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JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record.
We're here this norning starting the second day of
our followup workshop in the fourth workshop here in
Washi ngton before the Washington Utilities and
Transportati on Commi ssion in Dockets UT-003022 and
UT- 003040.

We have on the bridge line an attorney from
Qnest, M. Munn, and an attorney from AT&T, M.
Sekich, and Qnest's witness, Ms. LaFave. There are
al so a nunber of people here in the room And I'm
going to just ask briefly if the attorneys would
identify thenselves for the record and then, also,
then we'll go to the bridge line and take
appearances, swear in Ms. LaFave, and then we will go
t hrough any questions for Ms. LaFave. Starting with
AT&T, Ms. Kil gore.

MS. KILGORE: Yes, Sarah Kilgore, for AT&T.
You want my witnesses?

JUDGE RENDAHL: No.

MS. KILGORE: Okay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck. We're just
taki ng appearances. State your nane and who you
represent.

MS. DOBERNECK: Megan Doberneck, Covad
Conmuni cati ons.



VEI GLER:  Steven Weigler, AT&T.
YOUNG: Barb Young, Sprint.
HOPFENBECK: Ann Hopf enbeck, Worl dCom
STEWART: Karen Stewart, Qwest.
. ORREL: Barry Orel, Qnest.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. And on
the bridge line, M. Mnn.

MR, MUNN:  John Munn, Qnest.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you speak directly into
t he nout hpi ece of the phone? | think if you' re on
speaker, it's not com ng through very clearly.

MR, MUNN:.  We could probably use a better

2PPHD

phone. |If we want to just drop and call back in on a
better phone, | think we could do that in one mnute.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Why don't we do that. Y/ g
Sekich, are you still there?
MR. SEKICH: Yes, I'mstill here. This is

Dom ni ck Sekich, for AT&T.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Are you there,
M. Minn? Let's be off the record for a nonment.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the

record. W went off the record just to -- we weren't
sure if we were going to get you back
MR. MUNN: | can understand that concern.



JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Ms. LaFave.

MS. LaFAVE: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Would you pl ease state your
full name for the record?

MS. LaFAVE: Mary Ferguson LaFave.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And spell your |ast nane.

MS. LaFAVE: L-a-F-a-v, as in Victor, -e.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Would you
pl ease rai se your right hand?

MS. LaFAVE: Yep.
Wher eupon,

MARY F. LaFAVE,

havi ng been first duly sworn, was called as a w tness
herein and testified as foll ows:

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Okay. And M.
Munn, I'msorry, | didn't take your appearance.

MR, MUNN:  John Munn, on behal f of Quest.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. How do you wi sh
to proceed? | guess we need to admit Ms. LaFave's
testinony. 1Is there any objections to admtting the
testi nony marked as Exhibit 1022, the rebutta
testimony of Ms. LaFave? Hearing no objection, it
will be admitted.

Does Ms. LaFave have any presentation, or
is this just making Ms. LaFave avail able for
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guestions by AT&T?

MR, MUNN:  Judge, we would just propose to
meke Ms. LaFave avail able for any cross-exam nation
guestions at this tine. The testinony is fairly
brief, and I don't think a summary woul d be necessary
here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. M. Sekich, do you
have any questions for Ms. LaFave?

MR. SEKICH: Yes, | do. They'll be fairly
brief, perhaps five to 10 m nutes, but | appreciate
t he opportunity.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Pl ease go ahead.

MR, SEKICH: Ms. LaFave, are you presently
enpl oyed as an attorney for Qwest?

MS. LaFAVE: No, |'m not

MR, SEKI CH: Thank you. First question.
"Il be using the acronynms, | guess, used in your
testimony, QClI, referring to | think Qnest
Conmuni cati ons I nternational ?

M5. LaFAVE: The parent conpany, Yyes.

MR SEKICH. QC, referring to Quest
Cor poration, Qwest Corp.?

MS. LaFAVE: Uh- huh.

MR, SEKICH. And QCC, which | believe is
Qwest Communi cati ons Corporation?



MS. LaFAVE: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Sekich, can you speak
up a bit for the court reporter?

MR, SEKICH: Absolutely. |Is this better?

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's nmuch better. Thank
you.

MR, SEKICH: QC, as | understand from your
testinmony, is the entity that was at one tine US West
Conmuni cations; is that correct?

MS. LaFAVE: Correct.

MR. SEKICH: Question. QClI, as you
mentioned, is the parent entity of Qwmest. Does QC
own or control any |ocal exchange conpany, other than
Q?

MS. LaFAVE: No.

MR, SEKICH: Did QCIl at any tine own or
control any |ocal exchange conpany?

MS. LaFAVE: Not to the best of ny
know edge, no.

MR. SEKICH: Could there have been a
conpetitive |ocal exchange conpany that QCl, or old
Qwest, owned or controlled?

MS. LaFAVE: | -- | don't know | don't --
| don't believe so, no.

MR, SEKICH: Ckay. And | guess maybe the
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final question. Are there any facilities of QCl or
QCC that are available for use by QC?

MS. LaFAVE: Not as far as |'m aware, no.

MR, SEKICH: If QClI owned an office
buil ding, for exanple, would those facilities be nade
avail abl e to, say, co-house or include or provide
space to QC?

MR. MUNN: Dom are you asking if that is
occurring today or are you asking a hypothetical ?

MR, SEKICH: Well, actually, that's a good
point, M. Minn. Wiy don't we ask today. |s there
any facility owned by -- not owned by QC, but owned
by QCI or an affiliate of QCl that is presently in
use by QC?

MS. LaFAVE: | honestly don't know with
respect to any real estate structure, but to the
extent it would all be handl ed and accounted for
under the affiliate accounting rules.

MR. SEKICH: And that's the end of ny
guesti ons.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Do you have
anyt hing, M. Mnn?

MR, MUNN:  No, Judge. Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. |s there anything
fromany party around the table, any questions by any
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party for Ms. LaFave? GOkay. Hearing nothing, thank
you very nmuch for being patient with us, Ms. LaFave,
M. Minn, and M. Sekich, in getting our technica
difficulties resolved and starting |later than we
intended. So you're free to go if you'd like.

MR, SEKICH: Thank you. This is Dom nick
Sekich. 1'Il be dropping fromthe bridge.

MR. MUNN: Ms. LaFave and | will also be
dr oppi ng.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Thank you very mnuch.
Let's be off the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record.
While we were off the record, Qaest has circulated a
definition of packet switch, which, as | understand,
will resolve the issues in Washington Packet Switch
| ssue Five; is that correct?

MS. STEWART: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And is this SGAT
| anguage, does this go to a particul ar SGAT section?

MS. STEWART: Yes, it is SGAT |anguage. It
will go in the definitions section of the SGAT.
Currently that section is nunbered, but ny
understanding is they're in the process of converting
that SGAT section to an al phabetical |ist without



05513

1 individual nunbers, so this will enter into the

2 appropriate place al phabetically in that definition
3 list.

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And this is within
5 Section Four of the definitions?

6 MS. STEWART: That is correct.

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So this would be an
8 exhibit to your testinony, | suppose?

9 MS. STEWART: Yes, it would.

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: We will nmake this Exhibit
11 1166.

12 MS. STEWART: 1166 or 107

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: 1166. | nmde a m stake

14 yesterday. The SGAT Section 9.7.5.2.2 should be

15 1165. Does that nake nore sense?

16 MS. STEWART: Yes, it would. Thank you.
17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And so this is

18 agreed upon |l anguage. Now PS-5 is no |onger at

19 inpasse?
20 MS. HOPFENBECK: That's correct. Just to
21 spell out what the -- there was a conprom se here,
22 and WorldCom has withdrawn its request to have both a
23 definition of packet switch and packet sw tching and
24 has agreed that our concerns would be satisfied by
25 sinply adding this particular definition of packet
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switch, which is identical to the definition that was
proposed by M. Schneider in his Exhibit MSW3 that
was admitted as -- | don't have the exhibit |ist
handy. M friend here --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Hold on a second.

Schnei der, Ms-3, MAG-3?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, MAB-3, which is
Exhibit 862. |It's identical to that, with the
exception of one word, and that is the fourth word,
router, in our proposed definition said switch, and
we're willing to accept substitution of the term
router for switch here.

So this satisfies our concern that the SGAT
accurately described a packet switch froma technica
perspective, and that issue is closed from our
per specti ve.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And for my own
clarification, Washington PS-4, we're still at
i npasse, but we resolved the status of the interim
rate issue; is that correct?

MR, STEESE: Can you say that again, Judge?

JUDGE RENDAHL: On our issues |og,

Washi ngton Packet Switching | ssue Four was at inpasse
and indicated we needed to check on the status of the
foll owup of Exhibit AL W did that yesterday, and
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Ms. Ander| indicated that the rates have not yet been
run through a cost docket, but there are interim
rates in Exhibit AL And I was wondering whether --
we're still at inpasse on this issue, but we had that
concern about the cost docket.

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, ny understanding is
that Ms. Anderl is going to advocate that packet
switching prices be included in Part D of the cost
docket. And from Worl dCom s perspective, with that
conmitnment, we are satisfied that this issue can be
cl osed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. HOPFENBECK: We will join her in
supporting -- addi ng packet switching price into Part
D

JUDGE RENDAHL: And is AT&T okay with that,
as well? |Is that sonething you' re able to discuss?
The issue can be closed pending the discussion in the
cost docket?

MS. KILGORE: Yeah, that's fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, okay. | hadn't had
that issue as closed on ny log, and | just wanted to
make sure that we cleared that up. Okay. Well
thank you very nmuch. W also -- is there anything

el se on packet switching that we need to address?
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M. Giffith, do you have a question?

MR. CRIFFI TH: Just one slight coment. |
believe the correct term nology for protocols down in
the last sentence is X.25 and X.75. It's just a
slight typo on the Exhibit 1166.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Thank you very mnuch.

MS. STEWART: We'll make that change.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So we can now nove
to subl oop i ssues and -- because we've conpleted the
dark fiber, we finished that yesterday; correct?

MS. STEWART: Right.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So noving right
al ong to subl oops, who would like to explain the new
i ssues | 0g?

MS. STEWART: | can do that. AT&T and
Qwest, working cooperatively this norning, went
through all of the issues that either had a status of
i npasse or are still open as part of this workshop in
regards to subl oop unbundling. W took the list and
just clearly articulated what was the true issue |eft
within each of the itens that were either at inpasse
or open, and then we've just item zed those
di fferences.

And what | woul d propose is that we would
retain the conplete list, as far as being in the
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record, but that this shortened Iist would be the
list for purposes of noving forward in this workshop
and would be the list fromwhich briefing would
occur.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. We have not entered
the issues log into the record per se as an exhibit.
We had di scussed doing that. Do the parties wish to
do that or just use them as guides for briefing?

MR. VEI GLER:  Well, whatever we've done
traditionally, Your Honor. What have we done on
ot her issues?

MS. STRAIN.  Bot h.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Both. We've been
i nconsistent on this. So | think it's really up to
the parties. |I'mnot sure we need it as an exhibit
if the parties understand it's useful just for
bri efing purposes.

MR. VEIGLER: |1'd rather not admt it as an
exhibit. For exanple, | noticed that there's an SGAT
provi sion mssing, and I don't want to be precluded
because it's not listed in an exhibit. But I wll
notify Qwmest on what that is. It's on WA-SB-3.
9.3.3.7 is included in the SGAT provision.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. Well, we
won't then include it as part of the record, but for
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pur poses of discussion and briefing, this will be the
i ssues |l og for subloops. Then let's get back to
where we were yesterday before we broke, and I think
we were still discussing issue SB-3 and Qaest's
access protocol docunent.

I now have anot her exhibit, which is an
additional draft of Qwmest Standard MIE Ter m nal
Access Protocol. How does this differ fromthe
docunent dated 7/17/01 that we had in yesterday? M.
Orel, do you wish to speak to this, or who is --

MR. ORREL: Yes, Judge, | can. | just
noti ced we shoul d have changed 7/17/01 draft to
8/ 1/01 draft. We'Il correct that. This draft -- we

probably should enter this as an exhibit.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And would this be to your
testimony, then, M. Orel?

MR, ORREL: It would be to Ms. Stewart's.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Stewart's.

JUDGE RENDAHL: This will be Exhibit 1167.

MR. ORREL: Thank you, Judge.

JUDGE RENDAHL: This will be the August 1st
version --

MR, ORREL: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: -- of Qwest's MIE Term nal
Access Protocol
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MR, ORREL: What | would propose to do is
this is a MIE Term nal Access Protocol Lite, if you
will. It doesn't include the original photographs
that were in the original version of Exhibit 1164.

So with that, what has transpired since yesterday is
Quwest has taken comments that AT&T provided in a
red-line version of this access protocol and tried to
i ncorporate as nmany of the concerns as Qaest can into
this Exhibit 1167.

Thi's norning, AT&T and Qwest communi cated
sonme additional changes that could be nmade to soften
the positions, if you will, fromboth parties. Wat
this docunment represents is the fairly close
approximation -- and M. WIson, you can verify this
for nme, if you' d like -- of where Quest and AT&T
stand with the access protocol. |It's a very close
docunent to an agreenent, as far as how the access
shoul d be provided.

We do have sone exceptions. | think AT&T
has some issues that they would |ike to present on
the record that probably are still issues, even with
this Exhibit 1167. Wth that, 1'Il let M. WIson

addr ess those.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Orel.
MR, WLSON: Ken WIlson, for AT&T. | think
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we're nmuch closer than we were on this. There are
still a few issues. | think a nunber of those issues
are already addressed in the disputed issues list.
However, we did see one spot on page 14 that somehow
got missed, and we think the |last sentence on page 14
needs to be rempbved. |It's an | CB sentence that we
think is now covered by -- for instance, the first
par agraph on the next page, page 15, tal ks about
addi ti onal access nethods, et cetera.

MR. ORREL: W can renove that, Ken
You're right. That's an oversight.

MR WLSON:. GCkay. | think we're very
close on this. | think any problens we -- | think
we're going to have to take this back, and if there
are any remmining i ssues, we could probably address
themin briefing on this access protocol

| do have a nunber of issues in the SGAT
related to the sane WAashington issue. | guess we're
on what, SB-3 still. So | think we need to go over
the new SGAT | anguage that Qmest passed out yesterday
for a few nonents. We have sone questions on a few
i ssues.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And that being Exhibit
1020, the new Section 9.3?

MR, WLSON: Yes, Your Honor
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MR. ORREL: And before we go there, what |
woul d offer to do is get a conplete version with that
| atest change of the MIE access protocol as a
late-filed exhibit.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Why don't we just replace
-- you need to make the change for August 1, anyway.

MR, ORREL: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So why don't we replace
Exhibit 1167 with those two changes.

MR. ORREL: | can do that before we | eave
here today.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR, WLSON: So perhaps if we can go to the
-- Exhibit 1020, | believe, was the new SGAT Lite for
Subl oop Section 9.3. Do we need M. Orel?

MS. STEWART: Probably. He's com ng back

JUDGE RENDAHL: \Which section are we
| ooki ng at?

MR. WLSON: Let's first look at Section
9.3.3.5. The first addition that | would like to add
to this to clarify a dispute which was di scussed
yesterday, in the fifth line of 9.3.3.5, it says,
Qnest's systens to support subl oop orders, and then
woul d insert "at no charge to CLEC. "

MR, STEESE: Can you say that again, Ken?
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I"msorry. You cut out at that exact noment.

MR, WLSON: In the fifth line, it says,
Qnest's systens to support subloop orders, and then
woul d add "at no charge to CLEC. "

MS. STEWART: Ken, if | could just clarify
your intent here. W have the dispute over Qnest
believes that it's appropriate to charge the CLEC for
the inventory creation, and by you inserting no
charge, are you discussing that or are you saying
that no additional charge beyond what's contenpl at ed
in the nonrecurring?

MR WLSON:. | was trying to focus the
di spute with | anguage that could be put in or not.
So it is that charge

MS. STEWART: That's what | was trying to
say, whether you were trying to clarify you would pay
the inventory once and then you woul dn't pay us
anything additional to put it into the LSR or are
you just saying the whole inventory would be at no
char ge?

MR WLSON: It's my understandi ng, and
we're going to get to this in sone other paragraphs,
that the inventory of the CLEC terminations is done
by the CLEC, and that the whole Qmest activity is to
put that into your systems. Now, there are sone
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1 places we'll need to clean up, and I'm going to get
2 to those, where it seens |ike Qmest is inventorying
3 the CLEC term nations, but | thought we had

4 determined in earlier workshops that actually the
5 CLEC does its own inventory.

6 MS. STEWART: Right, right.

7 MR, WLSON: So --

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: Goi ng back to the charge,
9 think, can you respond to Ms. Stewart's question
10 about what charge you're tal king about here?

11 MR. WLSON: | think the only inventory
12 charge is the placing of -- or the changing of

13 Qwest's database. That's all that's left, | believe.
14 MS. STEWART: Correct.

15 MR, WLSON: So that's the charge.

16 MS. STEWART: Okay. Then we woul d not

17 agree to insert this |anguage.

18 MR, WLSON: That's -- yes.

19 MS. STEWART: Then it could be a disputed
20 language. Okay, great.

21 MR WLSON: | think this just clarifies
22 the dispute.

23 MS. STEWART: Thank you. | just didn't

24 know if -- okay. So Qwest would not agree to insert

25 "at no charge to CLEC' in the place suggested by M.
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W | son.

MR. WLSON:. Right. Now, a little further
in this paragraph, | think I have a suggestion that
probably is acceptable. If you go down four nore
lines, where it says "conplete an inventory of CLEC s
terminations," this is where the confusion, | think,
hasn't been resolved. | would change that to say
sonmething |ike "input the informati on on CLEC s
term nations.” The way it's in there now, it sounds
like Qmvest is doing the inventorying of the CLEC
term nations.

MR, STEESE: Let nme make a suggestion here,
Ken. | think we can do this. So it would be to
i nput the inventory of CLEC terminations into its
systens?

MR, WLSON: That's fine, yeah. | think
that's what we've decided it should be.

MS. STEWART: Okay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So what was that | anguage,
M. Steese? Input the inventory?

MR, STEESE: After the word "to," t-o, put
the word "input" and the word "the," "input the,"
then you delete "conplete.” And it will read "to
i nput the inventory of CLEC s terminations into its
systens. "



JUDGE RENDAHL: Into its systens?

MR. STEESE: Right.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So you woul d del ete the
words "and subnmit the data."

MR. STEESE: Right.

MR. WLSON: | think that |ooks |ike what
I'd intended to do.

JUDGE RENDAHL: COkay. So AT&T is in
agreenent with that?

MR. WLSON: Yes, | think that sounds
accept abl e.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And that continues
an agreenent that you all have made prior to this?

MR WLSON: | think it -- yes, it
conti nues an understandi ng of what Qwmest was actually
wanting to do.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR. WLSON: There was sone
m sunder st andi ng earlier about that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Thank you.

MR WLSON: Then we go to 9.3.3.7.

MS. KILGORE: Ken.

MR, W LSON: Yes.

MS. KILGORE: Before we go there, as | read
further in 9.3.3.5, it appears to ne that there is
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further cleanup to be done, because Qunest is no
| onger performng the inventory. For exanple, |
question whether an extended interval would ever be
necessary beyond five days if you're just updating
your records.

MR. STEESE: But let's assume it's the
Wrld Trade Center. | nean, the sinple fact is
you're right, Sarah, nobst of the tinme it's not going
to be that significant, but there m ght be sone
i nstances where you're conming in with just huge
nunbers and it m ght take longer, or it mght be that
you cone in and you're trying to get all, you know,
50 MIEs done all at one tine and it's just not
possible to get it done. And while we would hope

that that would not occur often, there still is a
chance it coul d.

MS. KILGORE: Okay. | guess |'m not going
to, you know, require it. If you think it's
necessary to extend your interval, then, you know,
we'll go through the process here. However, in the
| ast sentence that's been added by Qwest to this
provision, you're still talking about Qwmest creating

the inventory, and | woul d suggest you revise that
simlar to what we've done up farther
MR. STEESE: \Where is that, Sarah?
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M5. KILGORE: It's the additional sentence
at the end of 9.3.3.5. Currently --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Do you have this docunent,
M. Steese?

MR, STEESE: | have it right on ny conputer
as she's speaking, yes, ma'am

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So where it says
"before Qnest conpl etes conpletion of the inventory,
maybe it can be changed to say "before Quest inputs
the inventory into its systems,” or "before Quest
conpl etes the" -- you know, conpletes inputting --
what ever | anguage sati sfies your needs.

MS. STEWART: This is Karen Stewart. |
woul d propose for the sentence to now read, "If CLEC
submts a subl oop order before Qmest inputs the
inventory into its systenms, Qmest shall process the
order in accord with Section 9.3.5.4.1."

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is that acceptable?

MS. KILGORE: Sounds good to nme.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Steese.

MR. STEESE: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Can we nobve on?
guess the next issue is with Section 9.3.3.7; is that
correct, M. WIson?

MR. WLSON: Yes. The |ast sentence in
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t hat paragraph says that the CLEC shall pay for this

new term nal. However, | believe we heard Quest say

yesterday that this would be built into the recurring

charge. So | suggest the |ast sentence be del et ed.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Do you nean the whol e

sentence or the |ast phrase, having to do with the

| CB portion?

WLSON: The whol e sentence, | believe.

STEESE: Is M. Orel in the roonf?

ORREL: Yes.

STEESE: Barry, what are your thoughts

on that or

2.3333

. ORREL: What we were discussing
yesterday is when we had to place a SPO, that the
cost for the retrofit of the term nal would be part

of a recurring charge on a ternination basis. So |I'm
trying to determne the context of this actual item
9.3.3.7.

