ook at.

MS. BALVIN: Ckay, that's the original, okay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, please go ahead.

MS. BALVIN: The change | would |ike to nake
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woul d read

If using the GU interface, Quest

provi des training mechanisms for CLEC to

pursue in educating their interna

per sonnel

Taki ng out the rest of the sentence and
addi ng a second sentence that says:

Qwest training mediuns (courses and

docunmentation) will be sufficient to

provi de CLEC the ability to support

| ocal orders.

Now | understand that AT&T and Qwmest had
negoti ated different | anguage for this, and | wasn't
privy to that conversation because it was in the seven
state workshop, so

MR. CRAIN: Yeah, | believe that the reason
we didn't nmake the change as you had there is because we
had made some in a different section which addresses
Qnest's responsibilities, because that's really what
you' re tal king about here.

MS. HOPFENBECK: Were they nade to 12. 2. 8,
Andy, which was -- well, actually, that was del et ed,
excuse ne, the title was del eted.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off the record for a
nonent .
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(Recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: While we were off the record,
the parties were hashing out a few nore | anguage
changes, and, M. Crain, would you be able to wal k us
t hrough t hose changes.

MR, CRAIN. Sure, the first change is in
Section 12.2.8. 3.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And is this on your Exhibit
7557

MR. CRAIN: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: O Ms. Notarianni's.

MR. CRAIN. In the second line of that
par agr aph, which is actually the end of the first
sentence, we would delete the words, the new rel ease
and add the words, functional enhancenment not previously
certified. So the sentence would read:

Recertification is the process by which

CLECs denpbnstrate the ability to

generate correct transactions for

functi onal enhancenents not previously

certified.

JUDGE RENDAHL: For functional enhancenents
not previously certified?

MR, CRAIN:. Yep.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.
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1 MR. CRAIN:. Then we woul d add a new Section

2 12.2.8.4.

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: Where it says reserve for

4 future use?

5 MR. CRAIN.  Yes.

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

7 MR. CRAIN. We will now use it. W would add

8 a paragraph that woul d say:

9 Qwest shall provide training mechani snms
10 for CLEC to pursue in educating its
11 i nternal personnel. Qwest shall provide
12 trai ni ng nmechani sns necessary for CLEC
13 to use Quest's OSS interfaces and to
14 under st and Qwest's docunentation
15 i ncl udi ng Qwest's business rul es.

16 MS. HOPFENBECK: Friendly amendnent.

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Before we anend, second

18 sentence, Qwest shall provide training nmechani sns

19 necessary for Qnest to?

20 MR. CRAIN: For CLEC to.

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: For CLEC to

22 MR, CRAIN. Use Quest's OSS interfaces and to
23 understand Qwest's docunentation, including Quwest's

24 business rul es.

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, thank you.
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Friendly amendment .

MS. HOPFENBECK: | don't think we need to say
Qnest shall provide twice. | think the first sentence
says Qwest shall provide training mechani sns, doesn't
it?

MR. CRAIN:.  Yes.

MS. HOPFENBECK: Okay, and then the second
sentence shoul d read, Qwest training nechanisns.

M5. FRIESEN: Qwest training mechani sms?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Qwest not --

MR. CRAIN: | understand your wanting to
avoi d redundancy, but | think it would be just the
easiest way to deal with it now

MS. HOPFENBECK: Ckay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, go ahead.

MR CRAIN. Sorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: All right, I've got that, so
12.2.8. 4.

MR. CRAIN: Yes, the next change is on
Section 12.2.9. 1.

JUDGE RENDAHL: 12.2.9.17

MR. CRAIN.  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: VWhich is in Exhibit 788?