MR, STEESE: |I'mnot trying to tread on
consensus that was reached yesterday, and so Barry,
correct me if there's sonmething I'msaying that's
incorrect, but what this relates to is the UNE renand
order, which specifically contenplates such
rearrangenents in an MIE context, and it also
contenpl ates that the cost for such rearrangenent
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1 would be borne by the CLEC

2 And there are two scenarios that | see

3 here. One where if you |look at the type of term na
4 that we have in place, AT&T or sone other CLEC

5 couldn't gain access to it wherein we would have to
6 rearrange. The other is a situation where you need
7 to expand the term nal to accommdate AT&T despite
8 the fact that such term nal access would have been
9 permssible. You mght have a nunber of CLECs, you
10 mght have a building owner saying they want to

11 rearrange and nove where the building term nal was
12 |located. There are a nunber of potential scenarios
13 here.

14 ["mnot sure if what M. Orel said

15 yesterday contenplated all of those or sinply the
16 instance where you have, for lack of a better term a
17 hard wire facility that you couldn't gain access to
18 sinmply by virtue of how it was physically wired.

19 MR. WLSON: Chuck, this is Ken Wlson. |
20 think where we kind of have gotten in discussions
21 with Qeest offline this norning and yesterday was
22 that if it's a term nal where the CLEC can go in and
23 gain access in a tenporary nmanner, but it's an old
24 termnal and Qmest thinks that it needs to be
25 retrofitted, Qvest would do that and it woul d be
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built into the nonrecurring.

If the CLEC requests that Qaest build a new
termnal, then the CLEC would pay. | think that's
where we kind of have left it.

MR. ORREL: Just as a clarification, Ken,
it's a recurring. You said nonrecurring.

MR, WLSON: |I'msorry, yes, recurring.

MR. ORREL: And | think that's what Chuck
is outlining. You ve got two scenarios, one where
you need to retrofit an existing termnal to create a
demarcation point, to create a readily accessible
ki nd of arrangenent, cross-connect field. The other
one, what Chuck is tal king about, comes out of,

t hi nk, the MIE access order fromthe FCC that in
scenari os where there is no single point of

i nterconnection and the -- or there are issues with
the owner, the CLEC can request that that single
poi nt of interconnection can be built, and at that
poi nt, the CLEC pays the nonrecurring charge.

Do | have that right, Chuck, as far as what
the order said?

MR. STEESE: It cones fromthe UNE remand
order, but other than that, yes.

MR, ORREL: Okay, |'msorry. Thanks.

MS. KILGORE: Chuck, could you give ne a
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par agr aph number in the UNE remand order so that |
can -- | don't recall it saying that, so --

MR, STEESE: That's going to take ne one
nmoment, but if, in fact, the parties have gotten to
the point that we've just discussed, it seens that
we're going to have to nodify 9.3.3.7 slightly to
account for the two different scenarios, where the
CLEC or building owner nmekes the request, one; or
two, where Qunest nmkes the decision that it nust
rearrange.

MR. ORREL: | would agree with that, Chuck
And Karen's writing furiously here. You can't see
her .

JUDGE RENDAHL: What are AT&T's thoughts?
| nmean, absent your having a paragraph in the UNE
remand order, but --

MS. KILGORE: | guess |'mhaving a hard
ti me understanding the distinction between the two
scenari os that have been presented and why the cost
for doing that work would be handled differently.
I"m having a hard time understandi ng why -- you know,
what you said yesterday is not applicable here.

MS. STEWART: This is Karen Stewart. |
think what we're trying to contenplate, if there's a
situation where we've got a hard wire terninal and
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there's no way to create a true demarcati on point and
Qnest | ooks at it and determ nes that is indeed the
case, then the CLEC can do a tenporary tenporizing
situation to be able to serve their customer, then we
woul d cone back and rearrange it.

Now, let's suppose we're in a different
situation. A CLEC is conming into a building, they've
got a lot of facilities, they' re taking a mgjor
custoner, spreading the major custonmer all over
everything that's there, isn't a fit, and the CLEC
says, you know, what | really want to do is have a
nice tidy new SPO built and installed here. So it's
the CLEC requesting that ultimtely they want a new
different type of interconnection.

And in those situations, the CLEC would
have to pay the cost of Qmest putting in a conplete
new SPO, or single point of interface, to serve
t heir needs.

MR, STEESE: And in fact, that's correct,
Karen. In fact, it comes from paragraph 226 of the
UNE remand order, and it's several sentences in the
begi nni ng, but basically, if parties can't agree on
the creation of a SPO, then the incunmbent is
required to construct it and, quote, "any disputes
regardi ng the inplenentation of this requirenent,
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i ncluding the provision of conpensation to the |ILEC
under forward-1ooking pricing principles, shall be
subj ect to dispute resolution.”

So we read that paragraph as saying we're
required to nove, CLECs are required to pay. And
that is in the latter situation that Ms. Stewart just
out | i ned.

JUDGE RENDAHL: It appears that, at |east
on this point, the parties are likely at inpasse on
this. And whether Qunest will redraft the section to
i nclude those two options, | think it still appears
that there remains an i npasse issue, unless AT&T has
t he sane understandi ng of the paragraph.

MS5. KILGORE: | think what 1'd like to
suggest is since Karen is -- were you witing the
| anguage?

MS. STEWART: Trying to.

M5. KILGORE: We'll take a | ook at her
revi sed | anguage and then we'll revisit this after we
have that opportunity.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, why don't we defer
this particular section until after a break or when
you have an opportunity to |look at it.

Let's nmove on, then. The next section
would be 9.3.5.4.1, is that correct, M. WIson,
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under SB-3, or did you have other issues?

MR. WLSON:. A few other issues, Your
Honor. In 9.3.3.7.1, which is right under the
par agraph we were just | ooking at, Qwest has put 45
days in two places. AT&T would prefer 30 days. That
30 days is a whole nonth, and there is the ability in
it for Qwest to extend the time. So we think 30 days
i s probably reasonable.

MR. ORREL: Well, Qwmest agrees that if it
takes | ess than 45 days, we obviously will conplete
the work in that tinme period, but 45 days is the
interval that we feel is appropriate for this work
activity. It incorporates doing engineering work
i ncor porates procuring equi pment, incorporates
schedul i ng workl oad to have the work conpl et ed.
Included in that work nmay be towing out the -- each
of the pairs in the termnal to make sure we've got
connections at the right ternminations, et cetera, so

MR. WLSON: Actually, nmaybe we can sol ve
this. |If the tenporizing solution can last for 90
days, and | can't -- | know | changed that. | think
somewhere Qmest had the tenporizing solution can only
| ast for 30 days.

MR. STEESE: That's in 9.3.3.6.



MR, WLSON: Ckay.
MR. STEESE: \What about 60 days instead,
Ken, to get you past the 45?

MR, WLSON: Well, I'mjust concerned that
if you |l eave the 45 and then you've got the
possibility of extension, plus there's -- that really

doesn't include us discussing what to do up front.
I"mjust afraid that we can get in situations where
there isn't enough overlap. So | was trying to -- if
we could change the 30 in 9.3.3.6 to 90, | think we
could | eave the 45.

MS. KILGORE: Chuck, this is Sarah. [If |
coul d suggest, perhaps in 9.3.3.6, we use a period of
time that would begin once the work is conpleted in
9.3.3.7.1.

MR, STEESE: That's not the only instance
when you m ght use a tenporary fix, though. You
m ght decide for your own reasons (inaudible).

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Steese, you'll have to
speak up. The court reporter can't quite hear you.

MR, STEESE: | apologize. It seens to ne
that there are circunstances other than those
outlined in 9.3.3.7.1 when a CLEC may use a tenporary
situation. So |ooking at the suggestion, if we're
going to do anything to 9.3.3.6, | would recomend
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sonmething along the lines that M. WIson just

di scussed. But | would look to M. Ovrel and Ms.
Stewart to see if the 90 days is sonething that Qwmest
coul d accept.

MR, VEIGLER: | have a question

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Weigler.

MR, VEI GLER. Steve Weigler, fromAT&T. It
| ooks like 9.3.3.6 nmight contradict the access
protocol that Qwest has proffered, because it talks
about if we use tenporary wiring, CLECs shall renove
them and install permanent wiring within -- well
right nowit says 30 cal endar days. |In the access
protocol, Qwest tal ks about Qwaest, actually, if they
do a change-out, that Qmest woul d be changi ng out or

MR. ORREL: That's correct, Steve. But the
issue with 9.3.3.6 covers nore territory than just
the scenario where a terminal is retrofitted and
term nations are noved onto the new terminal. From
t he perspective of what Ken offered, | think 90 days
is acceptable as far as the tenporized solution in
pl ace. That provides an interval for if Quest
changes out the terminal, let's just say we do it on
the 45th day, we would, as a part of that process,
nove the tenporized terninations onto the new
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termnal for the CLEC. And going forward, the CLEC
woul d utilize that new cross-connect field.

So | think it would capture the interva
that is required for retrofitting. |t provides AT&T
or the CLECs nore flexibility with tenporizing their
term nati ons and avoi ds the whol e i ssue of conflict
with the access protocol

MR, VEIGER: And to avoid conflict with

the access protocol, | would request the follow ng
| anguage. After the first conma, | would suggest
that we add "if required under the provisions of this
SGAT, " because there's tinmes --

MR, ORREL: Which section are you in?

MR VWEIGER |'msorry, 9.3.3.6. "If a

CLEC connects Qaest subl oop elenent to CLEC s
facilities using any tenporary wiring or cutover
devices" -- oh, it actually should read "CLEC shal
renove them and install permanent wiring within 90
cal endar days, comma, if required under the
provi sions of this SGAT."

Because there's tinmes when Qnest is going
-- that we're going to put in tenporary wring and
it's going to be -- if Qnest wants to retrofit, it's
Qnest's responsibility to renpve it. So there's
times when it's appropriate for the CLECto do it and
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there's tines that it's appropriate that Qmest is
suggesting, through their access protocol, that it's
appropriate for Quest to do it.

MS. STEWART: Okay. Well, | think -- okay,
first of all, I think it could get confusing if you
say "if required under the SGAT." | am not opposed

to crafting an additional sentence that indicates if
the tenporary wiring is associated with the fact you
couldn't get access to the ternminal, then yes, that
woul d be the case. But it's a fact that many
conmpani es use tenporary cutover devices when they're
cutting over a large custoner because they don't want
to keep the large custonmer out of service a period of
time. So they'll pre-wire and then the night it cut,
they'll do a cutover. And a lot of tines those
tenmporary cutover devices add confusions and probl ens
and repair issues later, and the plan is always to
cone back and take out those cutover devices.

We're trying to make it a statenment you've
got to cone back and get those out. So this is
really not about the tenporizing, but | can see, now
that you've brought it up, how the word tenporary
Wi ring sounds like it's the tenporizing. So we will
deal with the tenporizing, but no, when you put in
tenporary cutover devices to aid in cutting a |large
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custoner, you need to groomthose out.

MR. STEESE: | have a suggestion to
elimnate this concern.

MS. STEWART: Okay. Just a second. Ken's

agreeing, | think, with ne.
MR, WLSON: | think we agree in concept.
If you have a sentence you can add, we'll look at it.
M5. STEWART: | will work on a sentence to

make sure this isn't contenplating you' ve got to do
all the work associated with the retrofit of the
t empori zi ng.

MR, STEESE: | have a suggestion that's
just adding a couple of words that mght elininate
the concern. And that is to say, "CLEC shall renove
any remaining tenporary wiring and install pernmanent
wiring within 90 cal endar days." So in theory, if
we' ve already taken care of this, it wouldn't be
remai ni ng, you wouldn't have to do anything. So just
add the words "shall renove any remaining tenporary
Wi ring or cutover devices" and delete the word
"them"

MR. WLSON: AT&T thinks that would be
accept abl e.

JUDGE RENDAHL: This is on the third line
down in 9.3.3.6. Renobve the word "thenm and add "any
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remai ning temporary wiring or cutover devices." |Is
that correct, M. Steese?

MR. STEESE: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And M. W/ son, you can
agree with that?

MR WLSON: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is that acceptable, M.
Stewart ?

MS. STEWART: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And also, you've
agreed to the 90-day change, changing 30 to 907?

MR. STEESE: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So does that resolve
your issue with Section 9.3.3.7.1, M. W/Ison?

MR WLSON: Yes, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR. WLSON: Going to the next page,
paragraph 9.3.3.7.3, | have a suggestion that kind of
takes into account sonme of our earlier discussion
Ri ght now it says "CLEC may cancel such MIE access."”
I would strike the words "such MIE access" and put

a", replacing them and then, after "request," |
woul d put "to construct an FCP." So it would read,
"CLEC may cancel a request to construct an FCP prior
to Qnest conpleting the work," and then it goes on
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MR, STEESE: | would not use that word,
FCP, there. That would be confusing in light of the
fact that this is an MIE termnal. But other than
that, | think that we could come to sonething really
pretty cl ose, Ken.

MS. STEWART: Chuck, would an FCP or SPO

MR. STEESE: Yes.

M5. STEWART: Because there are situations
where there could be an FCP in an MIE

MR. STEESE: Correct. And | would not have
any difficulty with that.

MS. STEWART: Would that be okay with you,
Ken?

MR, WLSON: Say that again, please.

MS. STEWART: Putting in "to construct an
FCP or SPO ." Those would be the only two situations
where you probably need to do a halt.

MR WLSON: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: A halt, nmeaning h-a-1-t?

MS. STEWART: Yes.

MR, WLSON: And | put FCP because the
par agr aph before tal ks about detached term nal

MS. STEWART: Correct. That's why | wanted
to let M. Steese know there may be situations where



05542

an FCP woul d be --

MR. WLSON: Right.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So you all are in
agreenent on that |anguage. Wuld you like me to
repeat it for the record?

MS. STEWART: O | can repeat it and we'l
make another exhibit. "CLEC may cancel" -- strike
such MIE access -- insert the word "a request,”
insert "to construct an FCP or SPO," and then the
rest of the paragraph continues.

JUDGE RENDAHL: AT&T finds that acceptable?

MR, WLSON: The |anguage is acceptable. |
think there is still a generic issue on who pays what
in what situation that probably may be briefed and
may be a cost docket issue in the end. Because here
the issue is if the CLEC requests of Qumest that it
buil d somet hi ng, whose asset is it if the CLECis
paying for it? | mean, this is the old issue of the
first person in seens to be paying for the whole
thing and Qwest isn't giving them ownership, et
cetera, but | think that's an issue that we can't
really address here in full

JUDGE RENDAHL: So you're intending to
brief that issue.

MR, WLSON: | think it probably will be.
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And the discussion a little bit ago on the other
i ssue, | think, will highlight what our remining
probl ens are once we get that |anguage.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So --

MR, WLSON: Now | would go to 9.3.3.8.

And we are getting close to the end of my changes,
guarantee. This is a paragraph which prohibits
rearrangenent, but | don't think that it contenpl ates
the access protocol. So | was going to add a
sentence right after the first sentence, which says
somet hing like the followi ng, and maybe you just want
to hear ne through before you wite it down.

I was going to add the followi ng sentence:
"This does not preclude nornmal rearrangenent of
wWiring or inmpair" -- excuse ne.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off the record for
a nonent.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
record.

MR WLSON:. GCkay. The new sentence woul d
read, "This does not preclude nornmal rearrangenent of
Wi ring or junpering necessary to connect inside wire
or intra-building cable to CLEC facilities in the
manner descri bed in the MIE access protocol."
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MS. STEWART: I think 1've got it, Ken.

JUDGE RENDAHL: "This does not preclude
normal rearrangenent of wiring or junpering necessary
to connect inside wiring or intra-building cabling to
CLEC facilities in the manner described in the MIE
access protocol ?"

MR, W LSON: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And the parties are
in agreenment on that?

MR, W LSON: Yes.

MR. STEESE: The only thing, Judge, that |
woul d nmake plain, and this is nitpicky, but you put
inside wiring or intra-building cabling. And inside
wire and intra-building cable, at |east
intra-building cable is defined, so | think I would
just leave it the generic intra-building cable, even
though it's probably nondeci sive gramar.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So delete the inside wiring
or --

MR. STEESE: No, put inside wire or
intra-building cable, and just leave it at that. You
put ing, i-n-g.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Gh, | put the i-n-g on,
excuse ne. | apol ogi ze.

MR, ORREL: It was nitpicky.
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MR. WLSON: Mving right along, under
Section 9.3.5, Ordering and Provisioning, the third
paragraph there, 9.3.5.1.2, asks for NC and NCI
codes, and | had the follow ng question. Wat codes?
If -- and I'"'mnore concerned with the intra-building
wiring. |Is that just a code? | nean, is that -- do
you just mean the code for intra-building wring?

MS. STEWART: We distributed Exhibit 1021
yesterday. You might want to have 1021 handy. It
has the NCI codes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: This is a document called
H gh Level LSR Process Flow for Intra-Building Cable.

MS. STEWART: That is correct. The |ast
page.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Does that resolve your
concerns, M. WIson?

MR, WLSON: So it's just, as | read your
docunent for building wiring, it would -- there would
be two different codes, one for two-wire, one for
four-wre?

MR VI VERCS: Correct.

MR, WLSON: GCkay. | think that answers ny
guestion. | think there's an overall issue on the
need for the LSR, but that's a separate issue.
just wanted to clarify. Thank you.
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Conti nuing on, Section 9.3.5.4.1, the -- |
understand the new | anguage you added is based on the
| anguage that was proposed in the nulti-state, and
there may be sone dispute on that, but ny issue was |
think it would be a good idea for Quwest to start
creating or to create a Wb site where, as buil di ngs
are identified, Qwest would |log the building -- the
ownership of inside wire onto the Wb site so that we
don't have to continually go through this process
with new CLECs requesting, et cetera, et cetera.

In other words, why don't we facilitate
this kind of |like we have with central office
col l ocation, where there's now a Wb site. You can
|l ook to see if there's space available, et cetera.

But | think for now what |I'm suggesting is that a Wb
site be created just to clarify the building
ownership and that that be popul ated as Quwest
deternines the ownership through CLEC request or as
new buil dings are installed by Qwvest, et cetera.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thoughts from Qunest.

MS. STEWART: This is a new request, and
woul d have to check with our various people
responsi ble for the Wb sites to see if that's a
possibility. And well, yeah, we -- | guess |I'mjust
sort of thinking the staggering nunmber of entries
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1 that there may need to be in there, but I will --

2 we'll take it under advisenent and see if we can get
3 with people in our organization to discuss it.

4 JUDGE RENDAHL: | have a question for M.
5 WIson about this. |If this Wb site cones to

6 fruition, are you proposing that sonme of -- |

7 understand that there's inpasse over sone of the

8 provisions of 9.3.5.4.1. Are you offering the Wb
9 site to resolve some of those issues or just
10 something that will be helpful in addition to the
11 procedures in 9.3.5.4.1, helpful for CLECs and Quwest
12 in managi hg the ownership of inside wire?

13 MR. VEI GLER: Both, both. But | think

14 we've basically agreed to the --

15 MS. STEWART: Right.

16 MR. VEI GLER: Because that's what we were

17 advocating, the two, five, 10-day, but we, on

18 brainstormng on this issue, we believe that it would
19 be best for every party, all -- the entire CLEC

20 that's trying to access and Qwest realize that we

21 have sone central depository for this information, so

22 it's nore -- in that respect, it's nore of a hel pfu
23 solution that would at |east work for AT&T.
24 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So but at this

25 point, you are in agreenent on the |anguage with the
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change that Qmest has nade?

MR, VEIGLER: We're in agreenent with part
of the language in that section. The part that we're
not in agreenent with is the first paragraph, that we
woul d have to notify the account manager at Qmest in
writing of its intention to provide access to
customer --

JUDGE RENDAHL: You'll have to speak sl ower
for the court reporter.

MR. VEIGLER: |I'msorry. W're not in
agreement with the first paragraph, that we would
need to notify an account manager in witing of our
intention to provide access to custoners that reside
within the MTE. We communicated that -- and | think
we discussed this a little yesterday. W believe
that we should be able to e-mail or provide sonme nore
efficient notice to Qnest.

MR. STEESE: VWhy wouldn't an e-mail be a
writing?

MR. VIVEROS: Chuck, this is Chris, and we
did discuss it after the brief conversation yesterday
offline. And | think that we were thinking along the
lines of an actual letter via mail, but in talking
about it further, basically agree with what Chuck is
saying, is that, given the words, we certainly could



05549

1 ensure the flexibility that you could sinply e-mail
2 your account manager with all the information that

3 you would put in a letter in muil. W don't think

4 that's an issue at all

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Wbuld Qwest agree to

6 adding, after the words "in witing," comm,

7 "including via e-mail, conma?"

8 MR. VI VERCS: Absolutely.

9 JUDGE RENDAHL: Would that resolve AT&T' s
10 concerns with that paragraph?

11 MR. WEI GLER:  Yes.

12 JUDGE RENDAHL: Wbnderful. So we can take
13 that off our inpasse |ist.

14 MR, VEIGER. Well, although we do want to
15 explore the Wb site.

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Right. | guess | was not

17 taking that off the table, but just stating that it
18 didn't appear that the parties need to brief this

19 particular section, but that the suggestion is there
20 for Qwest to explore the Web site option.

21 MS. STEWART: This is Karen Stewart, from
22 Qwest. | was going to say the sane thing. | think
23 if we try to leave this at inpasse, because you have
24 an open request not responded to, it would be

25 confusing. And if you feel strongly enough about the



05550

Web site, | would al nost reconmmend that we create
anot her issues list, another issue on the list that
has that so we all know specifically what we were
di scussing there.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Kil gore.

MS. KILGORE: | think that would be fine to
have a new issue for the Wb site. And just to give
alittle bit nore background, as we were talking
about how we would administer this ownership of
inside wire issue, nunber one, to have a place where,
as Qmest becone aware of |ocations where it owned

inside wire, it could post that information. It
woul d enable us to kind of quickly do a check before
we send any kind of request for -- or notification to

Qnest that we're going there. So we thought it would
be hel pful there.