MR. CRAIN:  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.
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1 MR. CRAIN. In the first line of that

2 section, we would delete the words, nust work with

3 Qwest, and insert the words, will take reasonable

4 efforts. So the sentence would read:

5 If using GQUI, the GU interface, CLEC

6 wi |l take reasonable efforts to train

7 CLEC personnel on the GUI functions that
8 CLEC wi || be using.

9 And then we woul d delete the second and third
10 sentences of that paragraph

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

12 MR, CRAIN:. The next change is on Section
13 12.2.9.3.1.

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: And this is on your new
15 exhibit?

16 MR CRAIN: Yes.

17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

18 MR. CRAIN. In the second or the third to

19 last line of that, we would delete the words,

20 certification testing, and insert the words, controlled
21 production, both capitalized.

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

23 MR. CRAIN. The next change is to Section

24 12.2.9.6.

25 MR. FINNEGAN: Andy, can | interrupt, there
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1 was in that section we just want one additional thing.
2 MR. CRAIN: Okay.

3 MR. FINNEGAN:. 1In the second line, actually
4 1'mlooking at a different exhibit, but in the phrase
5 that starts environnent, if CLEC has inplenented

6 environment changes, it should read if CLEC or Quest.
7 MR, CRAIN. Yes, okay.

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: \Which Section?

9 MR. FI NNEGAN: 12.2.9.3.1.

10 M5. BALVIN:. Can you repeat that, John, |I'm
11 sorry?

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: | f CLEC has i npl enented
13 environnent changes, so what's the nodification?

14 MR. FINNEGAN:. |f CLEC or Qwest has

15 inplenented environnment changes.

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: And that's acceptable to
17 Qwest?

18 MS. NOTARI ANNI: Yes, it's acceptable to
19 Qwnest.

20 JUDGE RENDAHL: And Wér | dConf

21 MS. BALVIN.  Yes.

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

23 MR. CRAIN. Now we are on to 12.2.9.6. At

24 the end of the second |line, we would delete the word the
25 and insert the word a, so it would say in migration to a
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new EDI release. After the first sentence --

JUDGE RENDAHL: A new EDI release? Onh, |
see, okay.

MR. CRAIN: After the first sentence after
the word rel ease, period, we would add a new sentence
that would state, CLEC may not need to certify to every
new EDI rel ease, however, and then it would go on, so it
woul d be a new phrase at the start of the second
sent ence.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And then do you want
to change in the | ast sentence where it says, mgrating
to the new rel ease, does that need to be also a new
rel ease?

MR, CRAIN. That could stay the new rel ease.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR, CRAIN. Moving on to Section
12.2.9.6.1.1, we would insert the words at the start of
t hat paragraph, stand alone and/or, so it would be stand
al one and/or interoperability testing, and stand and
al one shoul d be capitalized.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And does interoperability
need to remain capitalized?

MR. CRAIN: Yes, it does.

And those were the changes. That was the
grand total of the changes | had. Did | mss anything?
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MS. BALVIN:  WorldCom just wanted to talk
about one section that we believe is probably going to
be deferred to the cost docket.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. BALVIN: But it's Section 12.2.5.2.2, and
Qnest states --

JUDGE RENDAHL: It's a charge for daily usage
record file?

MS. BALVIN: Is contained in Exhibit A of the
agreement. Just as far as an OSS functionality, since
Qnest is already providing functions and supporting
functions for all of the necessary |ocal ordering
practices of a CLEC, we don't believe that charges
shoul d be assessed for DUF records. Qwest doesn't have
to do anything in addition to providing those files
other than sending a file to the CLEC. So we feel I|ike
it should be incurred in the wholesale rate that's
provided. And again, we believe this is probably going
to come up in the cost docket, but Qmest did nake this
part of the OSS section, so | wanted to nention our
concern there.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Hopfenbeck, when Worl dCom
says that this is likely to come up in the cost docket,
| understand the cost docket is closed. Are you
referring to the sort of miscellaneous issues cost