And it's also wapped up in the whole LSR
issue. If a determination is nmade that we do need to
provi de Qnest with an LSR, and that on that LSR we
need to indicate whether Qwvest owns the wire at that
| ocation, we're going to have to do sonme sort of a
dat abase sonehow so that we can quickly determ ne
that information. So that was how we kind of cane to
this idea.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So if we indicate as



05551

Washi ngton Subl oop Issue 13 an open issue of whether
Qnest shoul d create a Wb site for ownership of
inside wire, would that capture the issue?

MS. STEWART: | believe it would. |'ve got
per haps sonme wording here that might do that. And we
would be willing to |l eave it open to the concl usion

at the end of this workshop. |If, by the end of this
wor kshop, we have not been able to answer the
question, then we would need to send it to inpasse.

My proposed wordi ng, "AT&T has requested a
Web site be created to identify MIE | ocati ons where
Qnest has al ready determ ned buil di ng ownership."”

JUDGE RENDAHL: To identify MIE --

MS. STEWART: -- locations where Quwest has
al ready determ ned buil ding ownership. ©Ch, yeah,
bui | di ng ownershi p, good thinking. "Determ ned
i ntra-building cable ownership."

JUDGE RENDAHL: Right, that was going to be
my question. | thought we were tal king about the
inside wiring portion.

MS. STEWART: Yeah, it's our real estate --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Wth that, it | ooks
like there are two renmmining issues under SB-3, and
that's SGAT Sections 9.3.5.4.4 and 4.5; is that
correct? O do you have additional --
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MR. WLSON: | have just a few nore

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Wuld this be a good
time to take a norning break?

MR, WLSON: Perhaps it would, and nmaybe a
few of these | could talk to M. Orel at break
because some of them are questions.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, why don't we
take our mid-norning break, and we'll reconvene by 10
till. Let's be off the record.

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
record. Wile we were off the record for an extended
m d- nor ni ng break, AT&T and Qmest, | think, nmade sone
signi ficant progress on Section 9.3, which is
menorialized in Exhibit 1020. M. Stewart, would you
care to explain the additional changes that you nmde
beyond what we di scussed on the record al ready?

MS. STEWART: Yes, | will. An additiona
change is going to be made to 9.3.3.7, and will be
reflected in a Replacenent Exhibit 1020 that we're in
the process of currently producing. Wat the
situation is is that in 9.3.3.7, this is a situation
where there's a di spute between the parties on
whet her a SPO and how the SPO should be built or
reconfigured, and Qwmest believes that, per the UNE



05553

remand, it's required to nove forward to build a
SPA, but believes that the CLEC should be
responsi ble for the nonrecurring charges. | believe
this paragraph will stay as is and then will becone
the i npasse paragraph between the parties.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. STEWART: Then, two new paragraphs are
bei ng added, and these two new paragraphs provide
clarity about nondi spute situations. And then they
are an agreenent between the parties.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And they will be
subparagraphs to 9.3.3.7?

MS. STEWART: That is correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. STEWART: The first new paragraph, "If
CLEC requests that a new SPO be established, then
CLEC shall pay Qwest a nonrecurring charge that will
be ICB, comm, based on the scope of the work
required.”

New par agraph to cover the third situation.
"If the MIE termnal is hard-wired in such a manner
that a network denarcati on point cannot be created,
comma, Qwmest will rearrange the termnal to create a
cross-connect field and denmarcation point, period.
Charges for such rearrangenent shall be recovered
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t hrough reoccurring charges, period."

JUDGE RENDAHL: Now, will those two
par agraphs be new paragraph 9.3.3.7.1 and .2, and
those nunbering --

MS. STEWART: | just left it all part of
9.3.3.7, just as continued -- but |'ve separated them
i nto paragraphs, because two are in agreenment and one
is at inpasse.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. | just wanted to
clarify how we were doing that.
MR. VEI GLER: Karen, | just have a quick

question on that | anguage. When you say that it wll
be captured by recurring charges, are you
specifically citing to the charges listed in the

subl oop section?

MS. STEWART: We would anticipate they
woul d be included in the recurring charges of the
subl oop elenent itself, intra-building cable.

MR. WEIGER: So is that 9.3.6.1.17

M5. STEWART: | believe so, but |'ve got
M. Orel, ny expert, not on the mc. They want to
confirmthe exact recurring charge. |It's the subl oop

intra-building cable; correct?
MR, ORREL: To ny know edge, that is the
correct charge. | think that's the only recurring
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charge shown in Exhibit A for subl oop.

MR. VEEl GLER:  Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So on that point,
AT&T and Qnest are in agreenent?

MS. STEWART: Correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Now, have ot her
parties been |ooped into this yet? | nean, I'm
assum ng that there's no objection fromother parties
to this | anguage?

M5. STEWART: We had a few additiona
changes over the break.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. STEWART: Section 9.3.5.4.3 should read
-- we keep the first part of the sentence. "If Quest
owns the facilities on the customer side of the
termnal," then insert "and if CLEC requires space,"
then delete "CLEC shall notify Qmest in witing of
whet her the buil ding owner has provi ded space for
CLEC," that's deleted. W would then continue with
"to enter the building and termnate its facilities,”
strike "or whether," add the word "and,"” and then
continue with the rest of the sentence.

And we then had changes in 9.3.5.4.4. On
the third |ine, where we have a new i nsert that says,
"if necessary," that insert will be nodified to say
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"if either are necessary."

JUDGE RENDAHL: Before you go on, | have a
question about 9.3.5.4.3. |'mnot sure we have a
conpl ete sentence.

MS. STEWART: Oh.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |If Qwest -- as | understand
it, thisis howit reads. "If Qwest owns the
facilities on the customer's side of the term nal and
if CLEC requires space to enter the building and
termnate its facilities and Qamest nust rearrange
facilities or construct new facilities to acconmpdat e
such access,” | don't -- that's not a sentence. Do I
have it wong?

MR. VIVERCS: No, you have it correct. |
believe at the end of that phrase it should say,
"CLEC shall notify Quest."

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you.

MS. STEWART: Okay. Good catch. Thank
you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. STEWART: "Shall notify Qmest." Ckay.
And then on 9.3.5.4.4, there was a second change
beyond the either/or we just discussed. It was in
the second sentence. It says, "CLEC will popul ate
the LSRwith the ternmination information provided,"
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then the insert is "by CLEC." And then it goes on
for the rest of the sentence. So insert of the words
"by CLEC' after the word "provided."

Then, in 9.3.5.4.5, at the end of the first
sentence following the word "MIE-PO," the insert is
"in accordance with the MIE access protocol." Next
change in that same section is two sentences down.

It begins -- the sentence begins, "In addition," that
sentence will be struck. And the sentence, inits
entirety, that will be struck is, "In addition, CLECs
shall not at any tine disconnect Qrest facilities
between its subl oop elenments and Qwnest's subl oop

el ements without specific witten authorization from
Qnest . "

It's believed the issues are covered in
ot her sections and specifically in the MIE Access
Prot ocol of exactly when a CLEC can do that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. STEWART: Next, 9.3.5.4.5.2, and its
subtendings, .1, .2, .3, will be stricken fromthe
SGAT and replaced with "reserved for future use."”

JUDGE RENDAHL: And so what happens to
9.3.5.4.5.2? Just the whole thing is reserved for
future use?

MS. STEWART: Correct. That, and all of
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its little subpieces will state "reserved for future
use." And that was all the changes we agreed to over
t he break.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Now, M. W]l son, do
you have anything additional that you need to
di scuss?

MR. W LSON: | think, Your Honor, that
covers the issues that | had marked in the new SGAT
version. | think we still have disputed issues on
the issues list, but this focuses, | think -- it

focuses and clarifies and --
JUDGE RENDAHL: Nar r ows.

MR, WLSON: -- narrows the issues, yes.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Good. Thank you all for
your work this nmorning. | know you've put in a |ot

of tinme revising and editing, so good work. And
know, Ms. Kilgore, you had sonme questions on Exhi bit
1021; is that correct?

MS. KILGORE: | guess Steve --

JUDGE RENDAHL: You'll need to turn on your
m c, though.

MS. KILGORE: Steve can correct me if I'm
wrong, but | believe that the remaining itemthat we
woul d Iike to discuss this norning would be WA- SB- 4,
which is the LSR requirenment. And | think the best



05559

way for us to enter into that discussion would be to
have Barry tal k about 1021, if he's avail able.

MS. STEWART: | believe it's going to be
M. Viveros who will discuss that, but --

MS. KILGORE: Fine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: COkay. Before we go on, so
we're done with issue Subloop Three with the changes
made to Exhibit 1020, and the inpasse issues that
remai n, and the new i ssue that we added on concerning
the Web site.

MS. STEWART: Correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Then let's nove on
to Subl oop |Issue Four. And you want -- Ms. Kilgore,
you' ve asked Qmest to wal k through Exhibit 1021, the
Hi gh Level LSR Process document?

MS. KILGORE: Yes.

MR. VIVERCS: And actually, Exhibit 1021
it has several parts to it. The process flow at the
top of the first page is actually the overall process
that will be used by Qaest when they receive a
request froma CLEC for an intra-building cable
subl oop, so it reflects at the beginning the CLEC
submtting the request, in this case via the | MA LSR
system It cones into our service delivery center
They convert that LSR into service orders. Those
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service orders are distributed to various
provi sioni ng and mai nt enance systens and eventual |y
the billing system
As part of that process, the request for
subl oop gets a circuit identification, a circuit ID
assigned to the subloop elenent. It's not reflected
in detail in the high level process flow, but where
the CLEC is submitting the LSR prior to the
conpl etion of the inventory, as part of the
assi gnment process, Qmest will manually intervene,
hold that order until the end cable count has been
defined, assigned a term nation, and then conti nue
processi ng the order
JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Viveros, before you go
further, there are a nunber of acronyns in this
process flow. If you could, just for the record,
i dentify what those acronynms are, that would be
hel pful. CLEC, | think we know. CPS? GOkay. M.
Orel, Ms. Stewart?
MR. ORREL: Thanks for putting ne on the
spot. | don't know what that neans. We'Il find out.
MS. KILGORE: Can you describe the
functionality of what it is? Is it a database or --
MR, VIVERCS: Quite honestly, I'"'mgoing to
need to do sone checking around that entire step
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G ven the fact that it's |abeled 1A, my presunption
isit was a late add to the process flow. Soneone
identified this additional need. So we'll need to
investigate that a little bit further.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And what is SDC?

MR, VIVERCS: That is the service delivery
center. That is the nane of our whol esale center.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. SOPs, standard
operating procedures.

MR. VIVERCS: No, that is service order
processors.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. This is
why | needed you to identify this. Wiat is LMOS?

MR. VIVERCS: Loop nmi ntenance operating
system

JUDGE RENDAHL: COkay. And CRIS.

MR. VI VEROS: Customer records and
i nformati on system

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. SOQAC?

MR. VIVERCS: Service order assignnent and
control .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. WFA-DO?

MR. VIVEROS: Work force administration,
di spatch out.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And then LFACS?
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MR. VIVERCS: Loop facility assignnent and
control system

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Your test is
over. You passed. Go ahead.

MR, VIVERCS: So that is the high |eve
process flow that we will utilize in order to either
literally get it to a technician to run the junper
when the CLEC asks us to or to go through the process
of defining the subloop with a circuit ID,
inventorying it in our provisioning and maintenance
systens, and eventually posting it to the CRI'S
billing system At the bottom of -- yes, Ken?

MR, WLSON: Actually, I was going to ask
some questions on the points at the bottom but if
you're going to go through them go ahead.

MR, VIVERCS: Okay, yes. At the bottom of
that first page are the LSR requirenents for the CLEC
toinitiate this process. W talked about this a
little earlier today. Basically, the CLEC woul d
identify that it is intra-building cable subloop by
the NC/ NClI codes, which are contained on the | ast
page of the exhibit. They would populate the end
user's address so that we knew where the term nation
was taking place. They would provide the cable and
pair information, or the CFA that we've been talking
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about in all cases where they wanted Qmest to run the
jumper, and certainly they would not have to provide
it where they were going to run the junper and the

i nventory hadn't been conpl et ed.

Four indicates that the remark woul d al so
specify that it is an intra-building cable.

MR, WLSON: Wiy do you need that one?
Because, nunber one, you've put the correct NC/ NCI
code on which says it's intra-building cable.

MR. VIVEROS: | agree with you, Ken. And
we can elimnate that requirenent if it's a problem

MR. WLSON: Well, our concern is that when
you put sonmething in the conment field, |I think it
kicks it into nmanual, so you wouldn't want that in.

MR. VIVEROS: That's not automatic, Ken,
but you're right. | nean, it's an unnecessary step,
and we can go ahead and renpve it.

MR. WLSON: Thank you.

MS. KILGORE: M. Viveros, could you
clarify one -- an LSRwill only be submtted, will it
not, if it is intra-building cable owned by Qwmest?

MR, VIVERCS: As opposed to inside wire
owned by an end user or a property owner?

MS. KILGORE: Right.

MR. VIVEROS: That's correct.



M5. KILGORE: Okay. Thank you.

MR. VEIGER | just --

MR VIVERCS: Well, let ne clarify that. |
mean, this process is designed around where a CLEC is
accessing the intra-building cable subl oop el enent.
If the inside wire is owned by the property owner,
dependi ng on where you want to gain access to the
NI D, there are circunmstances where we've tal ked
about, in the NID workshop, the need for an order.

MS. KILGORE: Thank you.

MR. VIVEROS: Step Five is in conjunction
with the agreement to provide CLEC the option of
runni ng the junper thenmselves or asking Qwmest run the
junmper. The LSR currently has no neans of
communicating that. This is a pretty unique
situation. |It's the only scenari o where CLECs have
the option of doing the provisioning work thensel ves.
And then six is just indicating that the LSRis
either faxed into our service delivery center or it
can be subnmitted through I MA

And right now our |IT organization is
wor ki ng on the devel opnent to nmake | MA capabl e of
handling the intra-building subloop LSR in addition
to the distribution and feeder subl oops that already
can be submitted in the I MA system
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JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Viveros, | have another
question for you about this docunent. The nunbers
that correspond to the arrows in the actual process
flow part, is that intended to be in sequence? So
you would go from CLEC to | MA as one, | nean, that
order would follow, so you're supposed to follow the
nunmeric order here to go through the entire process
flow, as needed?

MR. VIVEROS: Yes, that's correct. And
actually, | need to nake one correction to that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR. VIVERCS: We couldn't make it on the
el ectronic copy that we had. Coning out of the
WFA- DO box and coming up into the SOPS box, that one
shoul d be an 11.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That was one of ny
guestions. Okay. Thank you.

MR. WLSON: On nunber five, doesn't that
mean, really -- isn't the intention if we want Qwest
to run the junper, then we put that in the coment
field?

MR. VIVEROS: Yes, and with that coment,
then, based on what occurs by the assigner in SOAC,
it would distribute to WA-DO.

MR, WLSON: Ckay. W think we should
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strike the clause "or if the CLEC will run the
jumper, " because it's inplying that we have to put
sonet hi ng either way.

MR, VIVERCS: | apol ogize, Ken. | was
| ooking at the flow diagram and the five there, not
the step five in the LSR requirenent.

MR, WLSON: Ch, I'msorry.

MR, VIVERCS: Now | realize you're talking
about that. Right now, the process, as we had
defined it, does call for the CLEC to make a positive
entry, so that there isn't any question as to what
the CLEC wants, whether they're going to do the work
or whether they want us to do the work.

MR, WLSON: | think since you al ready --
we've pretty much agreed it would be rare for the
CLEC to request that Qwest do the junpering, it would

be -- it would create less trouble if we sinply put a
conment when we want themto do it, not either way.
I think it will create confusion and nore work

MS. KILGORE: Ken, is that because of the
kicking it out to manual any tinme you wite in a
written conment in the remarks section?

MR, WLSON: Yes, and sonmeone has to | ook
at it and they can make a mstake. So | think it
woul d be rmuch nore efficient to make it a positive
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request, not you put sonething every time and
sonmeone's got to look at it and deci de.

MR VEIGLER | would ask Qwmest, does that
make it a manual process on your side, that there's
going to be a remark that soneone has to review every
time?

MR, VIVERCS: Right now, it is a nmanua
process. There is no way to automatically or
nmechani cal ly prevent an order from di spatching out,
except under circunstances where there are very
specific facilities involved, are defined in our
systens as conpletely cut through

So these orders are, one, going to be
written by our service delivery center. Putting this
-- or requiring this remark isn't going to change
that at all, but nore inportantly, depending on what
circunstances we're tal king about, in cases -- in |
guess the vast mpjority of cases where we are not
going to dispatch out to do provisioning work, the
provi si oni ng systens have not been able to be
nodi fied to automatically assune that, if you will,
and prevent it. It does require intervention on
every one of the orders to preclude us from
di spatching out to the prenise

MR. WLSON:. Wit a minute. Wat if | send
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you -- you're the one that wants this LSR W don't
want to send it. If I don't put a conmment in it,
what happens?

MR, VIVERCS: |f you don't put a comment of
what, Ken?

MR, WLSON: Well, nunber five says that |
have to put a corment. What if | don't put a
comment ?

MR. VIVEROS: Right now, these are our LSR
requirenents. So if we noved forward with them as
they existed right here and if you did not nake an
i ndi cation as to whether or not we were to run the
junper or you were to run the junper, | would expect
a service delivery center to reject the LSR back to
you.

MR, WLSON: For not putting a comment in?

MR. VIVERCS: For not meking a
determ nation, this is one of the LSR requirements
speci fying one way or the other. W can certainly go
back and eval uate very quickly, before the end of the
day, whether or not we can agree to a default of
presum ng you will run the junpers.

MR, WLSON:. And | think that's all we're
sayi ng.

MR. VIVEROS: W can do that. That's not a
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probl em

JUDGE RENDAHL: So the presunption is that
the CLEC would run the junper unless there's a remark
put in requesting Qwest to run the junper; is that
t he agreement?

MS. STEWART: Well, we're going to double
check, but yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And that's what you al
have di scussed around the table here?

MR. WLSON: That's what AT&T woul d
request. If we have to send an LSR, which is still a
bit of dispute, it should be efficient and require
t he m ni mum amount of effort, because this, as we've
said in the previous workshop, this is a very sinple
t hi ng.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And AT&T's concern about
the remark section is that your concern is any tine
you put a remark in an LSR, it bunps it to a manua
process and takes |onger and costs nore?

MR. WLSON: Yes, the AT&T person woul d
have to type it in manually, sonebody at Qwmest would
then have to look at it, and it would be manual .
mean, you're guaranteeing it's manual on both sides.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So by not -- hy
havi ng the presunption that AT&T or the CLEC will run
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the junper, then you avoid that -- your concern about
t he manual ?

MR WLSON: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR, VIVERCS: And as | said, we'll be glad
to take that back, but just so that we're clear, the
fact that they're naking an entry in the remarks
section is not introducing additional manual effort.

MS. KILGORE: To clarify that, M. Viveros,
on your diagram your flow diagram arrow two that
goes fromIMA down to STC, at that point, could you
explain what the service delivery center does with
t he LSR?

MR, VIVERCS: Sure. They receive the LSR
they review the LSR for accuracy and conpl et eness,
they conpare the entries on the LSR to the
requi renents for the type of request they're
receiving. Certainly in a scenario where you were
converting an existing retail service to port out
that custoner's tel ephone number and then access the
intra-building cable subl oop, they would be | ooking
at the existing custoner records to ensure that there
was a correlation, basically validating the accuracy
that they had the right nunber, the custoner
i nformati on matched, we're tal king about the sane
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| ocati on.

They woul d then take that LSR and convert
it into internal service orders. They would enter
those orders into our service order processor.

MS. KILGORE: Okay. Thank you. Could you
-- will this LSR for intra-building cable be a
separate LSR fromthe one that we would subnit for a
ported nunber or could this information be contained
in the same LSR?

MR, VIVERCS: It would be a single LSR, so
you can submit an LSR to establish or convert an
existing service to intra-building cable only, the
retail dial tone service gets disconnected, or you
can subnit a single LSR to do the sanme thing where
you're going to be porting the custoner's tel ephone
nunber .

MS. KILGORE: Okay. For an LSR where --
let's say it's just a normal residentia
single-fam |y hone where we are porting a custoner
away from Qaest. \When that LSR is submtted, |I'm
assunming it would cone in through the electronic
gateway, does it go through the same treatnent that
you show here, as far as when it goes to the SDC, is
it then a review of each LSR to ensure accuracy, or
is that a mechani zed process?



05572

MR. VI VEROS: That woul d depend. If |
understand the scenario correctly, you're talking
about a case where you have a single-famly dwelling,
residential POTS service, and all that is occurring
is you're asking Qwvest to disconnect that retai
service?

MS. KILGORE: And port the nunber away.

MR. VIVERCS: W don't port the nunber.

You port the number. | nmean, that's --

MS. KILGORE: Well, okay.

MR. VIVERCS: Yes, it would be -- an LNP
request, a conversion to |local nunber portability,
literally the work we woul d have to do would be to
di sconnect the retail service, set the 10-digit
trigger, and stop billing the end user custoner. And
that would be a very different flow, because there
isn't any new UNE going in.

As far as up front, going fromIMA to the
SDC, sone of those orders would go to the service
delivery center for that type of review and
processi ng. Sone of those orders would bypass a
service delivery center and be automatically
translated by IMA into the service order processor

MS. KILGORE: How is it determ ned which go
to the SDC? Is it a dropout? | nean --
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MR. VIVERCS: There are defined
ci rcunst ances for each of the products that we have
fl owthrough capability on where they will flow and
where they won't. So there are circunstances,
entries on the LSR, conditions on an existing account
that woul d preclude a request to convert to LNP from
fl owi ng through

An exanple -- in your scenario, probably
t he nost common exanpl e that woul d prevent
fl owthrough woul d be where there was still sone

activity occurring on the end user's retail account.
MS. KILGORE: Ckay. Thank you.
JUDGE RENDAHL: So does that concl ude your
guestions on the exhibit?

MS. KILGORE: | believe so, Your Honor
Qbviously, the issue of LSRs generally is stil
di sputed, and we will brief this issue. It's nice to

have that clarification, though, of how this would
work from Qaest's perspective

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Weigler.