05310

docket petition?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, well, there are --
there still remain to be reviewed by this Conm ssion a
nunber of miscellaneous itens. | nean during the |ast
week, we have come up with packet switching charges,
various things. Anong the charges that have not yet
been addressed by this Comm ssion but that are reflected
in Exhibit A are the proposed charges for the daily
usage fee, and then category 11 is another type of
charge which Worl dCom al so advocates shoul d not exi st
for different reasons than we opposed the DUF charges,
but category 11 is also nmentioned in this Section 12 of
the SGAT. But those, you know, | think Ms. Anderl is
putting together kind of a prelimnary list of issues
that are outstanding for potentially a Phase C, should
t he Comnmi ssion decide to open a Phase C, and this would
fit there.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so you have
conmuni cated this to Ms. Anderl|?

MS. HOPFENBECK: | have.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, thank you.

Is there anything further for OSS issues?

M . Fi nnegan.

MR. FINNEGAN: This is John Finnegan. There
was one issue in 12.2.5.2.5 | believe Qwest was going to



05311

add as a take back, and that's whether there would be a
need for |ocal nunber portability as an additiona
product in that |ist of products for which conpletion
reports woul d be provided.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And which section is this

agai n?

MR. FI NNEGAN: 12.2.5.2.5.

MS. BALVIN: I'mthinking it should be .4 as
well, loss and conpl etion

MR. FI NNEGAN: Actually, there would not be a
| oss for |local nunber portability. It would only be

potentially an issue for conpletion of work.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Balvin, can you nove the
m crophone closer to you so that we can capture your
comments, thank you.

MS. BALVIN: ['msorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Does Qaest have a response to
t hat suggestion or a comrent?

M5. NOTARIANNI: | have already put a call in
to our folks to find out whether, in fact, we provide
the conpletion notice on this particular report for LNP
and | just don't have an answer back yet.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS5. NOTARIANNI: So if | do have that answer
by the end of this session, | will go ahead and bring it
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forward. If not, I will have it to you.
JUDGE RENDAHL: We will defer it then, we
will defer that issue. So do we need to create an issue

on the issues log to carry this over to make this OSS
i ssue 23?

MR, FINNEGAN: Well, actually, we could nake
it a newissue. It was an old issue, OSS 13.

JUDGE RENDAHL: \Where it states, parties ask
for inclusion of UNE-P and LNP?

MR. FI NNEGAN:  Yeabh.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so we should reopen
then 13 pending the foll owup workshop?

MR. FI NNEGAN: That woul d be fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, we will do that unless
we can resolve it by the end of the day today.

Okay, is there anything el se on GSS that
needs to be addressed in this workshop?

Hearing nothing, let's be off the record for
a noment.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: We are now di scussing the
CICWP issues, and, M. Crain, I'mgoing to ask you to
repeat what you had started off the record.

MR, CRAIN:  Sure.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Start up again on Cl CVP.
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MR. CRAIN: When we first received the CLECs'
testi mony on our change management process in other
jurisdictions, we went through it and tried to work out
whi ch issues we could agree to and which issues we
needed further discussion or possibly could go to
i mpasse. And what we realized were that although we're
willing to inplement nost of the changes the CLECs have
suggested, we could not agree to those changes here in
t he workshops, that actually those changes need to be
i npl emented and agreed to in the change nmanagenent
process itself where all of the CLECs participating in
change managenent coul d have input and the agreenents
woul d be reached through that process.

We are going through a process of negotiating
t hose changes, and we have a full day neeting, for
exanple, tonmorrow with the CLECs in the change
management process to work on those issues. That
process is underway, but it should -- it will npst
likely take at |east several nore weeks to conplete.

The way this issue was handled in the seven
states was that we have committed to file when that
process is done the revised docunents governing the
CICWP process. W anticipate that we're going to be
able to work out these issues through that process, but
we woul d accept a process where CLECs or anybody who
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wi shed to could coment on those docunents. And in
their coments, if they -- if those parties want to
suggest further proceedings at that point, we can

di scuss that issue at that point intime. And we would
suggest that that process be foll owed here as well

JUDGE RENDAHL: Conments on M. Crane's
summary and suggestions?