MR, VEIGLER | just have a couple
guestions. It says on nunber six that the CLEC wil |
either fax the order in or issue through IMA, MW
first question is is if the CLEC faxes in the order
where does that fit into the flow chart? Because it
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says, nunber one, from CLEC to | MA

MR. VIVERCS: And in that | MA box, you
could nodify it to just say slash IS, I1S -- that's
a really good question. |'mgoing to have to double
check on what the acronym stands for. That actually
is our fax LSR system so that's where CLECs fax
manual LSRs.

MR, VEI GLER:  And what woul d happen if the
CLEC faxed in the order? Wuld it be typed into I MA
by Qnest?

MR. VIVERCS: No, it would not. It would
follow the same flow. The CLEC would submit it via
fax, it would go to the service delivery center, the
service delivery center would performthe sane
val idation of the entries on the LSR, probably there
woul d be a few additional validations that the
service delivery center would need to perform
because there are sonme that | MA perforns when the
CLEC subnmits it electronically, and then they would
convert that LSR into internal service orders.

MR VEIGLER M second question is is the
| MA prepared to handle this kind of LSR at this tinme?

MR. VIVEROS: | believe | answered that
when | described it. Right now, we can take this LSR
in via fax and our systems organi zation is working on
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the nodifications to IMA to expand its capabilities.
Ri ght now, it supports distribution subloops and
feeder subl oops and it is being enhanced to support
i ntra-building cable subl oops.

MR, VWEIGER. M third question is is there
going to be a charge, |ike an LSR charge, to the CLEC
for this type of LSR?

MR. VI VERCS: No.

MR, VEIGLER: | don't have any further
guesti ons.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Young.

MS. YOUNG Chris, | just have one

guestion. The service order assigner, that person
will also put the circuit I D back on the LSR; is that
correct? |Is that howthe circuit ID piece will work?

MR, VIVERCS: Actually, the SOAC assi gner
is assigning the termnation. The circuit IDis
actually already on the service order. It is created
at the time the SDC turns the LSR into an interna
service order.

MS. YOUNG Okay. And then the circuit ID,
is it put on the -- how does that get conmunicated
back to the CLECs so that they know, for repair
purposes, what it is?

MR. VIVERCS: The service delivery center
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woul d, yes, also append the LSR, if you will, in the
creation of the firmorder confirmation.

MS. YOUNG  Ckay.

MR. VIVEROS: The circuit ID would be
popul ated on that FOC back to the CLEC

MS. YOUNG Okay. And |ooking at the
second page, where we're |ooking at an actual service
order, | notice a circuit I D of 4.LXFU. 506984.. PN,
toward the bottom of the service order.

JUDGE RENDAHL: VWhich line?

M5. YOUNG  Actually, it's about three
lines fromthe bottom on the second page. |Is that
the type of circuit 1D we would expect to see? In
ot her words, would LXFU al ways desi gnate
intra-building cable as far as a circuit |ID goes, do
you know?

MR. VIVERCS: That is the type of circuit
ID you would see. |'mnot sure that the third
position would always be an F, but | would expect it
to al nost always be an F. It would definitely be an
LX circuit 1D.

MS. YOUNG Okay. Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Are there any other
guestions? M. WIson

MR. WLSON: Well, | think that discussion
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brought up one of the issues which we covered a bit

previously, but | just want to bring it up again. |
have a big concern with the association of circuit
IDs with these intra-building cables. |If there does

happen to be a problemwth the inside wire, what it
essentially nmeans is the CLEC has to go back
somewhere in a database and find out what circuit ID
was assigned to this by Qwest before they can get
Qnest to go out and fix the trouble.

And typically, you'll have an installer, an
AT&T technician at the prem ses, you' ve got a pane
there, you've got lots of wires. They know which one
is bad, they can flag it and tag it. Wy soneone
then needs to go find out what Qmest called this
termnation | think is adding a | evel of conplexity
that is unnecessary.

| -- and | think this is one of our
problems with this whole LSR business in establishing
these circuit IDs. |If the CLEC has, say, a dozen
inside wires that they' re using in the building, how
in the world do we know which one is the one that we
ought to be telling Qwest. | think it's going to
cause a lot of rejects of nmintenance requests and a
| ot of unnecessary problens. That's my opinion on
t he subj ect.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Viveros.

MR. VI VERCS: Qwest disagrees, and M.
Orel may want to expand on this when he conmes back
in the room but the process for associating sone
non-t el ephone nunber identifier to an end user's
service is a standard conmon practice that occurs
every day when CLECs buy unbundl ed | oops or buy any
other UNE that they need to conmuni cate back to the
ILEC with that isn't tel ephone nunber-based.

MR, WLSON. And | under -- | nean, if
you're in a central office, you're on relay racks,
these things all have nunber assignnents, row and
colum. You're out in the field, you got these ugly
termnals that nmultiple technicians work on, and if
AT&T has 10 different |l oops to that termnal, so 10
different circuits, we have a problem on one of them
how does AT&T and Qwest figure out which of the 10 of
your 10 circuit IDs is the one that's got a problen?
How do we do that?

MR. VIVEROS: There's a one-for-one
rel ati onshi p between the individual subloop that
you're accessing and the circuit ID that we've
assigned to it. You've gained access to the subl oop
you' ve sent nme a request telling me that you've done
that, that you've run the junper, and |'mreturning a
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response to you that says, Okay, it's circuit
4. LXFU. 12345. . PN, if we're in Washi ngton.

That i nformation needs to be retained both
for your bill validation purposes, as well as for any
subsequent communi cation you're going to do with us
about what to do with that UNE. You'll need that
circuit IDto submt a request to discontinue
accessing that subloop, you'll need it to report
trouble. We've, | think, tal ked about this here in
Washi ngton, as well as in other jurisdictions, around
the inability certainly nechanically, but even froma
t el ephone trouble reporting standpoint, to
successfully process a trouble request that says this
el ement that |'m accessing out at this address is
broken and our repair people having no ability to go
in and determ ne whether we're actually providing
that access to you.

MR, WLSON: But | don't think you
understand the situation and the problem AT&T, over
the course of six nmonths, installs to 10 circuits in
a building out of a hundred. Say there's 100. You
get a panel with 100 circuits on it. Over the course
of six nonths, we put in 10. Each tinme we put a new
one in, you assign a circuit IDto it. After two
years, one of them goes bad. The technician is out
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there, he knows which one is bad. How in the world
is that technician or AT&T or Qmest going to figure
out which of the 10 circuit I1Ds you have assigned to
that circuit? It's not witten on the box because,
as the technician's installing them he doesn't have
t hat nunber. That nunber conmes back from Qmest at
some point in tine.

So it's not -- it's nowhere on the box,
there's no correlation that Quest has, there's no
correlation that AT&T has. No one knows which of the
10 that is. That's the problem And you're going to
reject the service request because it doesn't have
the circuit ID. | suppose | could put any of them on
it and just tag it and you wouldn't know if it was
wrong, so | think that shows the |udicrousness of

this process. | could actually, as |I'msitting here
t hi nki ng about it, | could put any of the 10 on it
right? How would you know?

MR. VIVEROS: Well, you could -- | nean,

you could certainly submt a trouble report against a
circuit that wasn't the circuit that was in trouble.
Chances are you wouldn't end up getting the service
that you were tal ki ng about restored. How you know
i's because as you're sending requests to access those
10 subl oops, we're sending you back a circuit IDto



05581

your individual request. And just like any other UNE
request, when we send back a circuit 1D, CLECs nake
an associ ati on between that |LEC-assigned circuit ID
and the service that they are providing their end
user custoner.

I can't tell you how AT&T nmakes that
associ ation, but certainly you do al ready neke that
associ ation when you' re buyi ng ot her UNEs.

MR, WLSON:. Well, | guess |I'mjust saying,
| nean, what was the -- on your exhibit, what was the
-- where is the circuit ID on there?

MR. VIVERCS: The circuit IDis on the
first page of the service order, and it is at the
bottom where it says no dispatch. It is floating on
the second line, inthe 1 ULQU line, and it is
behi nd the FID UNE 1.

MR. WLSON: So the F -- the four-point or
t he one --

MR. VI VERGCS: 4.LXFU.506984..PN is the
circuit ID.

MR WLSON:. GCkay. And so ny question is,
how do you think that nunmber is going to get marked
on the wire at the building in the termnal? How do
you think that gets on there?

MR, ORREL: |'msorry, Ken. | kind of
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junmped in in the nddle of this, came in in the
m ddl e, but wouldn't you place it on your junper that
you access the MIE term nal with?

MR, WLSON: | think we get this after
we' ve al ready done that.

MR, ORREL: Well, yeah, that's a sequencing
choi ce that AT&T is nmaking.

MR, WLSON: Even if we got it before it,
how rmuch delay do you think this would add to the
process of getting this nunber to the technician?
mean, the technician's going to a dozen or 20 sites
in a day. How do you think they're supposed to get
this nunmber on all those -- 15 or 20 of these on the
boxes?

And then the other question is if they
aren't ever put on there or if they were put on there
and soneone el se took themoff, like | said, if we
send you a trouble report, | suppose we could just
pi ck one of the 10 for that box and put it on there,
and if it's clearly marked which one's the problem |
think that's the one -- | nean -- it's just an -- it
seens to be an unreasonabl e and unwor kabl e process.
| guess that's my probl em

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, | think it's
clear that there's an inpasse issue here. Unless



05583

there's nore that Qmest can add, | think that there's
sufficient information about this being an inpasse
i ssue.

MS. KILGORE: Your Honor, could | ask one
guestion, a quick question? |If Qwmest gets a trouble
report for its own custormer for an inside wire issue
at a place where you own the inside wire or
i ntra-building cable, how does the Qwest technician
i dentify which subl oop el enent needs repair?

MR. ORREL: The technician doesn't repair
subl oop el ements for Qnest facilities. Quest does
trouble isolation utilizing test access points,
identifies a section of cable that may be in trouble,
then we dispatch to that section. W don't have
subl oop el enments per se

MS. KILGORE: Well, okay, I'msorry. |
m sspoke. Let's say we're tal king about the
intra-building wire for a particular custonmer has a
trouble, there's a problemwith that wire, just as
the situation we've been tal king about. How do you
identify which cable it is that needs the work? Do
you keep identifiers on that line and is that
mai ntai ned in your database at your provisioning
center where you would roll the truck fronf

MR, VIVERCS: It's by circuit ID. In the
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case of a finished dial tone service, the circuit ID
is the tel ephone nunber, so the end user customer
woul d be required to report trouble under the

t el ephone nunber. They couldn't call up and say, |I'm
having a problemwth nmy inside wire, I'mhaving a
problemw th ny jacks, and nmy address is 123 Min,

pl ease send soneone out. W would need the tel ephone
nunber, and the trouble report would be opened

agai nst that line record.

MR. ORREL: Or, in the scenario of a
special or a design-type circuit, the custonmer would
provide us the sanme circuit IDthat's very simlar to
what's on this exanple in Exhibit 1021

MS. KILGORE: |s the custoner's phone
nunber identified at the MIE term nal ?

MR, ORREL: No, the custoner's tel ephone
nunber is not identified at the MIE terninal.

MS. KILGORE: So how do you know which wire
you' re working off of?

MR. ORREL: Because, with the customer
record, we know what tel ephone nunber's associ at ed
with which address. That address and tel ephone
nunber tells us which termnals the facility passes
t hrough, providing us with the locations to go to do
troubl e isol ation.
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MR, WLSON: | think what Ms. Kilgore was
getting at, if you have a termnal with 100 different
inside wires, the technician probably has to go out
and deternine which one it is.

MR, ORREL: That's not true, Ken. For
exanple, on a closed terminal, the lid will have the
addresses associated with the term nations | abel ed on
the lid of the ternmination. The information's
avail able at the MIE term nal

MR. WLSON: If you're lucky. |[|'ve been in
| ots of them where --

MR, ORREL: That's your opinion, Ken.

MR, WLSON: |'ve been in lots of them
where it's not that clear, and you'd have to do sone
work to figure it out.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, | think it's clear
that there's an inpasse on this issue, and | think
the parties can brief it. | think it's also clear

t hat maybe bl ood sugar is running a little |low, and
it my be time to take our lunch break. So let's be
off the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
record. Before we take our lunch break, we want to
reflect that |ssue SB-6 has been closed. The
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1 Ilanguage that the parties agreed to will close that

2 issue out. And we have added |Issue SB-13 concerning
3 AT&T's request that Qwmest create a Wb site. That's
4 been added to the list. So with that, | think we are
5 done with subloops and will now take our |unch break.
6 Let's be off the record, unless, Ms. Stewart, you

7 have sonething you want to add on the record?

8 M5. STEWART: O f the record.

9 (Lunch recess taken.)

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record.

11 We're back from our lunch break and we're going to
12 discuss line sharing. | understand we have Ms.

13 Sacilotto and Ms. Ford, representing Qwest, on the
14 line, and we are going to turn to |line sharing. So
15 we have a line sharing issues list. Who would care
16 to summarize where we are?

17 M5. STEWART: This is Karen Stewart. |

18 believe | can. In our previous first phase of this
19 workshop, we discussed and either closed or inpassed
20 all the line sharing issues.
21 My under st andi ng of the need to discuss
22 line sharing at this point is that Covad has
23 additional information they would like to add to the
24 record in regards to i ssue Washi ngton LS-6.
25 MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you. That's correct.
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We sinply just want to note for the record, and it
gets back to the packet switching issue of yesterday
with regard to the recent Texas arbitration decision,
whi ch we believe that decision provides further
support for the argunent that |ine sharing over fiber
is technically feasible and that there is a nethod by
which to acconplish that through, for exanple,
sonmething simlar to unbundl ed packet swi tching,

which -- well, I'Il just leave it at that.

MS. SACILOTTO I'msorry, | was on hold
for a second. This is Kara. Can we go back to what
we -- | think that was Ms. Doberneck just speaking.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, Ms. Doberneck was j ust
di scussing -- were you on the |ine yesterday for
packet switching, M. Sacilotto?

MS. SACI LOTTO | was.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And there was a
di scussion then about a Texas --

MS. SACILOTTO.  Deci si on.

JUDGE RENDAHL: -- decision. And Ms.
Dober neck was expl ai ning that she believes that
deci si on supports the argunent that |ine sharing over
fiber is feasible. 1s there anything nore you'd I|ike
to add to that summary for Ms. Sacilotto?

MS. DOBERNECK: ©Ch, and just sinply, given
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t he unbundl i ng obligations that are inposed on SWBT
in connection with that decision, that it provides
anal ogous support for the proposals Covad and AT&T
have put forth in this proceeding with regard to the
feasibility of line sharing over fiber and the manner
by which it will be acconplished.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Sacilotto, do you have
anything to add, comments to make?

MS. SACI LOTTO |'m sure that (inaudible)
di sagreenment with the applicability of that decision

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think you cut out a
little bit there.

MS. SACILOTTO |'msure that we will brief
the view that that decision is not applicable.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think brief was the

m ssing word there. M. Zulevic and M. W1 son both.

MR, ZULEVIC. Yeah, just briefly, as it
pertains to Line Sharing 1, you m ght also note that
t he Texas Conmi ssion ordered a three-day interval,
which is the interval that Qmest has already agreed
to provide, but they also ordered a 10-day interva
for |l oops requiring conditioning.

MS. SACILOTTO. Well, M. Zulevic, the | ast
time we were here, you were asking for five days.

MR, ZULEVIC. | didn't say Texas got it
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right, but they got it better

M5. SACILOTTO.  Well, we'll be briefing
that, too.

MR. WLSON: And one other issue that I
think is also at inpasse and will be briefed, but I'd
like to point out, after an extensive analysis, the
Texas Commi ssion also determined that Iine at a tinme
provi sioning of line splitters owned by the |ILEC was
appropriate, and an interesting quote fromthe order
said that, therefore, the arbitrators adopt the
Conmi ssion's earlier ruling that the splitter is part
of the attached el ectronics of the |oop, and | think
that's exactly what AT&T and Covad and ot hers have
been proposing, and | think the analysis that the
Texas arbitrators went through is quite deterninative
for that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you tell ne what
paragraph that -- or a cite for that section you just
read?

M5. DeCOOK: If you give himsone tine,
|'"ve got the decision here. He could find it.

MR, WLSON: Yes, | have marked down page
26. 1'll get the paragraph nunber.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. |If you'll just get
me the paragraph nunber, that's fine. Ms. Liston or
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Ms. Stewart. Ms. Stewart.

MS. STEWART: Yes. Qaest has not had an
opportunity to review this order and see its
applicability. Just based on the previous Texas
arbitration that had to do with splitters, Qnest
believes it has a different network configuration
than the network configuration in Texas, and
therefore may not be any applicability of that order
in the Qwest situation. Qwest will be review ng that
order and respondi ng as necessary in its brief.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, Ms. Stewart.
Any further comments for |line sharing, aside fromthe
cite?

MS. DeCOOK: No further conments. It
doesn't have paragraph nunbers, but it's page 26 of
the decision and it's nultiple issues, two, five and
Si X.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you for that
identifier. |If there's nothing further, | think we
can nove on fromline sharing. And Ms. Stewart, you
are rel eased.

MS. STEWART: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Have a good rest of the
day.

MS. STEWART: Yes.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So now we're going
to move to loops, NIDs, and line splitting. Let's be
off the record for a moment.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
record. While we were off the record, there was a
proposal by Worl dCom and Qwest to dispense with
di scussi on of general terns and conditions in this
docket, and possibly AT&T was involved in that
di scussion, as well, | don't recall

And at this point, |1've agreed to allow the
parties to file the Col orado transcripts. The
wor kshop there will be ending on the 24th, and the
parties should file, as Exhibit 799, any transcripts
and exhibits concerning general terns and conditions
from Col orado in this docket, and the parties wll
brief the discussion of that.

Al so, while we were off the record, M.
Wtt, of AT&T, called in and he will be filing as
Exhibits 1170 and 1171-C, the confidential and
nonconfi dential portions of the testinony and
exhibits fromthe nulti-state on public interest.

We al so di scussed scheduling. The schedule
that was set in supplenmental -- the fifth
suppl enental order in this proceeding for Wrkshop



05592

Four will be nodified as follows: The post-workshop
briefs, instead of having a single brief on August
21st, there will be an initial brief due on Septenber

7th and reply briefs on Section 272 issues and public
interest issues only. The opportunity is there for
the parties to reply -- file reply briefs on those
i ssues on Septenber 14th. An initial order targeted
for Cctober 12th and comments on October 26th, and a
presentation to the Commi ssioners to be determ ned.

M. Kopta was on the line, maybe still is,
and nentioned to us that there is still an
out st andi ng i ssue of when comments are due on the
initial order in the third workshop and when the
Conmi ssioners' presentation is. | indicated | was
not aware of when those dates were, but that they
were currently being schedul ed.

M. Viveros pointed out that there is a
change to the Replacenment Exhibit 1020 for Section
9.3.5.4.6. There were sone words omitted. On the
second line, following "or a new facility
constructed,"” the follow ng words shoul d be inserted:
"and when Qwaest runs the junper."

And | think that concludes any of the
outstanding i ssues. | guess the only other issue
that's remmi ni ng, Ms. Hopfenbeck, and we didn't
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di scuss this off the record, is whether WrldCom and
Qnest had resolved the interval issue, or is that
still outstanding?

MS. HOPFENBECK: You're tal king about the
forecasting issue?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Forecasting issue, yes.

MS. HOPFENBECK: And |I'msorry to say that
over the lunch break | tried to reach my people to
find out -- we've just been negotiating and we're
very close, but we haven't --

JUDGE RENDAHL: But it's not resol ved
enough for nme to know about it yet?

MS. HOPFENBECK: That's right. But | guess
at this point I"'mpretty confident that this is going

to be finished. It's just wordsmithing. |It's just
that we're not there yet. So what | would propose is
that next week | just sinply send a letter to the
Commi ssion, and I'll do that jointly with Qwest or

with Qrest's authority, and we will advise the
Conmi ssi on about the w thdrawal of our testinony.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. But at this point,
you're not planning to offer Ms. Wcks or Qnest is
not offering Ms. Bungarner or M. Freeberg at this
time?
MS. HOPFENBECK: That's right.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Al right. Wth
t hat understanding, let's nove on to | oops, NI Ds, and
line splitting and see if we can wap it up by the
end of the day today. Okay.

On the | oops issues log, starting with
| oops, are there issues that -- who is still on the
bridge? | think sonebody just |eft.

M5. SACILOTTO. Kara is still on the

bri dge.

MS. FORD: And this is Laura. 1'mgoing to
drop off.

MR, KOPTA: And this is Greg Kopta. [|I'm
still here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. That |ovely echo is
what occurs when people drop off and sonmebody's
talking. The loop issues log is quite extensive, and
maybe the parties can target those issues that they
want to revisit. |If an issue is at inpasse, |I'm
assuming it will remain at inpasse unless you al
indicate it. So | don't know who wants to take the
| aboring oar on this.

MS. DeCOOK: There nay be sone in addition
-- there may be sone where we have a designation of
i npasse where there may be sone additiona
informati on we want to provide. We'Ill note that as
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we go through.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And maybe if we just
start at Loop Issue 1. There was the Worl dCom
takeback on intervals and parity. |Is that Ms. Wcks?

MS. HOPFENBECK:  No.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's a different issue?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, that's a different
issue. And we've had -- | think this issue just
needs to go to inpasse now.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

M5. SACILOTTO.  Ann, let's -- | get
confused about this, because |I thought when we were
in Oregon a week or so ago that we closed this issue.
This is the whole ICB issue, and we closed it for
purposes of this workshop, but left it open for
pur poses of general ternms and conditions.

MS. HOPFENBECK: | thought that was anot her
i ssue, Kara. As | understood this issue, this issue
is -- 1 thought this had to do with whether --

Wor | dCom was taking the position that there should be
-- the intervals should not be 1CB for OCN | oops.

MS. LISTON: | think, just as a
clarification, when we originally started with Issue
1 on loops, it was around the OCN offering, and
everything for OCNs was | CB
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M5. HOPFENBECK: Right, and | understand
you' ve changed that now.

MS. LISTON:. W' ve changed that, so the
only thing left were intervals for OCN were on an |ICB
basis, and ny recollection was the sane as Kara's.

We did close this in Oregon, and we closed it in
other jurisdictions. W said that the ICB issue was
deferred to general terns and conditions on what you
do with ICB. W've got intervals being open and at

i npasse in other places, but that, in ternms of
produci ng of OCN | oops and meki ng OCN | oops

avail abl e, we have cl osed that issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, there are three
i ssues on the list that --

MS. LISTON: We're |ooking at A

MS. HOPFENBECK: The only issue that -- and
|'ve checked recently with ny people at Worl dCom and
they think that should be a standard interval for
OCNs, and |'ve outlined the issue to them and so
that's why I'mgoing to i npasse here. And I'msorry
if I did sonmething different in Oregon thinking that
-- but 1 didn't recall that. But ny npst recent
instruction is that this is inpasse.

MS. LISTON: Wuld -- as an alternative
because we have Loop 11, which is all of the Exhibit
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Cintervals, and that's where we address all of the
interval issues, is it possible that we just --

MS. HOPFENBECK: Mbve it to Loop 117

MS. LISTON: That Loop 11 includes the ICB
for OCN bei ng unacceptable, and then we close the
i ssue, basically because we are providing the OCN
| oops and cl ose Loop 17

M5. HOPFENBECK: Well, | don't -- |
actually don't have a preference. | nean, | think
it's appropriate to close the issue as to whether OCN
itself is offered on an I CB basis, because it's no
| onger, and so that resolves our issues. So long as
-- I"mnot sure that it's appropriate to really put
it at Washington Loop 11. | nean, that's --

MS. SACILOTTO.  Well, that's the interva
chart.

M5. HOPFENBECK: | know, but those are
pl aces where the intervals are specified by Quest
right now and the parties have taken issue with the
length of the interval. This seens to be sonewhat
different in the sense that this is a situation where
there is no intervals specified by Qnest.

MS. SACILOTTO. Well, the interval on
Exhibit Cis ICB, so, you know.

MS. LISTON: That's fine.
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MS. HOPFENBECK: | don't really care where
it goes, frankly.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, why don't we
cl ose out Issue A and add to Washi ngton Loop Issue
11.

MS. SACILOTTO. There is -- Your Honor,
there is a K subsection --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

M5. SACILOTTO -- that addresses this. W
can sinply change the status from closed to inpasse.
JUDGE RENDAHL: | see.

MS. HOPFENBECK: Sorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's okay. So we'll nmke
1-K i npasse, change that fromclose to inpasse, and
take 1-A frominpasse to close. Ckay.

And then, for 1-B, the ICB process was
noved to the general terms and condition workshop
correct? So that's something you all will be
di scussing in Col orado?

M5. HOPFENBECK: That is actually -- the
| CB i ssues have been fleshed out pretty conpletely in
the nmulti-state workshop, and that transcript has
al ready been submitted here. And |I'mnot sure
whet her that ICB issue will be addressed -- how
detail ed the discussion in Colorado will be, because
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that's a foll ow up.

M5. SACILOTTO. Suffice it to say it's
al ready been addressed in the general terns and
conditions workshop. | don't know the status. |'m
sensing it's probably not closed.

MS. HOPFENBECK: No, it's not closed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: No, it's not closed, but |
think the discussion is in the nulti-state workshop
transcripts, is what |'m hearing.

MS. DOBERNECK: And | believe we al so have
Arizona that will be part of this record, because we
had a great deal of discussion on that, and | think
that's where we left it last time we tal ked about
this issue in Washington, the nmulti-state in Arizona.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |'ve received those
transcripts. Well, you know, let's be off the
record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
record. W do have transcripts, and those are
Exhi bit 797 and 798-C, from other states on BFR, SRP
and ICB. So | don't think we need to have further
di scussion on that issue here.

Is there anything nore on 1-C that's at
i npasse? Hearing nothing, Loop Issue 2 appears to be
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at inpasse. |Is that still at inpasse?

MS. SACILOTTO  Yes.

MS. LI STON:  Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes. 3-A I'msorry, M.
DeCook.

MS. DeCOOK: Just a piece of information on
1-C. I'mnot sure if you're aware of this, Your
Honor, but in Workshop Three in Washington, there is
a ruling on the issue about Qmest's obligation to
build, and | can't recall if it was in this state.
believe it was in this state where we were al
agreei ng that whatever the outcone was on that issue
woul d resolve the issue for purposes of this issue in
Loops. And | note that this one relates to OCN
| oops, and there nay be another issue in the issues
list that deals with other | oops and the requirenent
to build those loops, as well. | was looking for it,
but | got distracted.

MS. DOBERNECK: It's Loop 8-B

M5. DeCOOK: Thank you.

MS. DOBERNECK: Washi ngton Loop 8-B

MS. SACILOTTO | would not totally agree
with Ms. DeCook's characterization. |n other
wor kshops in other states, and perhaps here in
Washi ngton, we have recogni zed there's an overl ap
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bet ween the issues, but we have not agreed that they
were identical or that the resolution from Wrkshop
Three woul d necessarily apply in this workshop, so

can't agree with her characterization of this issue.

| nmean, we've presented evidence and
i nformati on that distinguishes |oops from other kinds
of UNEs and certainly hi-cap |oops from other kinds
of loops, so | would not agree that the Workshop
Three ruling dispenses with this issue at all

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, you all can argue
that on your briefs.

MS. SACILOTTO Okay. | just want to make
sure that we don't close this issue. W are still at
i npasse and we are disagreeing with the Conm ssion's
initial order in Wrkshop Three on this issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So noted. Can we

nmove on to Loop 2? COkay. Those -- A and B appear to
be at inpasse. Is that still the case? |Is there any
additional information we need on that issue?

MS. KILGORE: | don't believe so.

MS. LISTON: No.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Loop Issue 3.

MS. KILGORE: Yeah, AT&T would |like to add
alittle bit of information, simlar to what we just
did. As we read through this Texas decision, there's
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quite a bit of discussion about |oop information and
what's -- what information CLECs shoul d have access
to, and one of -- the solution that Texas cane up
with was to have the CLECs performan audit of the
data that SWBT, S-WI-T --

MS. DeCOOK:  SWABT.

MS. KILGORE: -- SWBT, sorry, nmintains in
their back office. And since we are having a hard
ti me understandi ng what information Qwmest personne
have available to themwith respect to |oop
i nformation, perhaps a similar solution would work
here that woul d enable CLECs to understand what data
exi sts and what information Qvest personnel are able
to obtain and the manner in which they obtainit. In
ot her words, how quickly do they get to it, in what
format. And so we'd like to just bring that in here
as part of the discussion and point to that
di scussion in the Texas deci sion

JUDGE RENDAHL: And do you have a page
nunber in that decision?

MS. DeCOOK: 101.

MS. KILGORE: Yeah, the Arbiter's
di scussion of it is at page 101. The issue nunber is
20. The discussion of it begins at page 99.

MS. SACI LOTTO  Has AT&T agreed to give
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parties a copy of this decision?

M5. DOBERNECK: | forwarded to Andy Crain
| ast night an electronic copy of that decision. It
was al so attached to AT&T's comments in Arizona and
Col orado on the emergi ng services recommendati ons.

MS. DeCOOK: Just an additional factua
note fromthe SWBT decision. |t appears, from
readi ng the order, that SWBT had agreed to such an
audi t.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Ms. Sacilotto, is
t hat somet hing you can obtain from M. Crain, or
woul d you |i ke someone to forward to you an
el ectronic copy?

MS. SACI LOTTO | probably have AT&T' s
comments on the enmerging services, so if it's
attached to that, | probably have it here. |

obvi ously haven't had an opportunity to | ook at it
for this issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Well, if, for sone
reason, you cannot access it, |'msure you can
contact AT&T or Ms. Doberneck and obtain a copy.
Okay. |s there anything additional on |Issue Three,
aside fromthat comrent from AT&T?

MS. SACI LOTTO | would assune we're going

to need an opportunity to respond to that request.
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I'd like to have an opportunity to discuss this
during -- if we have an afternoon break, so that we
can fornul ate our response.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's acceptabl e.

MS. DeCOOK: Well, we can certainly
continue if we don't get a response or if further
di scussions are required, we could certainly continue
those after the close of the workshop and report back
to the Conmi ssion on any resolution that we m ght
have.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And you can also brief it
if you don't reach, you know -- if you're still at
i mpasse, |'d consider this to be inline with the
briefing analysis. Okay.

So noving on to Issue Four, this is a cost
docket issue, it looks like it. |Issue Five has two
i ssues, the first, on SGAT Section 9.2.4.3.1.2, was
an AT&T takeback and a Covad agreenent, it appears.

MS. SACILOTTO | think | recall the
takeback. At the tine of the initial workshop, AT&T
was not able to say whether or not it agreed to the
72- hour FOC on xDSL | oops, and we were hoping to get
their response before the follow up, but now we're
here at that tine, and | believe that was a takeback

MS. DeCOOK: W actually provided a
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response to Quwest |ast week in Col orado and we had
ext ensi ve di scussion on the FOC trial |ast week, and
it was AT&T' s concl usion, based upon the dispute and
the evidence that was presented by the reconciliation
of data between Covad and Qmest, that it made sense
to go to the ROC process and at | east test whether
the 72-hour interval would provide a neani ngful FOC
or not, because we couldn't -- the control over the
busi ness rules was not evident fromthe FOC tria
that was conducted in Col orado, and we thought we'd
get a better-controlled test through the ROC process.

We're -- AT&T is still not convinced that
72 hours is the right interval, and so we reserve our
right to, at whatever point, raise an issue about
what the appropriate interval is, but we have no
objection to it being taken to the ROC for purposes
of testing whether the 72-hour interval wll work.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Any response from Qunest? |
guess, at this point, it appears that the issue is
cl osed.

MS. SACILOTTO  Yeah.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Pendi ng what happens in the
ROC testing process.

MS5. DeCOOK: | think that's fair, and that
may be Covad's position, as well
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MS. DOBERNECK: The way we left it is, for
pur poses of a meani ngful FOC and whet her Quest net
its installation interval, we closed that issue here
subject to review at the conclusion of the CSS
testing. For what it's worth, at the end of a fairly
| engt hy di scussion in Colorado |ast week regardi ng
this FOC trial, Staff disclosed that they would
recommend to the Conmission that it not rely on
Qnest's data with regard to the tineliness of FOC
receipt.

["mnot fully aware of all the bases for
Staff's decision in that regard, but sinply that, in
the absence of reconciliation between Qunest and al
the parties that subnmtted orders during the course
of that trial, that it would not recommend that the
Col orado Conmi ssion rely on that data.

M5. SACILOTTO Wl --

M5. LISTON: However, what we did have an
agreenent fromthe Colorado Staff was to nove ahead
with the 72-hour FOC, so really, if you |look at the
overall of what the trial was about, one of the
t hi ngs was should we change the FOC interval from 24
hours to 72 hours. That decision was agreed upon in
Col orado by the parties and the Conmi ssion Staff did
say that they would support that reconmendation, and
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then, by doing it with the ROC, we would then be in a
position where the actual performance results would
be part of the audit process through the ROC OSS
testing, and the parties all agreed to do that.

MS. DeCOOK: Just a clarification of that.
I think the Staff essentially said it's not up to
themto determ ne whether to take sonmething to the
ROC. And if the parties had agreed on that, they
certainly weren't going to oppose it or even weigh in
on it. But they did have sone concerns, based upon
t he di scussion that occurred | ast week and based on
the fact that reconciliation had not been done with
all the participation in the ROC trial, about any
concl usions that m ght be reached based on that
evi dence.

MS. SACI LOTTO  For purposes of this record
i n Washi ngton, you know, we -- the only issue that's
captured within Washi ngton Loop 5 is the issue the
ALJ was tal king about that should be closed is should
we go with the 72-hour FOC to the ROC

I mean, | would disagree with your
characterization of the reconciliation process in
Colorado. As it's being presented, it sounds as if
we didn't offer to reconcile or we didn't foll ow
t hrough on requests to reconcile data, and that's
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incorrect. Only two carriers asked to do it, one of
whi ch followed through and then subsequently wi thdrew
90 percent of their own data. So you know, for

pur poses of Washington, | agree with the ALJ that
this issue is closed.

MS. DOBERNECK: To bring the comments ful
circle, getting back to the 72-hour FOC, Covad had no
objection to Qvest going to the ROC for that. W're
currently operating under 72 hours, so we had no
obj ecti on.

JUDGE RENDAHL: It seens to nme that the
i ssue, as Ms. Sacilotto stated, here in Washington is
whet her going to a 72-hour testing interval is
acceptable to the parties, and ny understanding, from
hearing all of you, is that that is okay. So for
purposes of the issue here in Washington, it is
closed. If there are perfornmance issues that result
out of that, | expect we'll be hearing about that
when we're di scussing performance here i n Washi ngton

MS. DOBERNECK: On behalf of Covad, that's
my under st andi ng, as well

MS. LISTON: W agree with that statenent,
al so.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So that issue will
be closed. The next issue, Loop Issue 7, it states
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here was deferred to consider in ROC OSS test
proceedi ng or performance proceedi ng. Wuld soneone
care to recap this, since |l can't seemto recall?

MS. DOBERNECK: | will. W raised the
i ssue that had cone up earlier that, where there's a
new -- oh, you know, I'msorry. |'mthinking of a

different issue. Okay. Forget what | was about to
say.

M5. DeCOOK: | can tal k about this one.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, Ms. DeCook

M5. LISTON:. O | could.

MS. DeCOOK: This is an issue that relates
to CLEC LSRs being rejected because of problens
within the address that's identified on the LSR. W
had an extensive discussion about AT&T's issue on
address validation problens that we've encountered in
the nulti-state, and as a result of those
di scussions, we agreed to defer the issue to the ROC
OSS test. And if we encountered any additiona
probl ems with address validation, we would raise
those in the context of a performance workshop, which
hopefully we'll have.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. All right. So at
this point, this issue is deferred for our purposes?

MS. LISTON: Correct.



05610

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Washington Loop
Issue 8, currently at inpasse. Any change, other
than that Bis now -- we're also referring to
Washi ngton Loop Issue 1-C, but there's a dispute as
to whether it's the sane issue or a related issue.

Okay. Loop Issue 9, at inpasse. It says,
Di scuss additional aspects in OSS test proceeding.

Is there anything further we need to tal k about here?

MS. DOBERNECK: Wait. On 9?

JUDGE RENDAHL: On 9.

MS. DOBERNECK: | had the anticonpetitive
conduct .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, the action status here
in Washington is listed as inpasse, and discuss
additi onal aspects in OSS test proceeding.

MS. LISTON: | think one of the things that
Qnest noted is we were kind of -- we're not sure what
that additional note was on there in terns of discuss
it in OSS test proceeding. W think it's just
strictly an inpasse issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Then | don't know
why it's there, and we'll just take it off.

MS5. STRAIN: | don't know, either, and
wote it.

MR. WLSON: Mybe, Your Honor, one comment
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on that. | think |I renenber that Qwest has
instituted additional policies regarding this issue,
and | think the CLECs wanted to see if these seemto
wor k over the next couple of nonths.

MS. DOBERNECK: ©Ch, | think that's right.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Wbuld that be appropriately
an OSS test, or it would be just a perfornmance issue?

MS. DOBERNECK: Yes. And | would actually
like to add one piece of evidence or add to the
record for Washington Loop 9. Ms. Cutcher testified
when she was here regarding the theft of routers from
sone COs in -- the theft of Covad routers and cabling
in a series of Colorado central offices in the space
of two weeks between June 14th and June 26th.

Subsequent to concl udi ng our first
wor kshop, we were inforned by Qenest that they had
identified the individual who had stolen our routers
and tie cables and that they had suspended that
i ndi vi dual pending an investigation of appropriate
di sci pline.

What 1'd |like to put into the record here
is the letter we received from Ken Beck, at Qwest,
identifying the fact that it was a Qwest enpl oyee who
stole those routers, to add -- sinply to add to our
argunment that we nmade here, is that the code of
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conduct and the remni nders and associ ated docunents
that Qwest had sent out are not effective in
deterring that kind of behavior

Al'l of the docunments, the code of conduct
and the other rem nder docunents that Qwest provided,
were all distributed to its enployees prior to these
thefts occurring, and yet we had three -- well, four
thefts, three routers and a pair of cables. So |I'd
like to introduce into evidence, and | believe it's
-- it would be Exhibit 973, which is the next exhibit
under Ms. Cutcher's set of exhibits and testinony,
for purposes of this workshop

JUDGE RENDAHL: Response from Qwest?

MS. LISTON: | think a couple of things
that we'd like to add to the record. 1In the |ast
wor kshop, there was di scussion around the interaction
bet ween Qwest and Covad during this investigation,
and | believe ny recollection is M. Cutcher
testified that there was no comruni cati on, that Qaest
was not responding or providing feedback in ternms of
the investigation. At that tinme, | did report that I
knew that investigation was going on, but | wasn't
aware of details.

| just want the record to show that Quest
was in contact through voice nail and e-mail with
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Covad t hroughout the investigation process. The week
foll owing the workshop that we had here in

Washi ngton, there was a neeting schedul ed between
Qnest and Covad to provide themwith a status of the
i nvestigation. A question was asked of Covad, what
do you want from-- as a result of this issue, and
they tal ked about two things, one being feedback and
the other one being we want to know st atus.

| just want the record to show that Quest
was providing feedback to Covad throughout the
i nvestigation and status was provided and that action
was taken by Qmest. We do have a code of conduct.

We have a very |large organization. The reason we
have code of conduct in place is because you can't
control everybody's behavior, but you can tell them
what consequences are associated with it.

And you know, | hate saying this, but, you
know, we have |aws, we have |aws wi thin our conpany,
we have laws within our country. Not everybody
abides by laws. And it was an unfortunate situation
We've had theft situations in our conpany in the
past. \Wen they do occur, we, as a conpany, then
have to take action with the individual enployee. It
was an unfortunate situation and we did take the
action. And it was reported the person is currently
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under suspension and the investigation continues. It
has been referred to | aw enforcenent agenci es and,
like | said, it continues on, the investigation. But
we did provide Covad updates and we have provi ded
status information throughout the process.

MS. SACI LOTTO To clarify, when you talk
about we've had thefts within the conpany, are you
tal ki ng about theft of Qwmest equi pment by Quest
enpl oyees?

M5. LISTON: That's correct.

M5. DOBERNECK: 1'Ill just sinply respond.
We do very much appreciate the fact that Qwest did
respond to us and that Qwest did, in fact, keep us
apprised during this unfortunate epi sode. So
certainly don't disagree with Ms. Liston on that
point. It was just to the other issues, so -- but,
yes, we are very pleased with the kind of
responsi veness and the request for input that Quest
has asked of us as far as future security in CGCs.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Thank you, both
of you, for providing further information on that.

Do you have copies?

MS. DOBERNECK: | do.

JUDGE RENDAHL: 1s there any objection by
Qnest to this document?
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MS. SACILOTTO.  Well, | don't know if this
is so much an objection as this is an incident that
related to Col orado, not to Washington. And al so,
woul d note that Ms. Doberneck has been providing the
testinmony regarding it, not an actual witness. So
don't know how the Conmi ssion deals with things of
t hat nature.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think, to the extent, Ms.
Sacilotto, that this letter kind of closes the |oop
on an issue that was testified to in the main

wor kshop, | think it provides information on the
i nci dent and on Qwmest's responsiveness to the
incident. And so | think, to that extent, | don't

believe it's necessarily prejudicial to the conpany.

MS. SACILOTTO.  No, nor do I.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So | think I would sinply
allow it for purposes of closing the |loop and let the
docunent speak for itself. So if, M. Doberneck, if
you wouldn't mind circulating that, that will be
mar ked as Exhibit 973.

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: Is there anything further
on Loop Issue 9?

MS. DOBERNECK: No, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Anything further on
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Loop | ssue 107

M5. SACILOTTO | believe we have some SGAT
| anguage that Ms. Liston has hopefully -- have you
circulated it, Jean?

MS. LISTON: W have not circulated it yet,
Kar a.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. \Why don't we be off
the record while we circulate both of these exhibits.
Let's be off the record.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
record. Wile we were off the record, we marked, as
Exhi bit 943, a docunent titled Washi ngton Loop 10,
SGAT proposed changes, which includes changes to
Sections 9.2.2.3.2, 9.2.6.7, and 9.2.6.8.

VWile we were off the record, Ms.

Sacilotto requested or asked whether we had admitted
as Exhibit 942 the SGAT Lite version issued by Qnest
on July 24th, and | stated that | believed I had
admtted it yesterday, but if I had not, it is now so
adm tted.

Is there any objection to the adm ssion of
Exhi bit 943? Hearing nothing, it will be admtted.
And Ms. Liston, you had sone changes to this
docunent ?
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1 MS. LISTON: Yes, Your Honor, just one

2 minor change. 1n 9.2.2.3.2, it should read, in the

3 very first sentence, "if CLEC orders a two/four-wire
4 non-loaded |oop." So just change it to two/four

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So these changes are
6 proposed, then, to try to resolve the inpasse?

7 MS. HOPFENBECK: One issue. Actually, it's
8 really related to only one issue.

9 JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you speak into the

10 mcrophone, because | know Ms. Sacilotto can't hear
11 you.

12 MS. HOPFENBECK: Ckay. This change,

13 9.2.2.3.2 is a provision to which Wrl dCom object ed,
14 and specifically the issue that Wrl dCom was

15 concerned about is that this appeared to put in

16 Qwest's discretion the determ nation of whether or
17 not there was a facility that would neet the CLEC s
18 needs. And so by these changes, to which Wrl dCom
19 has agreed, Qwest has basically provided for, one,
20 allowed the CLEC to decide how to place its order
21 whether it's going to order specifically an ADSL

22 conpatible unbundled loop or it's going to order the
23 nore generic variety two or four-wire non-I|oaded

24 | oop.