M. Zul evic.

MR. ZULEVIC:. Yes, | do have sone coments
that I would like to make concerning the Cl CMP process
and maybe a lit bit of history to kind of put the thing
into context. The problemwi th the CICMP or the fact
that the ClCVMP was an issue cane about or was identified
early on in sone of the workshops, and the nmmin issue
that brought this to light had to do with the fact that
there were a nunber of publications, primarily tech pubs
and ot her types of publications, that Qwmest had
unil ateral control over that were not necessarily in
agreement with a |lot of the new SGAT | anguage and
actual ly inposed additional ternms and conditions upon
t he CLECs.

And so it was agreed at the tinme that Qnest
woul d run these documents through the Cl CMP process and
make sure that the CLECs had an opportunity to review
those to make sure that they were consistent with their
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under st andi ng of the SGAT as well as their own

i nterconnection agreenents. And that's where the 45 day
tinmeline cane into play and their agreenment to run those
through within 45 days of the conpletion of the

wor kshop. And | do understand that Qmest has been

wor ki ng toward that end but still hasn't been able to
get those through the Cl CMP process.

But as a part of that, the question cane up,
what really is the Cl CVMP process, and what does it do,
and what involvenent do CLECs have in that process, and
how rmuch control do they have over the outcone of things
that go through that review process. And so in |ooking
at that, it was determned that there was not nearly
enough known about it. A lot of CLECs have had very
little, if any, involvenent in the overall process. So
we al so found that there were a nunber of changes,
rather significant changes, to terns and conditions that
were being processed through the ClICMP process, which we
-- a nunber of CLECs had not had a reasonable
opportunity to review before they were inplenmented. So
it seenmed to be kind of a one sided type process.

And so therefore we insisted that this becone
sonmet hi ng that canme under review of the 271, and Quwest
suggested that it be put into the general terns and
conditions, and we all agreed that that m ght be the
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appropriate place for it. And it's just been | guess
about a nonth ago that really the decision was made by
Qnest to seek input fromthe CLECs as to what changes
need to be made to the process in order to make it a
nore efficient way of comuni cating change requirenents
within the industry. And Covad provided some witten
comments to Qeest on this issue as to what changes need
to be made. | believe WrldComdid and a coupl e of
other carriers as well. And | would like to submt
those comrents, put themon the record here too as part
of the CICWP 271 in the state of Washington. So it's a
real --

JUDGE RENDAHL: In addition to your --

MR. ZULEVIC. It's a real issue that needs to
be dealt with, and | think it's a significant 271 issue.

We currently are still experiencing sone
problenms with the CI CMP whereby changes were nade
wi t hout us havi ng adequate input that are actually
causing us to incur held orders. LSRs are being
rej ected because of a change that was nmade to an OSS
system by Qwnest, and we received |late notification, and
so we're still as of yesterday having orders rejected.
Now these are the kinds of things that we can't
tolerate, you know, that have to be corrected.

And | do feel like the issue is receiving
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quite a lot of visibility now and that a | ot of people
are putting a lot of effort into making changes to this
process to make sure that it eventually becones
sonmething that is workable. But | want to make sure
that it stays under the scrutiny of this Conm ssion
just as the Col orado Conm ssion has chosen to keep
visibility of this CICMP process as part of the 271
JUDGE RENDAHL: So, M. Zulevic, would you
agree then with what M. Crain said that allow ng these
di scussions to occur in the ClICVMP process but then to
bring it back before the Conmi ssions for their review?
MR, ZULEVIC. |In many respects, | agree. It
woul dn't be practical to try to, for instance, have a
wor kshop as part of the 271 going on in parallel with
what's happening in the CICWP process. And for one
thing, there are sone different CLECs involved in both
cases. There needs to be a way though of meking sure
that it all cones together and in a timely fashion, so.
JUDGE RENDAHL: | guess |I'mwondering if this
i s, because we have tal ked about having a di scussion
about future process during the foll ow up workshop as

part of the prehearing conference, is that -- it seens
to me that's an issue that could be brought up at that
point. |Is that sonething you're willing to defer to

di scuss at that point?