25 And then Qnest is required here to
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1 basically only report whether there's -- when there's
2 no copper facility avail able capable of requesting
3 that generically-requested service. 1It's no |onger
4 tied to the NC/ NCI codes, which was our concern.

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: So does this |anguage

6 resolve the concern that you had on 9.2.2.3.2?

7 MS. HOPFENBECK: Yes.

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

9 M5. DeCOOK: Just a comment. This

10 provision would be inpacted by whatever decision
11 comes out of this Commi ssion on the requirenment to
12 build.

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: From Workshop Three?

14 MS. HOPFENBECK: Yeah, that's actually
15 true, but this is a conpletely different issue on
16 that.

17 MS. DeCOOK: Right.
18 MS. SACI LOTTO  Well, preserving our
19 objection, | nean, | think there's also a big

20 difference between even what's ordered in Workshop
21 Three and what the CLECs purport to be saying here.

22 | nmean, this is not necessarily a situation in which
23 there is an exhaust of facilities.
24 This might be a situation in which the

25 facilities that are actually there and in place and
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ready to serve aren't copper. So this would go
beyond a demand of construction to alleviate an
exhaust, but a demand that we construct copper
facilities if they're not there.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well --

MS5. DeCOOK: | think we'll brief it.
JUDGE RENDAHL: | was going to say, even
with that, it appears there's still an inpasse issue

her e.

M5. HOPFENBECK: Well, the issue that is
closed is the ordering issue that's identified as
Loop Issue --

JUDGE RENDAHL: 10-5?

MS. HOPFENBECK: -- 10-5, yeah.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So that issue is closed?

MS. HOPFENBECK: That's a nuch narrower
i ssue than the obligation to build issue. In
Worl dCom s view, the obligation to build issue is
highlighted in all sorts of places here, and we're
happy with that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Now, going to the
Document 943, Exhibit 943, do parties have objections
to the | anguage in these three sections, the changes
that Qwest is proposing?

MS. DOBERNECK: Your Honor, mnmy initia
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reaction is no, but as always, whenever we get into
anything with spectrum 1'd |ike to have a person
within Covad who's familiar with spectrumissues take
a look at it, but I"'massumng if this has been

wor ked through with other parties, it's probably fine
with us. And from Covad's perspective, we can assune
it's acceptable unless | notify you or Quest

ot herwi se.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. SACI LOTTO  Jean, could you just
explain a little bit what |l ed us to nake these
changes?

MS. LISTON: Sure. Just a little bit of
background. O fline, Qewest and Worl dCom had severa
di scussions regarding a couple of different aspects
associated with these issues, and there were really
two main issues. One was, under the current
structure for ordering unbundl ed | oop, could they
order a generic loop, like a two-wire non-Ioaded | oop
and then choose the type of DSL service they want to
provide on the two-wire non-| oaded | oop

When | reported that that was allowed, and
we -- this was a lot of offline discussions that we
had -- that that's the way that it currently works
today, there was an el enment of surprise, you know.
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They thought we were restricting what kind of
services you put on the two-w re non-| oaded.

So as we continued to further discuss it,
we realized that the stunbling block was this Section
9.2.2.3.2, because of the way it was worded. So once
we worked through that it wasn't restricting the
service, but rather saying we're going to |ook for
conpatible facilities, if you order copper |oop and
we don't have a copper |oop, regardl ess of what kind
of DSL service you want to put on it, it's the fact
that you're |ooking for a copper |loop that we can't
support, and that's what that section, 9.2.2.3.2, is
referring to.

As we worked through those issues, we
realized that we could clean the |anguage up a little
bit to renpve the concern regarding that.

The second issue that we tal ked about |
believe ties into number four of this list, and
that's the exhaust. And a question cane up regarding
if we were in a situation where the CLEC was aski ng
for a -- again, I'll use the exanple of a two-wire
non-| oaded | oop, would we, in any situation, reject
that order, even if copper facilities were avail abl e
because of a spectruminconpatibility issue.

The Qmest position is no, we do not do
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that. So we -- if we have spare copper, we're going
to assign it to the CLECif it neets -- if that's
what they ask for. And we're not going to do
up-front rejections.

So in nunber four, where we're talking
about an exhaust issue -- an exhaust situation, the
only tine we would be in exhaust is if it's conplete
exhaust. There really is no facilities avail able
rather than selectively saying we're going to deny
service because we think there's a disturber or
because of other CLEC services that are in place.

As we tal ked through that issue, again, we
had cross back and forth with what sections of the
SGAT was causing WorldComto think that we were going
to reject the orders, because that wasn't our
position. W would not reject themon an ordering
process.

As we tal ked through that, we again saw
di fferent sections of the SGAT that [ed WrldComto
bel i eve we were going to be doing rejections. So the
changes to 9.2.6.7 and 9.2.6.8 were made so that we
hoped would clarify that the only tine we were going
to be in a process where we're saying it doesn't work
isif we're in a repair situation and there has been
interference and we have to -- the parties have to
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wor k through the interference problemon repair. But
froman ordering perspective, we would not be
rejecting a CLEC s request. So those two changes
were al so opposed, based on the discussions we had
with Worl dCom

MS. SACILOTTO | would like to, | guess
with this discussion, see what the status is of
nunber four.

MS. LI STON: Before we go there, one |ast
thing that | need to also point out is during the
process of the discussion with WorldCom we al so went
back and did sonme | ooking at |anguage, both ours and
some of Rhythns' |anguages, and one of the things
that we noticed was in the proposed Rhyt hns | anguage,
they tal ked about nobving to HDSL Four, | believe they
referenced it, and it's throughout their proposed
SGAT | anguage that they nake reference to that.

VWhat we have since found out, since the
| ast workshop, is that HDSL Four technology will not
be avail able until 2002, so part of what's in the
Rhyt hms proposal is not technology that we currently
deploy in Qwest, nor is it currently avail able.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Zul evic.

MR. ZULEVIC. Yeah, Jean. | do have a
guestion on the language in 9.2.2.3.2. |'m wondering
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if there is now any neasurenent that will be able to
track the nunber of |oops that are rejected because
there is no copper facility available. And I think
it's going to be a growi ng concern for Covad,
especially, when we're looking at the availability of
home run copper, pure copper, good copper pairs,
anyway, to feed the nore distant parts of the wire
center based upon the depl oynent plans of Quest
related to renote DSLAM depl oynent .

I"d really Iike to find out if there's
going to be any way to nmeasure how often we're really
bei ng rejected.

MS. LISTON: |'mnot aware of any
per formance neasurenent associated with a reject
because of copper facilities, |lack of copper
facility. There's -- | know there's a generic reject
performance neasure, but not a specific one, so | do
not believe that there is a specific performance
measur ement associated with that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Hopfenbeck

MS. HOPFENBECK: | actually have to address
t he exhaust issue, because, frankly, do you know,
Jean, | didn't know that 9.2.6.7 and 9.2.6.8 were
responsi ve to Wrl dConml s exhaust issue, and | don't
believe they really do resolve this issue. | view
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these two provisions as addressing sonething slightly
different than what we were tal ki ng about.

I mean, Worl dCom proposed | anguage in its
testimony that would specify that if Qnest
reconfigures loops into a different binder group, it
shall do so in a conpetitively neutral nanner,
consistent with all relevant industry standards, and
that | oops won't be del ayed by any | ack of
availability of specific binder groups or spectrum
exhaust. And those were the two issues that we -- |
don't see how these changes respond to that request.

MS. LISTON: And | think what the concern
-- | nean, the position that Qwest is taking is that
we don't do up-front rejects based on facilities, so
that we would not be in a situation where we would be
rejecting it because of binder group infornmation

So the only thing that -- what we tried to
do, then, was |look to see what may have i ndicated
that that would be our policy. And when we saw t hese
two, we said, Well, it could be that this would | ead
one to believe that we're going to do the up-front
rejects. We were not in a position right nowto go
ahead and incorporate new | anguage to put nore
speci fic, because at this point we are accepting the
orders regardless. And if we have facilities that
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nmeet what you ask for, we're going to provide it.

M5. HOPFENBECK: Regardl ess of spectrum
exhaust ?

MS. LISTON: Exactly.

MS. HOPFENBECK: So that's what you're --

MS. LISTON: So rather than put in a
speci fic provision saying that, we wanted to renove
| anguage that would indicate that we were going to do
some kind of up-front rejection

JUDGE RENDAHL: W th that explanation, Ms.
Hopf enbeck, is that sonmething you need to take back?

MS. HOPFENBECK: It is.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, why don't we
put Four as a takeback with reference to Exhibit 943,
and then you all can let us know in briefing whether
it's acceptable or --

MS. SACI LOTTO.  Well, | would hope that we
could find out beforehand, because | don't want to
brief it if we're all okay. And | appreciate that
Ann needs sonme time to get back with her client, but
I'"'mwondering if we can, since we have, under your
ruling, Your Honor, five weeks before briefs are due,
maybe she can get back to us, you know, as soon as
possible and let us know. | really don't want to
have either of us go through unnecessary briefing.
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M5. HOPFENBECK: Don't worry. If 1'm not
going to brief it, Kara, I'll let you do. No, I'll
I et you know.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Are | oops an issue in
Col orado, as well?

MS. LI STON: No.

MS. HOPFENBECK:  No.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So is this being discussed
anywhere between now and then?

MS. LISTON: No.

MS. HOPFENBECK: No.

JUDGE RENDAHL: All right. Why don't you
let Ms. Sacilotto and all parties know, you know,
wi thin the next week or so, once you have
confirmation.

MS. HOPFENBECK: | will.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Because you will not be
with the group for that rmuch longer, as | recall.

M5. HOPFENBECK: | will let you know before
I | eave.

MS. SACILOTTO | was going to say, thank
you. | would appreciate it would be difficult to

recreate the wheel with Tom
JUDGE RENDAHL: So that will be just a
t akeback for now.
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MS. HOPFENBECK: But just to be clear
Exhi bit 943 is proposed by Qwest to resolve both
| ssues Four and Five. From WorldCom s perspective,
the changes that Qwest has proposed to 9.2.2.3.2 do
resolve our concerns with respect to Nunber Five.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ri ght.

MS. HOPFENBECK: | am taking back whet her
Wor | dCom | ssue Four continues to be an issue with the
changes that Ms. Liston has proposed to 9.2.6.7,
9.2.6.8, with the explanation she's just given.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Thank you. Now, in
ternms of other issues on Loop Issue 10, there was a
not e about Worl dCom Qnest takeback on | anguage for
I ssue Two. Is that a misunderstanding on our part or
is that something that you all were continuing to
wor k on?

MS. HOPFENBECK: | thought that was Four

MS. SACILOTTO | only have that on Four,
Your Honor. That's what we've just been di scussing.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So for purposes of
Two, that's an inpasse?

MS. LISTON: Correct.

MS. DeCOOK: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And Three woul d be
at inpasse?
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MS. DOBERNECK: Your Honor, just -- I'm
sorry. Just quickly, just to make sure Covad's
position is clear, on Four, which is 9.2.2.3.2, we
have the same issue and the sanme concern as AT&T,
which is that it resolves spectrumissue, but it may
be i nmpacted by how the obligation to build and the
rejection where no facilities are avail able issue may
i npact it down the road, so | just wanted our
position to be clear

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. And M.
W | son.

MR. WLSON: Yes. W have started to
review the | oop technical publication, new rel ease of
Tech Pub 77384, issued June 2000, and | don't see on
the issues list an issue for tech pub. | think there
was kind of one part of |Issue One, but we just closed
t hat .

And my concern, and why | bring it up now,
one of the issues that we're seeing in our initia
review is sone pretty aggressive | anguage on spectrum
managenment in the revised tech pub | anguage that
woul d essentially give a Qvest technician the ability
or the right to disconnect CLEC service if they
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determ ned that a CLEC service is interfering with
ot her network services, and sone other provisions on
spectrum managenent that causes a | ot of concern.

That's just an exanple of some of the
things we're starting to see in the new revision, but
| thought | would bring it up here, since | had noted
the spectrum i ssue.

M5. DeCOOK: Well, and | think we had
tal ked about, generally, the issue about review ng
the RRG and the tech pubs, and | think we should
probably have a stand-al one issue for the tech pubs
and the IRRG. We have had one in other states, and
believe it was reflected in subpart of Loop One, but
| don't really think that's the appropriate place for
it.

| think it should have its own issue,
because it crosses a nunber of different issues on
| oops and we, | think, had filed -- subnitted an
exhibit at the |ast workshop which identified at
| east sone of the issues that we had with the tech
pub at that point. It was AT&T 406. And since that
time, Qmest has published some additional revisions,
and | understand this is an ongoi ng process, SO
don't know that we'll be able to actually conplete
our review until we get sonewhere down the road.
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And it's actually going through CICMP to
sonme degree, but as | think many parties raised
yest erday, the people that are involved in CICW are
operational types; they're not |awers and peopl e
that have know edge about the 271 obligations, so it
will be sonething that will need to be revisited once
we get through all of the changes that have to be
made to | oops, NI Ds, et cetera.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | was going to ask you to
what extent this is being discussed in ClCWMP, and
that, not being as involved in the process as all of
you are, sonmehow it mushes up. But are these tech
pubs being reviewed in CICMP or is it the process
that's being reviewed in CICWP, as well?

MS. DeCOOK: Well, ny understanding is that
the notification of changes to the IRRG and the tech
pub and product releases and things |ike that, that
notification is occurring through the Cl CMP process.
They're also -- at this point, | understand what the
CICWP process is going to do initially is to talk
about the process, the CICWP process, and figure out
what the appropriate process for that is.

I don't know what it's going to do after
that in terms of substance, but | think that the
difficulty is that we've been in these workshops for
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over a year and a half now tal ki ng about things that
we need to see revised in the tech pubs and the |IRRG
The people that are participating in CICMP are not up
to speed on those kind of things and couldn't keep up
to speed on those kind of things, because they're
actually inplenenting our business plan, so --

JUDGE RENDAHL: So your concern i s how does
this Comm ssion resolve the issues of inconsistencies
between the tech pubs and the SGAT?

MS. DeCOOK: Right.

MS. SACILOTTO Wl --

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think M. Viveros would
like to make a coment, Ms. Sacilotto, and then
understand you probably would wi sh to, as well

MS. SACI LOTTO Well, one of my comments
was going to be is Chris Viveros still there.

JUDGE RENDAHL: He's right there.

MS. SACILOTTG  Go on, Chris.

MR, VIVERCS: And | think we certainly are
in agreenent to a certain degree. The notices of new
docunentation in the PCAT, the replacenent to the
| RRG and to technical publications, is going through
the CICMP process. That process is envisioned to not
just provide notification, but to also allow the
parties to raise issues or concerns with any type of
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product or process change that is being announced
t hrough the forum

And to the subpart of the question that was
asked, that process itself is going under
transformation through a collaborative effort of
interested ClICVMP participants and Qvest to really
take the existing process as it exists and the change
that was introduced | ast year, to expand it froma
systenms oriented process to a nmore inclusive process
and systens process, and really redefine it using the
ener gi ng gui deli nes out of the OBF for change
managenent and ot her change managenent processes
across the country as the guiding force.

| believe those neetings actually began in
earnest, full-day, |ock-down type sessions |ast week.
And so in a nunmber of weeks there should be, at the
very least, a framework that a subcomrittee, if you
will, is going to be presenting to the broader Cl CWP
process. | think the nost effective way to address
the issues that are being raised by AT&T is to ensure
that those concerns are accounted for in the revised
process.

I can appreciate that your operations
peopl e don't always conpletely understand 271
obligations. However, counter to that, | think that
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there is a | ot of good work and good deci si ons that
come out of having the operational people from our
multiple conpanies sit in a roomand really hamrer
out an issue, regardl ess of what the |ega

requi renent nmay be, the practical inplications of
sonmet hing and getting service actually provided to an
end user in nost instances, at least in nmy mnd,
woul d outwei gh any technical deviations froma 271
obl i gati on.

M5. SACILOTTO. | would just agree with M.
Viveros. You know, the technical publications are
intended to be for the operational folks. [It's been

our position that CICMP was the appropriate place to
review them not through these workshop processes.
And what we conmmitted to do and what we've been doing
i s having our operational people revise those
techni cal publications. Hence, we've had M. Orel
and ot her people attending these workshops so that
they are famliar with what has occurred here, and
then the place that we can discuss this issue would
be through the CI CMP process.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. DeCook and Ms. Kil gore
and M. Zulevic.

MS5. DeCOOK: A comment on that. You know,
it's all well and good to have operational people
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tal k about these issues, but the problemthat | see
is that we've been tal king since Wrkshop One about
the need for the docunents that are used by the field
to i nplenent the SGAT to be consistent with the
agreenents that are reflected in the SGATs, including
the obligations that the comri ssions ultinmately
determ ne that Qwmest has to revise that SGAT and

i ncorporate into that SGAT.

And what we're seeing is ongoing
i nconsi stencies with things that we've agreed to in
t hese wor kshops, provisions that have been ordered by
t he Comm ssion, and | think, you know, from our
perspective, it's not just a 271 issue; it's an
i mpl enmentation issue. W' re constantly encountering
situations where we believe we have an agreenent
under our interconnection to do -- to get sonething,
and then we'll be confronted by an operational person
who says, no, that's not our understanding of what
you're entitled to, citing to docunents, interna
docunents of Qwest, as their basis for that.

And our effort, since Wirkshop One, has
been to sync up these docunents that are used by the
people in the field so everybody understands what the
busi ness rules are for inplenenting the SGAT and the
obl i gations of 271.
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And what |'m concerned about is that people
that are doing the CICVMP process are not intimtely
famliar with all of the agreenents that have been
reached in these proceedings. And it's clear that
they're not, because it's not being reflected in
these revisions. So at some point, that sync-up has
to occur.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Ms. Kilgore, do
you have anythi ng additional ?

M5. KILGORE: No, Becky got it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Thank you. M.

Zul evi c.

MR, ZULEVIC. | think she got npbst of what
I was going to say, as well, but, just briefly, you
know, this has been a mmjor issue for us all along,
and it's trying to get what we've di scussed here
wor ked out in the workshops in sync with all the
ot her docunents that Qwest uses for its genera
operational procedures. And this comm tment has been
made by Qwest that they will do that using the ClI CWP
process. And as we have found out, the Cl CMP process
is in need of sone significant repair before it's
capabl e of doing this.

| think it's critical that both of these
t hi ngs happen, though, before we finish out this
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whol e 271 process.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. From Qwest.

MS. LISTON: Just one further note. One of
the things that we have instituted is an interna
review process, and it's been set up as a nulti-prong
process whereby the witness is one of the people who

does the review. The review will involve the product
notifications, the PCAT, product description, it wll
i nvol ve tech pub, and it will involve any of the

ot her supporting documentati ons.

Part of the process would be to do an
i nternal review between SGAT, PCAT, and our tech pubs
with overall review, with witness also being party to
that. As Chris nentioned a little while ago, we're
still working through some of the kinks to nmke sure,
you know, that we get everything worked out. But
that would be the overall review. And there are --
in addition to the witness, there are additional 271
people internally to Qaest that will be part of the
review and sign-off process. So we're trying to
build that in and tighten up the issue. W will --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off the record for
a nonent.

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
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record. |Is this an issue -- |I'mthinking back to our
di scussion yesterday in the prehearing conference
about issues that remain to be resolved. 1Is this an
i ssue that the parties feel will be addressed or
shoul d be addressed by this Comm ssion under ClICMP or
some other -- | think there was an issue of
conpliance issues. | think, M. Hopfenbeck, you had
di scussed that yesterday. | would like your thoughts
on that.

MS. HOPFENBECK: When | referenced
conpl i ance issues yesterday, anong the basket of
i ssues that fall within that are the nodifications
that are being nmade to the tech pubs and to the PCAT
to conformto the agreenents that have been reached
in this process, as well as to the decisions that are
com ng out from comn ssions such as this one.

And basically, the way that process is
working is we have just begun to receive conformng
changes from Qaest. Those notifications began a week
ago | ast Friday, but that's the first tinme -- you
know, | think we've had four or five since then, and
each one of these notifications nay have multiple
attachnents. |[It's quite a job. But, yes, | nean,
that's one of the things that | think we need a forum
for, is that if we do find that there's not -- if
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we're not having conformty, they're not making
changes that we think are consistent with the

pronmi ses that were nade here, we have to have a forum
to address that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | guess ny question to all
the parties, to Qwest and the CLECs, is is that
appropriately done in the ClCMP process or is that
appropriately done here before the Comnr ssion?

MS. SACI LOTTO  Havi ng not been present at
the prehearing conference, I'mgoing to go out on a
linb and hope that |I'mconsistent with M. Crain, but
I would say, you know, these are the kind of issues
that should go to a ClCMP process, as opposed to
before this Conmmi ssion. | mean, that was what -- the
kind of thing that ClCMP was devel oped for.

You know, a lot of this stuff needs to be
wor ked out between operational people, not anong the
awers. It's odd that a Conm ssion would be ruling
on a technical publication. It just doesn't seem
like the kind of thing that falls within their
bai | i wi ck.

JUDGE RENDAHL: There are a | ot of hands
here, so I'mgoing to go down the line, starting with
Ms. DeCook.

MS. DeCOOK: Thank you. It strikes ne that
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these are issues that we have raised in this workshop
and have been presented to this Comm ssion, and at

| east part of it is, that has to be addressed, is has
Qnest confornmed its SGAT to the Conm ssion decision
That's clearly an issue that cones within the

Conmi ssion's domain, it seens to nme, and sonething
that should be ultimtely addressed.

We have al so raised the issue of tech pubs
and IRRG in this process, and we believe that we're
entitled to resolution of that issue in this process.
They may choose to try to do as nuch as they can
t hrough the CICMP process, and | don't have any
objection to that, but it seenms to ne, as M.

Hopf enbeck said, we ultimately need a forum before
this Commssion if it's not resolved through the

ClI CWP process and we still have issues about whether
it adequately reflects the agreenents that were
reached between the parties in this process, then we
shoul d have a forumin front of a commission to
address that issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Ms. Kilgore, do
you have anythi ng additional ?

MS. KILGORE: | would just add to that that
Qwest has incorporated the terns of the PCAT and its
tech pubs into the SGAT. It makes specific reference
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to specific tech pubs when it tal ks about certain

i ssues. | know nost about |oops, and | know that the
| oop tech pub has been specifically referenced. As
such, in my mind, it's incorporated by reference into
the SGAT, which nakes it sonmething appropriate for
review in this proceeding.

This is not new. Qur original position was
that all terns and conditions relating to these
servi ces should be incorporated into their SGAT and,
you know, they objected strenuously to that, so this
is where we are now. And as we're seeing them say
we' ve issued a new tech pub in conpliance with
agreenents that have been nade in this process, and
then we review that publication and see that it's
still not -- it still does not reflect what's been
going on here, | think that that raises even further
our concern that this has to be dealt with now and
not outside this process.

MS. SACILOTTO. Well, | don't think there's
any di sagreenment on our part that if you believe that
there is sonething that's inconsistent in a tech
pub, that you can't raise that issue with Quest.
We've just proposed that, rather than have | awers
and people who go through these very technica
operational docunents, that it be done through the
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CICWP process. And that's just -- what we're arguing
about now i s not whether you can get review, but the
forum Sorry, ny phone's ringing.

MS. HOPFENBECK: Briefly, let nme just add
that Ms. Sacilotto wasn't present during Workshop
Three, which is when this really cane to a head and
when Ms. Nancy Lubanersky nmade the conmitnent in
Wor kshop Three that conform ng changes woul d be nade
to the tech pubs and the product notifications within
45 days of a commitnment being made here. It was al so
agreed at that time that those changes woul d be
circulated to the nenbers of this group

Now, all those changes are goi ng through
CICWP, but CICWP is a body that stands independent,
fromour perspective, of this process, to the extent
that it will exist into the future. CICMWP is a
process that's designed to operate now and in the
future as a forum by which the CLECs can work through
changes.

We have a separate task here, and that is
to make sure that the 271 process, the actions that
they have to take to conformto nmeet their 271
obligations are being taken. That's the purpose for
which we want to review the tech pubs. That's a
di fferent purpose than the review that goes on in the
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1 CICWP process itself. W don't have the people at

2 the CICWP neetings that are sitting here and have the
3 know edge of what changes have to be nade solely for
4 this purpose. They're there for another purpose.

5 They're requesting changes for their own reasons and
6 they're listening to Quest's changes for their own

7 reasons, and that's to ensure that operationally we
8 can do business with Qwest. But it's different, so
9 that's why we need the forum here.

10 MS. SACILOTTO  Well, | hope --

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Sacilotto, Ms.

12 Sacilotto, before you go on, | think M. Doberneck
13 had a comment, and then you can speak

14 MS. DOBERNECK: | think Annie accurately
15 captured what | was going to say, and | would just
16 sinmply concur with AT&T and Worl dCom as to the

17 necessity for bringing that back to the 271

18 proceedings.

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Go ahead, Ms.
20 Sacilotto.
21 MS. SACILOTTO Well, it seens to nme that,

22 to address the concerns that both Ms. Hopfenbeck and
23 Ms. Doberneck have said, is why we are sending these
24 things not just through the CICMP process, but also
25 to the 271 list. | nean, | would assunme that if you
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were reading these things, that you will informyour
people with whom you work that there are things that
you view as inconsistent. Oherw se, there would
have been no point for us to be serving all of this
onto all of these 271 distribution lists. And Chris,
you know, pipe in any tine.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. All right. Go
ahead, M. Viveros, and then Ms. Doberneck

MR. VIVEROS: | think you really hit it,
Kara. | nean, the concept was, and admttedly we
were certainly late in doing that, given our
association difficulties, was that in addition to
providing the information to CICMP, the intent was to
provide it to the parties on the docket service |ist.

| guess, fromny perspective, | thought the
i ntent behind that was to the point there are
agreenents that were nmade here in the workshops and
you needed to ensure that those agreements were
reflected in those docunents. Where | guess our
under st andi ngs deviate are in what happens if, in
fact, you believe one of those docunents is not
conforming. | believe our expectation was that that
woul d be an issue that would be raised in your
comments through the CICMP process with respect to,
wait a mnute, we have an issue with this paragraph
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of your product catalog or with this entry in your
tech pub. It seens to be inconsistent with the
agreenent you made in the Washi ngton Loop Wor kshop

If the issue is that you want to build a
conplete and total segregation between the positions
your conpanies take in CICMP and ensuring that
conpliance or questioning whether there's an issue of
nonconpl i ance and we need a forumin addition to
CICWP to do that, | guess I'mstruggling to come up
wi th a nmanageabl e process that involves the 14 state
conmi ssions that are involved and whether or not
there isn't a neans where that feedback can be
provided directly to Qmest as an adjunct to the CI CMP
process to nmake sure we resolve those issues. And to
the extent we can't resolve the issues, follow our
di spute resol uti on process.

MS. SACILOTTO | nean, | just find that
the concept of doing sonme set of changes in the CI CW
process and anot her set of changes in the 271 docket
as a conpl ete undernining of really both proceedings.
It is the worst of both worlds. And we're going to
get whi psawed between the two di fferent proceedings.
And | don't say this whipsawed like in a --
suggesting that, you know, intentionally. W're
going to -- it's going to be very difficult to sync
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the two processes up. So the idea was that we would
provide all of the docunents through ClCMP and we
provide all of the docunents to the 271 people, but
have one forum for resolving the issues.

And you know, the CICMP process, as M.

Doberneck, or maybe it was Ms. Hopfenbeck, will live
on, but so will changes to tech pubs and product
catal ogs as technol ogy advances, as new equi pnent
cones online. So this docket will not always be open

to address those issues. The best, nost rational way
to do this is to allow the Cl CMP process to perform
its function so that on a going forward basis it can
continue to performthat function long after this
docket is closed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. First WM.
Dober neck, then Ms. Hopfenbeck, then Ms. DeCook, and
then I think we really need to end di scussion on
this.

M5. DOBERNECK: First, as currently, as M.
Viveros stated, CICMP is going through a redesign.
We only have a pronise of a process that in no way
guarantees the representations made in the 271
proceedings will actually be lived up to.

Second, to the extent representations were
made in the 271 proceedi ngs and that those are going
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to be effectuated through CICMP, we are entitled to
bring that back in connection with the 271

proceedi ngs, because they suppose -- the
representations were nade to resolve issues to bring
Qnest into checklist conpliance on whatever checkli st
itemwe were tal king about where it cane up. So you
know, a representation is nothing w thout proof that
it's been effectuated, so | think we're entitled to
bring that back.

Finally, I amsinply not willing to foist
upon the technical and operational people we have in
CICMP to act |like lawers and to nmake | egal argunents
and to inpose that burden on them They have no idea
of what their rights are, they don't know what they
can assert with regard to Qwest, and they have
absol utely no know edge or history of the
representations that were made in the 271 process.

And so for purposes of continuity and
consi stency, for exanple, on Covad's behalf and the
positions we've pushed for, it really has to cone
back, when we're tal ki ng about 271 representations,
to these proceedings.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Ms. Hopfenbeck, then
Ms. DeCook.

MS. HOPFENBECK: Ms. Doberneck said it all
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Ms. DeCook

M5. DeCOOK: Just very briefly, we --
CICWP, as currently devised -- the process hasn't
been changed, but as currently devised, it would
allow Qunest ultimte discretion as to what they do
with the tech pubs or IRRG W could raise our
i ssues, but it's up to them whether they change
anything at all.

That may change as part of the discussions
that occur on a going forward basis, but | think that
exenplifies why we're not yet willing to use the
CI CMP process as a surrogate. At this point, it
doesn't provide us with an ultimte Comm ssion review
as to whether the changes Qwmest has nmde are
consistent with the order, are consistent with the
agreenents, are consistent with 271 obligations. |
think that that has to be done in front of the
Conmi ssi on.

And we certainly don't want to take all
these issues to a dispute resolution process. That's
going to take forever. So you know, | am extrenely
troubled by the angle that Qwmest is taking on this.
| think it's attenpting to divert all of these issues
to the CICWMP process, rather than the 271 review. |
think that's inappropriate.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Ms. Strain.

M5. STRAIN. | just have a question about
how woul d you want the 271 process to address the
i ssue that concerns you -- | guess |I'mtalking to the

CLECs here -- about the tech pubs not being
consistent with either your interconnection
agreenents or the SGAT, in terns of the |ega
obligations? What is it you' re |ooking for the 271

process to give you when -- you know, before this
docket closes? | guess, you know, |'m hearing that
-- well, that's just ny question, so --

MS. DOBERNECK: [I'Il give a quick response.

Met hods of procedure. M. Zulevic testified about

met hods of procedure that inpose additiona
obligations on Covad in connection with receiving

col l ocation space. The representation was made that,
okay, we'll run the nethods of procedure through
CICWP to nmake sure that no additional obligations are
i rposed on any CLEC in connection with collocation
over and above what's in the interconnection
agreenent or the SGAT.

And so what | envision is it's those kinds
of representations, you know, when the docunents are
run through CI CMP, when we have the opportunity to
nmeasure themup, and if that representation that was
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made, to make the agreenents consistent, say, with
met hods of procedure and it didn't happen or we
di spute that it's consistent with the representation
that was nmade, that's what we would bring forward to
the Conmmi ssion, is the fact that we don't believe the
representation was satisfied.

I'"'mnot anticipating that we would ask the
Commi ssion, for example, to resolve a specific
technical issue. Just sinply, yes, it's consistent,
no, it's not, go back and fix it.

M5. STRAIN.  Are you | ooking for sonething
to come out of this docket that would establish a
procedure that you would use on an ongoi ng basis or

woul d you be -- | guess that's what |'m aski ng about,
is are you saying that, you know, what will cone out
of this proceeding will be either you conply or you
don't conply.

I guess what |'mwondering is are you
| ooking for the Conmi ssion here to decide on what the
right method is that you all should be using in order
to resolve any kind of disputes that come up about
the consi stency of tech pubs and SGAT and/ or
i nterconnection agreenents, or is the proper forum
for that to bring arbitrati on proceedi ngs before the
Conmmi ssi on under your interconnection agreenents or
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are you looking for a different process to be
est abl i shed?

MS. DOBERNECK: Two things. First, for
representations that were made to bring Qnest in
checklist conpliance, | would expect the Conm ssion
to render a decision as to whether that happened.

Second, CICMP is going through a redesign
process, and it's our hope that the redesign process
would result in a CICWMP process -- |'m saying that
word a lot -- but that will ensure, on a going
forward basis and in the future, that we won't have
to bring this kind of stuff to the Commi ssion, that
the CICWP itself will be a self-contained unit that
will provide CLECs their rights -- protect our rights
and obligations, including a dispute resolution
contained within that proceeding itself.

So | see it as being a conmpletely
sel f-contai ned process that, you know, knock on wood,
will keep the Comm ssion out of having to go back to
those issues. So ny answer's two parts.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Liston, and then Ms.
DeCook.

MS. LISTON: | guess, Your Honor, where |'m
alittle concerned and baffled right nowis we've
just spent quite a bit of tine in the | oop workshop
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tal ki ng about these issues that really are

predom nantly CICMP issues. M understanding is when
we refer to these issues, we tal ked about referring
CICWP to general terns and conditions, and that there
was foruns to discuss that.

Sol'malittle concerned that we've now
spent quite a bit of the | oop workshop tal ki ng about
CICWP issues with not necessarily all the correct
pl ayers at the table to discuss the Cl CMP issues.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, | think it cane up
maybe not intentionally today, and Cl CMP was deferred
to general terns and conditions, but was then al so
taken off the table in general terns and conditions

and | guess is still under discussion. So there
really hasn't been nuch discussion. So to the extent
it inadvertently cane up today, | don't think that

was necessarily in anyone's plans.

So Ms. DeCook -- but | think we really
shoul d move off of this issue for now in the hopes
that in the discussions that are ensuing under ClICWMP
that the parties will continue this discussion. And
let's finish up Ms. DeCook, and then we need to take
a break. When we're off the record, we can discuss
this further. Ms. DeCook.

MS. DeCOOK: Very briefly, just to respond
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to Ms. Strain's questions. | think there's two
separate issues regarding CICMP. One is the process.
And as you just indicated, Judge, the CI CMP process
was objected to by the CLECs, taken off the table.
They're in discussions about the process, and if they
can resolve issues, then fine. |If there's stil
concerns about the CICMP process, | think that may
cone back to the Commi ssion.

A totally separate issue is the issue of
all the substance that we've tal ked about here that
has been deferred to the CICMP process. Those are
not CICWMP issues. Those are substantive |oop, UNE
you know, whatever the checklist itemis, those are
substantive issues regarding that checklist and
whet her, not only the SGAT, but all of the field
docunents are consistent with what Qwmest has agreed
to or what's been ordered. That's a conpletely
different issue, and | think all we're asking for is
that, to the extent that those don't all get synced
up through the Cl CMP process, that we have some forum
to bring that back to you before 271 goes away. So
that's our only issue on the substance.

MS. SACI LOTTO  Well, just to hopefully
finally close the Ioop, | would agree with what --
obviously, with what my own witness said regarding,
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you know, if we're going to have a substantive
di scussi on about ClICWMP, then we need to have the
Cl CMP pl ayers here. But what |I'mhearing is a
request for duplicative kinds of proceedings.

And you know, the idea was to have the
| egal requirenents addressed by the Conmi ssion and by
the participants here in these workshops and the
operational issues and those kinds of things put to
the CICMP process, and if we're going -- this docket
is not going to be open forever and can't address
every piece of paper that's generated in a pretty
conpl ex industry, and so there has to be sonepl ace
where this Comr ssion draws the Iine. And we believe
that we are drawing the line appropriately by
i ncorporating our legal comrtnent in the SGAT, which
everybody sees as we file these red-line versions of
t hem and conpliance versions of them as well as
sendi ng product notifications and technical pubs and
all of that stuff to the people who requested it from
t hese wor kshops.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. | really do think
we' ve had enough discussion on this. And to the
extent that the parties are at inpasse in terns of
the process, | think that's clearly reflected. And
whet her that is briefed in this, |'mnot sure we're
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briefing it in this workshop. What | would consider
is that the discussion that we've had here really
ties into what's discussed in the prehearing
conference and what should occur in the future. And
so | will consider the discussion here as a part of
the di scussion on future process. So do not, please,
brief this issue for this workshop. Okay. Let's be
of f the record.

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record.
Starting with Loop Issue 11, is there an issue, M.
Dober neck?

MS. DOBERNECK: No, not an issue, but I
would just like to add, M. Zulevic brought this up
into the --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Please talk into the mc.
Thanks.

MS. DOBERNECK: M. Zulevic brought this up
in the line sharing context, but I'd also like to
note that with respect to Loop 11-G which is the
interval for |loop conditioning, we'd just sinply
refer the Commission to the Texas arbitration
decision, in which the Texas Commi ssion set a 10-day
interval for conditioning, or conditioned |ine-shared
| oops. And while we're still advocating for five
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days, we at least think it supports the proposition
that the conditioning interval should be |ess than
15.

MS. LISTON: The only thing that Qwest has
to add to that, and |I'd have to go back and | ook,
like | said earlier, | have not read the Texas
deci sion, but | believe that Texas was one of the
states that did conditioning outside of the
provisioning interval, and I don't knowif it's 10
days, plus their five for service installation, so
that's one of the things that | want to go back and
check.

MS. SACI LOTTO And we woul d just point the
Conmi ssion to the other evidence we've subnmitted that
suggests that -- or that denobnstrates that other BOCs
are doing it on an ICB basis, not even within any
ki nd of provisioning interval.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Ms. Doberneck, do
you have a page cite to that, or do you have a ful

cite? |1 think we had a full cite initially, but can
you repeat that?
MS. DOBERNECK: | will pull it up and

provide it to you before we | eave today.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. But |
mean, do you have a page cite on this one?
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Ch, okay.

MS. DOBERNECK: Just not at the nonent.

JUDGE RENDAHL: You will, okay. Thank you.
So anything else on Issue 117

MS. DOBERNECK: Page 125 for that specific
cite.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. W did change
I ssue 1-K fromcl osed to inpasse, because we cl osed
Loop Issue 1-A. That was ny understandi ng. But
ot her than that, is there anything else on 11? Ckay.
Twel ve?

MS. DeCOOK: Not hi ng new.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thirteen?

MS. LISTON:. Thirteen. Qwest does have new
SGAT | anguage.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Has that already been
circul at ed?

MS. LISTON: | don't think it has been
circulated. Joanne, did you circulate that before?
This is the one that's 9.2.2.10. Mght as well hand
t hem bot h out.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. This is 9.2.2.107

MS. LISTON: That's the first SGAT section
on the top of this page. There's several different
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SGAT sections. While that's being passed out, |'l1
just give a little bit of information. The |oop plus
mul ti pl exing i ssue, we've discussed it in this
wor kshop a little bit, we've gone through severa
pi eces of working towards |oop plus MUX. On Friday,
July the 27th, the loop MJUX CICMP notification was
distributed to the parties, and the notification
i ncluded service availability, product description
and basically the ordering process. And the product
cat al og, the PCAT description of the |loop plus MJX
was al so included.
In Oregon, we did address the | oop plus MJX
SGAT | anguage, although |I don't know if we ever
conpletely got all of it on the record in O egon
What we' ve done is brought that |anguage forward here
to Washi ngton in hopes that we can close this issue
regarding | oop plus MJUX. Basically, what we had to
do in the SGAT section was to nake sone changes to
point it to the EEL portion of the SGAT. The
original SGAT | anguage is pointed to UDIT, and that
was incorrect, so we've made sone nodifications so
that it's pointing to the correct SGAT sections.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. | have nmarked what
starts as SGAT Sections 9.2.2.10 and various ones as
Exhibit 944, and 9.1.13 as 945. All right. Response
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to Ms. Liston's discussion?
MR. KOPTA: This is Greg Kopta. Quest was
ki nd enough to fax ne this proposed | anguage, and

I've been taking a look at it. | think this
certainly goes a |long way toward addressing the
concerns that we had about -- froma practica

per spective, how we can get |oop MJX conbi nati ons and
the applicable rates, terms, and conditions.

I think one of the questions that | have is
with Section 9.2.2.10 in Exhibit 944, and the |ast

sentence that's added, | certainly don't have a
problemwi th that concept, but given that it is in
the context of nultiplexing, |'mwondering whether we

should make it clear that it doesn't apply to
conversions to unbundled loop with nultiplexing.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Did you understand that,
Ms. Liston?

M5. LISTON: And Greg, | know that this was
-- the request that we had received after Oregon was
to take this last section that was in 9.2.4.6 and to
duplicate it into the, you know, 9.2.2.10, because
they want -- ny understandi ng was that you wanted to
make sure that, in the description with nultiplexing,
we did say that it wasn't going to be under the |oca
use restrictions. So that was, you know, based on
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1 our discussion from Oregon that we added that in. So
2 1'mnot exactly sure what it is that you' re proposing
3 that we need to do differently.

4 MS. SACILOTTO To clarify, Geg, since I'm
5 not there, | have access to nmy e-mail, and | have --
6 | don't know if she goes by Lisa or Lise Straub's

7 (phonetic) e-mail, and this was the | anguage she had
8 wanted that she sent to Chuck, and that's what we put
9 in.
10 MR. KOPTA: Ckay. And | don't have a

11 problemwi th the sentence as it is, except that once
12 you take it out of the context of 9.2.4.6, you |l ose
13 the qualifier that it's with or without nultiplexing.
14 So | would just suggest, at the end of that sentence,
15 you add "with or w thout multiplexing."

16 JUDGE RENDAHL: Is that sonething that
17 Qwest can live with?

18 MS. LISTON: That's fine.

19 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So M. Kopta, you

20 can agree with the | anguage with that change in
21 Exhibit 944?

22 MR, KOPTA: Well, | can agree with the
23 language in Section 9.2.2.10. | have a couple of
24 concerns about 9.2.4.6. If you will look at the

25 issues list, there's not only the concern about | oop
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plus nultiplexing, but also conversions of specia
access to loops with or w thout nultiplexing, and
think 9.2.4.6 is the point at which the SGAT
addresses that particular issue, but there are a
coupl e of issues that are not addressed, and one of
themis whether the nonrecurring charge for that
conversion will be set out in Exhibit A or will be
the sane as the NRC for EELs.

MS. SACILOTTO Greg, what -- I'mnot quite
following. WII the nonrecurring charge be the
nonrecurring charge for EELs, or will it be the
nonrecurring charge for sonething else, and what
woul d be that sonething el se?

MR. KOPTA: Well, it's not clear to ne from
t he | anguage here what the nonrecurring charge would
be for converting a special access circuit to a | oop
with or without multiplexing, as opposed to
conversion to an EEL. And because this does not
cross-reference a specific rate in Exhibit A, which
was the price list, then ny question is does Qwest --
woul d Qnest be proposing that the rate would be the
same as the conversion froma special access to EEL
and if so, can we just include that in the | anguage
of this section?

M5. LISTON: And | think -- and |1'd have to
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doubl e check this, but | think if you | ook up at the
9.2.2.10, we do say that it's going to apply under
the rates, terns, and conditions for multiplexing of
enhanced EELs. So 9.2.2.10 addresses that. And
then, if you look at 9.23.3.9.3, we've nade changes
to the EEL nmultiplexing to say that the recurring and
nonrecurring charges are in Exhibit A and that there
are -- and that EEL nultiplexing could be also
purchased in conjunction with an unbundled | oop. So
I think that we've addressed that issue in places
other than 9.2.4.6.