Ms. Bal vi n.

M5. BALVIN. Can | ask when that schedule is?

JUDGE RENDAHL: The foll owup workshop has
been schedul ed for July 31 through August 3rd, and there
is not a set date for a prehearing conference during
that time, but we're anticipating that there will be
sonme prehearing conference or sonme form of scheduling
conference to discuss future process here in the state
of Washi ngt on.

MS. BALVIN: | was going to bring up a
concern for that, because WrldComis fully involved in
the sessions that Qvest is wanting to create to devel op
the new redesi gned Cl CVMP process, and they have actually
schedul ed what | believe is an unreasonabl e schedul e and
expectation given Qwvest 271 workshop requirements in the
next couple of nonths. But they have binonthly
sessions, two day sessions, schedul ed through Septenber.
So they're not thinking that this is going to be a
short-termfix, that there's going to be a I ot of
negoti ati ons.

There were a nunber of CLECs that are
whol eheartedly involved in the process, but it's just
not going to be an easy process. W have taken a | ook
at sone of the other ILECs and the negotiations that
have gone on there for nonths and nonths and still are
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trying to work out the details. Hopefully it won't take
that | ong because we will have sonme of their expertise
or experience to bring light to the table. But | think
it truly depends on Qunest's ability to sort of hear the
needs of the CLECs and to accommpdate the needs of the
CLEGCs.

Wor 1 dCom has been actively involved in
actually CICVMP prior to CICMP' s inception in 1999, we
were pursuing Qnest to inplenment a change nmanagenent
process probably a year before that. And so we are
truly wanting to nake sure that the OSS is -- give us
the capability of processing |ocal orders fromend to
end and support our custoners with statuses. And the
one statenent | made in our conments regarding the fact
that CLECs have had input into the OSSs now and have
only nmade up 24% of the changes that have gone in place,
I think part of that is due to the requirenents that
Qwest has been forced to inplenent via regul atory
mandat es.

But if you |l ook at the past ClCMP, they went
fromtwo rel eases a year and they' re now at four
rel eases a year because of the anpbunt of changes that
are being required against their OSSs. So there's a |ot
happeni ng, there's a I ot of changes that need to be
made, and system changes don't happen overni ght, so
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would like to reiterate what M ke said about the
regul atory oversight.

| think it's critical. | think we want to
make sure that you guys are engaged, because nmy thoughts
about CICWVWP prior to the 271 workshops was that it
wasn't working, that Qwmest was basically dictating what
was goi ng to happen, you know, what changes were going
to be made, and CLECs were -- | don't knowif it's that
they didn't know or felt the need or didn't have the
resources, but | didn't think that they felt conpelled
to fight Qrmest because Qwest was presenting things as if
this is their process and you need to sort of
accommodate it, and that's the whole reason that we want
these changes to be seen by Qwest is to sort of
col | aboratively make that decision, not have it
di ct at ed.

But my original point to your point was that
I don't think the schedule permts bringing it back
because we won't be far enough along in changing the
process by the end of this nonth.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think that the discussion
is not to conclude CICVMP by the end of the nonth during
the foll ow-up workshop, but to discuss what needs to
happen to finish the 271 revi ew process here in the
state of Washington and what timng that involves and
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what future processes we should have, not attenpting to
resolve it by the end of the nmonth, if that clarifies.

Ms. Hopfenbeck, did you have sonething
further?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, | just wanted to add
that | mean | think it's WorldCom's view, | think it's
appropriate to address in the prehearing conference the
question of how this Conmmission will review Cl CMP and
review the results of the CICWP forumthat's going on
now. | want to go on record in expressing WrldCon s
view that the way that process fits within the whole 271
review process, we see that as being a critical el enent
in evaluating the question of whether these markets are
likely to remain open once Qnest is granted entry into
the long distance narket in-region. And so without this
Commi ssion's sort of review of that and agreenent that
t hat process, you know, allows -- gives CLECs a neans of
interacting with Qwest about their needs of how they're
going to get their orders processed and stuff, we think
that that public interest aspect isn't satisfied.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So would Worl dCom be willing
to discuss it as a part of this prehearing conference?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, | think it does bel ong
t here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, that's what |I'mtrying
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to gat her.

MS. HOPFENBECK: But | do want to just add
one thing. This norning I nmentioned we have an exhibit
to introduce into the record. | wasn't able to get that
copied over lunch, and | don't think it's really
necessary to have right now, so |I'm asking everyone if
they have any objection to us filing that -- these are
our CICWP coments on the forumthat is going on. This
is the sane ones that M. Zulevic has eluded to, they
were filed July 6 or in the early July time frame after
our testinmony was due in this proceeding. W would just
li ke to have those be a part of this record here, and
woul d propose to file hard copies, original and 19 with
the Commi ssion, and to E-mail copies to the parties and
serve hard copi es between now and the foll ow up
wor kshop.

JUDGE RENDAHL: As a late filed exhibit?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is there any objection?

MR. CRAIN. We do not object to that. The
only thing I was scranbling for was to see if -- | know
| have one.

MS. HOPFENBECK: |'m sure you do. We filed
themin the other state proceedings.

MR, CRAIN. | was wondering if | could just
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have them copied right nowif you want to --
HOPFENBECK: |'m al ways hesitant to --

. CRAIN. \Whatever they send | carry with
nme everywhere

25

MS. HOPFENBECK: Great.

MR, ROUTHE: Andy.

MR. CRAIN: Yes, Mark.

MR, ROUTHE: |'ve got those comrents in front
of me. If you ve got an E-nmil address, | can E-nmi

themto you right now.

MR. CRAIN: No, I|I've got hard copies, we've
got that handl ed, but thanks.

And Qrvest is willing to discuss this issue in
the upcom ng foll owup workshop. The only thing I would
also add is that this issue is being fully eval uated
al so during the OSS test. There's actually a separate
test in the ROC test specifically dedicated to change
managenent .

MR, ZULEVIC: |I'msorry, would it be al
right if Covad provides a hard copy and late files that?
Apparently Andy doesn't have a copy of ours.

MR, CRAIN. Yeah, we have no objection to
t hat .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, let's be off the record
for a nonent.



(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Friesen, you have sone
addi ti onal comments on the Cl CMP process?

MS. FRIESEN. | do, thank you, Your Honor.

To denonstrate to this Conmission and to the
FCC that Qmest is in conpliance with its Section 271
obligations, it nmust show with evidence that it is and
has fully inplenented the checklist itenms. It's not a
prom se of future performance. It is they have
i mpl enented today the checklist items.

The problem and the dil emma we encounter with
the CI CMP process, and AT&T would certainly echo what
you have heard from Covad and WorldCom it's
denpnstrated in evidence in AT&T's Exhibit 851, which is
the data requests, the responses from Qeaest that deal
with the CICWP process. |If you review that, you wll
see that currently the CICMP process doesn't work. And
so we are delighted that Qvest is willing to change the
CI CVMP process and work on it, but the problemis it
creates a dilemma for the 271 application, because
neither this Conmm ssion nor the FCC can judge whether or
not CICMP really works unless and until it gets a full
and conplete CICMP that's actually been inpl enented.

So the problemthat we face is that we have
ki nd of an unknown schedule. W have a process that's
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been taken off line to a group of carriers, and AT&T is
one that's participating, but to a group of carriers
that may not be consistent fromtime to time in the
neetings and in the agreements. And so | guess we wait
with baited breath until they bring it back to the 271
wor kshop process wherein it can actually be | ooked at.
But what will conme back, | think, is nmerely the prom se
of a process and not sonething that's actually been

i mpl emented, so we've got a problemthere.

We al so have a problemwi th the ROC testing,
and while M. Crain points out that ROC will be testing
the CI CMP process, the question | have for this
Conmi ssion and the ROC process is what ClCMP process are
they testing? Are they testing the old one? And if
they are, it should fail. Are they testing the new as
yet to be inplenented? That would be inpossible. So
t hi nk ROC should hold in abeyance any testing on the
CICWP process until it gets the ClCMP process that Qnest
intends to submit with its 271 application to the FCC.
And it's nmy understanding that Qwvest is not going to go
forward to the FCC with the current Cl CMP process.

So | think that's the dilemm that we face.
And certainly we can take up in the prehearing
conference what that means procedurally from our
perspective, but unless and until we get a Cl CMP process
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that conmplies with the requirenments of the FCC and that
Qnest has inplenented, | don't think the investigation
can go forward, and I don't think that the application
for 271 can be deened to be in conpliance. Those are
AT&T' s comment s.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

Ms. Strain, you had a question?

MS. STRAIN: Yeah, Ms. Balvin, just sone
clarification. When you nmentioned the neetings that
Qwest had schedul ed for two days, was it two days
every --

MS. BALVIN. Every other week.

MS. STRAIN: Two days every other week, okay.

MS. BALVIN: Biweekly, binonthly, yes.

MS. STRAIN: Thank you. | get nmy bi's and ny
sem 's mxed up.
MS. BALVIN: | know, | should say twice a

mont h, that's what Tom Di xon told ne, what do you nean
by that. But they're actually trying to do it
concurrently with the CICMP nonthly forums that exist
today. So in actuality, it would be three days one of
the weeks and then two the next. And | know | as a
resource had have had to ask one of ny co-workers to
take on the CICMP so that | can hopefully nmeet the

requi renents of the redesign sessions, but the workshops
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m ght interfere with that as well

So what we have asked is that Qwest document
everything and that neeting mnutes be provided to al
of the CLECs so that if there is comments and foll ow ups
for folks that couldn't make it that they would have
that avail able and an opportunity to provide comments,
and they are going to do that, so.

MS. STRAIN:  Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Crain, did you have any
rebuttal ?

MR, CRAIN. | think we will save themfor two
weeks from now.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, we did while we were
off the record, we had narked as 855 Worl dConml s coments
on the Cl CMP process.

Are there any objections to admitting those
at this tine?

M5. FRIESEN: No objections from AT&T.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, hearing nothing, they
will be admitted.

We al so marked as 877 Covad's comrents on the
CI CWMP process, but they are not available in hard copy
yet, so they will be late filed. And once they're
filed, they will be admtted. And for that purpose,

M. Zulevic, you can use the limted filing requirenents
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of an original and five on that.

MR. ZULEVI C. Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, we al so marked as
Exhi bit 757 some URL references, and, M. Crain, would
you explain to us what those are.

MR, CRAIN. Yes, a question arose in the OSS
i ssues relating to Section 12.2.1.4.2.1 where we
committed to provide the same hours processing of orders
as we -- or provisioning of orders as we provide for our
retail customers. AT&T asked for any references on the
Web site to the out of hours provisioning. | have
provi ded three, those three Wb site addresses on this
docunent, and we will follow up with hard copies of
actual printed pages.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And those will suppl enent
this exhibit?

MR, CRAIN. Yes, they will.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, so why don't we wait
until we receive those suppl ements, and once the
suppl enents are received, we will admt the exhibit. |Is
t hat acceptabl e?

MR. CRAIN: Yes, it is.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, is there anything
further that we need to address on the record here
t oday?



MS. ANDERL: Your Honor.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Anderl.

MS. ANDERL: Was there sonet hing about Bench
Request Response 327

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, | had received it
through E-mail, but | have not been able to print out
the PDF format of the Bench Request itself.

M5. ANDERL: Oh.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So | don't have a copy to
admit into the record, and maybe that's sonmething we can
take up in the foll owup once we have received that
Bench Request response as well as others that were nmade
during the workshop. |Is that acceptabl e?

MS. ANDERL: That's fine with us. W are
sending a hard copy. The electronic was just for speed
and conveni ence, and apparently it didn't work that way.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, for some reason, the
Adobe wasn't working on ny nmachine.

Okay, before we go off the record, just so
all of you are aware of the status of various issues,
the Comm ssion's order on participation in the
nultistate process is in process, and we hope to have it
out as soon as possible. It likely will not be today.

And | will circulate an updated exhibit |ist
before the foll owup workshop so that everything that we
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have admitted or deferred or handled in sone way will be
refl ected on an updated exhibit list for all of you.

Ms. Hopf enbeck.

MS. HOPFENBECK: | just had two things |
wanted to bring up on the record before we --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

And | can't think of anything el se
outstanding at this point.

Ms. Strain.

M5. STRAIN:. The issues | ogs.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And Ms. Strain will try to
update the issues | ogs before the foll ow up workshop as
wel | .

M5. STRAIN. | will E-mail those to
everybody. And if your nane isn't on the list that gets
E-mail fromnme and you want to be, then let ne know
before we cl ose today.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Anderl.

MS. ANDERL: | was just going to ask whether
we had a start time for the followup, if | had just
m ssed that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Not yet, but there will be a
notice of hearing that will be circulated and served as
soon as we can get it together.

Ms. Hopf enbeck.
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MS. HOPFENBECK: On the start tinme, | thought
we were at least the first day we were always starting
at 10:00, so I'mhoping that that's the case for the
31st, just that first day.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |'m not sure, but we will
take your request under consideration.
MS. HOPFENBECK: Well, | will be late if we

start earlier, but that's okay, just so you know that.
But I had two things to raise. One was an
i ssue that we have raised before with Qvest, but it's
I["ve got a little bit nore current information on it,
and | just want to, this is sort of an FYI and to prod
Quest a little bit on this. W have tal ked about the
difficulty getting notices out on changes conforn ng
| anguage that's been nade to products and tech pubs

based on agreenents in the SGAT. | actually received
begi nni ng | ast week through the account teans a nunber
of notices about change products that reflect -- that

state in the notification that these changes are being
made in response to the SGAT, and those should be going
out to the service lists, and they're not yet. So

just raised that because they have started goi ng out,
but they -- and it's just not possible to track themin
the -- when they go to the account teans, because
there's so -- they're nmixed with so nmany ot her changes.
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1 MR. CRAIN. And we do understand that, and

2 think as Chris Viveros addressed | ast week, we are going
3 back to make sure that we resend out to the service |ist
4 anything that has already been sent out, and on a going

5 forward basis, they will be sent out to the service |ist
6 as well.

7 M5. HOPFENBECK: Great.

8 Then the other request | had was that we nade
9 a lot of changes to the SGAT that were agreed upon

10 changes, and | was wondering whether Qaest woul d be

11 willing to E-nmail an updated SGAT before the foll ow up
12 so that we can confirmthat all of those changes have
13 been made, and would that be okay too?

14 MR, CRAIN. Yes, Joanne says yes, so | can

15 say yes.

16 MS. HOPFENBECK: Thank you, those are ny

17 issues.

18 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay, well, | think we have
19 again made substantial progress. | conmmend all of you

20 for your effort, and we will see all of you back here
21 for the follow up workshop on July 31st.
22 (Hearing adjourned at 3:15 p.m)