MR, KOPTA: | don't have a problemwith
addressing it in those places, but as | | ook at the
| anguage, it's tal king about ordering them And I'm
not sure that ordering is necessarily synonynous with
converting existing circuits. So you know, the other
alternative mght be, in 9.2.2.10, to specifically
say that -- or nmake a notation in there sonmehow that
ordering also includes converting, and that would
address the concerns that we have in terns of what
rates, terns and conditions apply to converting a
speci al access circuit to | oops, as well as to EELs.

MS. SACILOTTO. Well, | don't know that
this addresses your concern, Greg, but in the second
line, it does say that CLEC may order nultipl exing
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for unbundl ed | oops under the rates -- under the
rates, terns, and conditions for multiplexing of
EELs. It doesn't just say you order it under that;

it tal ks about the rates, ternms and conditions.

MR, KOPTA: No, and | agree that that
addresses the issue of ordering it, but when I'm
t hi nki ng of ordering, | usually think of that in
terms of ordering a new circuit, not converting an
existing circuit froma private line service to an
unbundl ed | oop.

MS. LISTON: And | think, when we | ook at
ordering, it's any request that cones in to Qmest --
any request that Qwest receives froma CLEC. It
could be a conversion, it could be a new connect, it
could be a change. You know, there's nultiple kinds
of orders that you place. Conversions are one of the
types of orders, you know, new connect is another
type of order. So | think that -- | think it's just
| anguage.

MR. KOPTA: | agree. And | just want to
meke it clear that ordering does include conversion
I nmean, it's kind of a unique issue, just because of
the FCC requirenents.

MS. SACILOTTO  Yeah.

MR, KOPTA: And it applies really pretty
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much only to EELs and | oops, and so | just want to
make sure that there isn't any question that when
we're tal king about ordering conversions and -- so ny
concern is only to make absolutely clear that there
isn't any disconnect in terns of people's
understandi ng that are | ooking at this agreenent
after we're not in the picture.

M5. LISTON: VWhat if we -- | nean, we could
put the same | anguage, | guess, into 9.2.4.6 about
the, you know, meking the reference back to the EEL
section of the SGAT.

MR, KOPTA: That would be great if you
woul d do that, because | think that would nake it
cl earer.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So is there |anguage that
the parties are going to work on offline or try to do
sonet hi ng right now?

MR. KOPTA: Well, | think what we could do
is just take the second sentence in 9.2.2.10, and
move it into 9.2.4.6, and the only thing we would
have to change is maybe replace the word "order"” in
that sentence in 9.2.2.10 with "convert" when we nove
it to 9.2.4.6.

MS. DeCOOK: Do you nmean replicate it in
9.2.4.6, also leaving it in 9.2.2.10 as is?



MR. KOPTA: Yes.

M5. DeCOOK:  Ckay.

MS. SACI LOTTO Can we take that -- let's
take that under speedy consideration.

MR. KOPTA: Sure. That's fine.

MS. SACI LOTTO  Okay. Because | want to
make sure that we run this by Ms. Stewart.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Now, even if the
parties agree to that |anguage on 944, it still I ooks
like there's an open issue concerning Qumest providing
the product notification documents to XO and ELI

MS. SACI LOTTO Jean, can you update on the
notices that went out?

MS. LISTON: Yeah, the notice went out to
the parties on Friday, the 27th of July, so Qwmest has
provi ded a product notification through the Cl CMP
process.

MR. KOPTA: Well, | did get a copy of the
notice of the loop plus mnultiplexing product, along
with sonme other notices that were sent out on the
27th. 1've | ooked at those quickly, as well as
| ooking at the references on Qunest's Web site for
those particul ar products.

And | think, with the changes in the SGAT,
the only issue that | really have with what Qwmest has
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sent out by way of notification and what it's set up
on its Wb site is that on the Wb site, when we're
tal ki ng about -- or when Qwest is talking about
converting existing private |line or special access
circuits to this new | oop plus multiplexing
conbi nation, there's a prequalification process that
has response intervals for, depending on the nunber
of circuits, for one to 28 circuits, the response
interval is nine business days; for 21 to 60
circuits, the response interval is six business days;
for 61 to 99 circuits, it's seven business days; and
100 or nore, it's negotiated with the Qmest service
manager. And | don't renenber this being part of
Exhibit C that had the other intervals in it, nor do
| renmenber this being a part of the discussion of
conversion of EELs, and so | wanted to question
whet her this is something new or whether it's
something in the SGAT that |'ve sinply mssed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Liston or M. Viveros?

M5. LISTON: | don't renenber seeing the
loop plus MJX intervals in Exhibit C either. | know
that Ms. Stewart was addressing nmany of the intervals
with EELs and we were | ooking at the | oop plus MJX
i ssues with the depl oyment of sone of the EEL issues.
And | don't -- | don't know if there was discussion
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regardi ng i ntervals when she had those di scussions
under the EEL unbrella. So unfortunately, | can't
respond to that question.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Kopta, do you think --
isit -- I"'mjust trying to get a sense of where we
are on this section. Do you think that the intervals
-- A, do you think the intervals should be in Exhibit
C, and B, even if they are in Exhibit C are they
acceptable to XO and ELI?

MR. KOPTA: Well, | can answer A better
than I can answer B. A, | think if we're going to be
establishing intervals, that they ought to be part of
the SGAT. Now, this is a narrow -- again, the sane

narrow i ssue of intervals for conversion of existing
circuits to unbundl ed el enents in conbination or
alone. So it's alittle bit different than the
provisioning intervals that are in Exhibit C, but
that wouldn't preclude this from being included in
Exhi bit C, because | think that's kind of the place
where it would be in the SGAT.

But apropos of sonme of the discussions that
we've had earlier, not only today, but also in other
wor kshops, our preference would certainly be to have
information like that included in the SGAT, not just
simply left in a product catal og, a PCAT, for
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revi sion by Quest whenever it feels |ike doing that,
whet her that's through the Cl CMP process or some
ot her fashion.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Liston, can Qwest agree
to putting intervals in Exhibit C?

MS. LISTON: Yes, we can.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. And then that | eaves
the issue of whether the intervals are acceptable.

Is that sonething that, at this point, you'll have to
take as a takeback, M. Kopta?

MR. KOPTA: | think so. And certainly
we're willing to have sone nore discussions with
Qnest about whether, you know, this is the be-all and
end-all in terms of the anpbunt of time that it takes
fromreceiving the order to the actual conversion of
the circuits and when the price change will be

effective and that sort of thing.

I think all of those factors will go into
whet her or not this is a reasonable interval. And as
| say, you know, we can discuss that with Qwest in
ternms of what their proposal is and let the
Commi ssi on know what the ultimate resolution of that
di scussion is.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. So at this point, we
have a takeback for XO and ELI on the intervals, an
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agreenent by Qwest to put the intervals in Exhibit C,
and an agreenent that the |anguage in Exhibit 944 is
acceptable. 1Is there anything nore we need to do
with Loop 137

MR, KOPTA: Just the one provisional point
on the language in 944, that Qwmest was going to take
a quick check on the last revision that we were
di scussi ng.

M5. SACILOTTO.  Thank you, Greg.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

M5. LISTON: As a possibility, Chris just
sketched out sonme witing. See, maybe this wll
work. Instead of doing it in 9.2.4.6, go back to
9.2.2.10. And after "CLEC nmay order multiplexing,"
just add "including conversion from special access or
private line circuits,"” and then go on for unbundl ed
| oops. So just add the conversion right into
9.2.2.10.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Does that work for you, M.
Kopt a?

MR, KOPTA: | think so. The only
hesitation that | have is that this is specific to
mul tipl exing, and so it sort of, at |east
theoretically, |eaves open the issue of if you're
just converting an unbundl ed | cop wi thout



05670

mul ti pl exing, but I'mnot sufficiently concerned, |
guess, about that theoretical possibility. As |ong
as we have sone |l anguage in there that clarifies that
particular issue, | think I'mall right with it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Well, why doesn't
Qnwest nmake the changes to 9.2.2.10 that were
di scussed here, forward themto M. Kopta and the
other parties, and the section will be a takeback for
XO and Qmest, and hopefully you can resol ve any
i ssues between now and briefing. And if it remains
an i npasse issue, please |let us know.

MS. LISTON: GCkay. We will make one ot her
correction to that section, on 9.2.2.10. And the
cross-reference section should say, in Section
9.23.3.9. W have a typo in the exhibit.

MS. SACILOTTO  Jean, is this fourth |ine
fromthe botton?

MS. LISTON: Correct.

MS. SACI LOTTO  Yeah, we'll work offline
with M. Kopta and we will check with Ms. Stewart to
meke sure this is okay. And hopefully, it will be
sufficient if we report back to the Commi ssion via an
e-mail ?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes.

MR, KOPTA: That works for us. Thank you.
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MS. HOPFENBECK: Cl osed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Cl osed?

MS. HOPFENBECK: Well, at least A, closed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: A is closed, okay. B?

MS. LISTON:. B, we had a -- Qwest had a
t akeback to check on nunber portability and | oop
qualification. | have been advised that, currently,
both the whol esale and retail, if a custoner has a
ported tel ephone nunber, that information is not
accessi ble through a qualification, and that is both
on retail and whol esale. Qur systens peopl e have
been advised of this. There is not a systemfix
that's schedul ed right now. They're | ooking at
trying to see if they can get sonmething schedul ed,
but we are aware that the problemis there, and it is
a problemthat is applicable both to whol esal e and
retail.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Any comment, Ms. Kil gore?

MS. KILGORE: Just to clarify, Jean, are
you tal king about all ported nunbers or just nunbers
that are geographically ported fromone COto
anot her ?

MR. VIVEROS: It's the latter. | nean, the
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i nvestigation was around the specific scenario that
M. Sekich raised. And when a Qmnest retail custoner
nmoves and wants to retain their nunber and we port it
vi a geographic porting, the service at the new

| ocation with the non-native nunber for that switch
is then not available in the |oop qualification

dat abase. And we had offline discussions around what
m ght be driving that.

What Ms. Liston explained is correct, and
that was information that we supplied offline to M.
Sekich at the | ast workshop, at the first workshop
As Ms. Liston indicated, our systens organization is
aware of the issue and are working to elimnate that
limtation. W just don't have a date for when that
m ght occur. That is specific to the scenario of a
retail custonmer who is retaining Quest as their
servi ce provider porting.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Does that address
your concern, Ms. Kilgore?

M5. KILGORE: | think it does. |Is there a
way -- does this mean that that information, the |oop
qualification information, is not available in the
dat abase, period, or is there a way to manually push
this so that we can get that information for that
line?
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MR. VIVEROS: Well, the linitation has to
do with the fact that the nunber is non-native for
that wire center. | shouldn't say for the wire
center. For that switch. So it's not there. And
that is what precludes us, on a retail basis, from
being able to qualify a customer for DSL at their new
| ocation. They are |ooking at how they night be able
to associate the | oop makeup for that service with
t he non-native nunber and have it readily avail able
in the loop qualification database.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Zul evic.

MR ZULEVIC. This would also apply to a
case where we may be wanting to provide DSL services
to a ported nunber, as well as if Qwest were -- you
know, it's not just restricted to when Qunest is the
underlying provider of DSL through Megabit; it would
be any tine it's a ported nunber, geographically.

It is possible, however, to do a manua
| oop qual, would it not, to be able to physically
test an individual |oop, not using the M.T, and
determ ne whether or not it has the proper
characteristics to provide DSL service?

MR, VIVERCS: It's certainly possible, on a
manual basis, to have, you know, someone go in and
| ocate source records for that non-native tel ephone
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1 nunber and manually transcribe the | oop makeup and

2 provide it to a CLEC

3 MS. LISTON: The other alternative that's
4 available to the CLECs is that, |ike we've said

5 before, if they place the order, we will go through
6 the qualification process and look for facilities

7 that would neet their request. So even though -- |

8 nean, other jurisdictions, | nean, other conpanies

9 have a 72-hour manual pre-survey option, Qaest does
10 not have that in place. However, we would accept the
11 order and do a manual verification that includes

12 overall assignnment, and if we do find anything that
13 works, we will go ahead then and notify the CLEC that
14 it does neet qualifications and we can place the

15 order and it will nove ahead within the five-day

16 interval.

17 MR, ZULEVIC. Would there be a charge for
18 that type of a nmanual qualification?

19 M5. LISTON: No, because that's the basic

20 process associated with your ordering and your | oop
21 assignnents to begin with. So it would be you place
22 the order and, you know, we do a 72-hour FOC on it.
23 |If we find valid facilities that are going to work,
24 we'll provision it and keep going and you'll get the
25 five-day interval. So we won't preclude you because
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1 you can't do a loop qualification

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck

3 MS. DOBERNECK: | want to nmake sure

4 understand. Wen you say you'll look for their

5 facilities, are you tal king about an entirely

6 separate copper | oop? Because what | was thinking of
7 is we're talking HUNE for line sharing. You're

8 talking about a stand-al one UNE | oop that would be
9 capable of supporting DSL? | want to nmake sure

10 understand what woul d be available to us.

11 M5. LISTON: Thank you for doing that,
12 because | was wearing ny |oop hat when |I answered
13 that question. Funny that we're discussing | oop
14 issues and |I'd be discussing | oops. Go figure.

15 was strictly thinking of an unbundl ed | oop when

16 answered that question. | was not thinking a line

17 sharing order

18 MS. DOBERNECK: Okay.

19 MS. LISTON: And |I'mnot sure, on the line

20 sharing order, how that woul d work.

21 MS. DOBERNECK: | thought M. Viveros said

22 there could be sort of a manual work around to

23 deternmine line sharing capability. | just -- that's

24 what | thought | heard you say, but | just want to be

25 clear.
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MR. VI VEROS: Hopefully what | said was it
was possible that you could nmanual ly perform an
extract of the |oop makeup information out of
dat abases other than the | oop qualification database,
specifically in a line sharing scenario, where it's
not part of the normal process to conduct a |ine and
station transfer to effect access. |f you submitted
a request for line sharing across an existing retai
service that had been geographically ported, subject
to check, I think we m ght have some difficulties in
the service center being able to determ ne whether to
i ssue the service order or whether to deny the
request based on | ack of available facilities.

Unli ke the | oop process, which accounts for
finding additional facilities, the normal flow for
line sharing is looking to use the existing
facilities and sinply provide access to the HUNE

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. DeCook, do you have a
question?

MS. DeCOOK: No, actually, my suggestion is
that | --

MS. SACILOTTO |I'msorry, | can't hear M.
DeCook.

MS. DeCOOK: Sorry, | forgot to turn on.

My suggestion is | feel a little unconfortable
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closing this issue yet, but | think we may be able to
talk through this issue nore offline and reach some
resolution of it. | think I would like to ask sone
nore questions, but | don't want to take time here to
do that. So nmy suggestion is that we | eave it open
for now and we engage in sone further discussions and
then we can report back if we've cone up with sone
resol ution.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's acceptable. |Is that
acceptable to Qmest?

MS. SACILOTTO | don't know. Is that
acceptable to Qunest?

MR. VIVEROS: Well, let's nake sure we
understand. Becky, are you suggesting that we, I|ike

we' ve done often in the past, identify this as an
i mpasse issue to be briefed if, in fact, we can't
cone to resolution before the briefs are due?

MS. DeCOOK: | guess we can do that. |
mean, | don't feel like | know enough about this
issue to create a record on it w thout taking a |ot
of tine.

M5. SACILOTTO.  Well, | don't know how
we're going to create a record, other than doing it
now. That's ny concern. | nean, |'m happy to engage

ina-- |I'"mjust wondering what's going to happen if
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we don't cone to resolution, sort of along the lines
of what Chris is asking.

MS. DeCOOK: Yeah, | just don't fee
confortable that we know if, for exanple, we can even
tell if it's a custoner that m ght be affected by

this, if we're going to know when we go into the | oop
qual tool what kind of response we're going to get,

and | don't know how this -- | don't understand how
this is going to work in a |line sharing environment.
I don't understand how we're going -- | think we

ought to have a manual work around until the fix is
put in place, and | think that ought to be spelled
out .

And | think we could work sonme of these
i ssues offline, but | think it's going to be a
ti me-consum ng discussion to do that now And |I'm
not sure | could -- since |I'mnot the technica
person, |I'mnot sure | could even close it right now.

MR. SACI LOTTO Did Ken | eave?

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. WIlson is here.

MS. LISTON: M. WIlson is here.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. M. Zulevic.

MR, ZULEVIC. Well, | would tend to agree.
| think there's some information that still needs to
be discovered, if you will. | don't know what
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happens when a ported number cones up. |t sounds
like it's just rejected, there's no facilities
available, or it doesn't qualify when you try to do a
| oop qual. How often does that happen; how nany
ported -- geographically ported nunbers are we
dealing with; is there a work around nmethod that you
could use until you have it nechanized so it would be
nore of a flowthrough

Also, | would wonder when you feel that you
may have that mechani zed fix available. So those are
t he kinds of questions that cone to my mind.

MS. LISTON: Like | said earlier, you know,
to the extent that we have our |oop qualification
tools, it will be audited. They are in a situation
where -- we are in a parity situation where it's both
Quwest and the CLECs right now that don't have access
to this on a qualification basis. For unbundled

| oops, the CLECs can put the orders in. | can't
answer the line sharing one. 1'd have to do sone
checki ng.

I guess my only concern regardi ng AT&T is
are you suggesting that we wind up having an offline
nmeeting, conference call kind of situation, where we
conti nue devel oping the record or -- |'mjust not
sure what --
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M5. DeCOOK: 1'd like to understand if
there's a possibility of a work around that we --

JUDGE RENDAHL: This is ny suggestion,
that we | eave this as an open issue and all ow AT&T
and Covad and Qwmest to look into this in whatever
process you wish to. |If you reach sonme concl usion
that it's either okay, you know, Qwmest's proposal
and AT&T and Covad are fine with it, then let us know
that it's a closed issue. |If it becones an inpasse
i ssue, let us know, and you can brief it.

To the extent that there may be additiona
informati on that you need to present to us through
docunents, you know, then | leave it up to you all to
request | ate admi ssion of them but | think we should
| eave this as open for now and nove on and see if we
can finish up in the next 15 m nutes.

M5. DeCOOK: That's fine with ne.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is that acceptable, Ms.
Saci |l otto?

M5. SACILOTTO. Well, | need to consult
with Ms. Liston and M. Viveros on whether or not
they think that's going to be acceptable or if we are
prepared now to just sinply -- you know, what we said
is what we said.

MS. LISTON: W're okay. W'll take it the
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way that you said it, Your Honor
JUDCGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Then let's leave B
16-B as open for the nmonment and let you all try and

work this through. |s there anything -- okay.
Seventeen and 18 are closed. Anything on 19?
MS. KILGORE: | believe that 19 is closed,

based on a conversation that | had with M. Orel,
where he agreed to put "NID or" back into that
section, 9.2.5.1. Since he's not here, | don't know
if he communi cated that to his coll eagues.

MS. SACI LOTTO Well, he didn't comrunicate
that to his Counsel, but | can --

MS. LISTON: He did to ne.

MS. SACILOTTO -- close it subject to
check.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Liston says that he did
comuni cate that to her.

MS. SACILOTTO.  Ch, good.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Is that correct, Ms.
Li ston?

MS. LISTON: That's correct. Sorry, Kara.

JUDGE RENDAHL: 1s that okay with you now,
Ms. Sacilotto?

MS. SACILOTTO | was assuming | was out of
the | oop, so to speak.



MS. LISTON: VWhich one is it? Is it 19?
MS. KILGORE: It's 19.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Can we cl ose 19?
MS. LI STON:  Yes.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Sacilotto?
MS. SACI LOTTO  Yeah.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.
MS. LISTON: Sorry, Kara.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Twenty, 21, and 22 are
cl osed subject to either OSS testing or performance

measures. | think that finishes the | oops, unless
there are additional issues. Ms. DeCook

MS. DeCOOK: | just had a bit of
information for the record. | talked to Ms. Liston

about it and told her what | was going to say and
what ny proposal is onit. W were asked at the |ast
wor kshop whet her we had any DSL custoners in
Washi ngton, and | | earned, through a contact | ast
week, that we do have several, and in fact, we, at
| east with respect to one of our custoners, have had
a neeting with Qwest on sone of the issues, some of
the i ssues we have addressed here in the workshop
and either we have fixes for themor we've deferred
t hem subj ect to performance review

Those include facility availability issues,
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installation interval issues, address validation

i ssues, coordination of a disconnect of one pair and
moving it fromone service to DSL service, and

think we proposed sone SGAT | anguage, whi ch Quest
agreed to, that would hopefully fix that issue. W
did have one issue dealing with a trenching concern
where the customer has used all of their avail able
pairs. And so, in order to get a new pair installed,
they would have to trench. And there is an issue
about whether the orders are getting rejected because
there are no facilities available, or there's also a
cost issue associated with that which we, | think,
shoul d be deferred to the Phase D of the cost case.
So --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Has that issue about
deferring it to the cost case been comrunicated to
Ms. Anderl ?

MS. DeCOOK: No, it hasn't.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. Please do that. |
understand she's collecting all m scell aneous issues
for the cost case.

MS. DeCOOK: All right. 1'll be happy to
do that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you.

MS. DeCOOK: | just wanted to nake that
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part of the record so that if issues come in down the
road, no one's taken by surprise, and | wanted to
make sure that Jean was aware of it. W have been
contacted by this custoner and understand that they
have sone issues, recent issues, which |I'mnot aware
of what they are, but | requested that of Jean, that
we confer on those issues once they becone known to
me and we try to resolve themoffline. And if we
can't get themresol ved, then obviously we'll bring
themto the Conm ssion

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. And as you're

communi cating themto Ms. Liston, | also expect you
may be communicating themto Ms. Sacilotto.

MS. SACI LOTTO | appreciate that

MS. DeCOOK: |I'Il be communicating themto

Qnest, so however that is best acconplished. This is
an active custonmer and they tend to do things on
their own, as well, so don't be surprised if they
don't do sonething on their own.

M5. LISTON: The issue on the trenching,
did do sonme checking, and what we're looking at is
where you have -- you don't have drop wire. So you
may have facilities all the way to the curb, but you
don't have the drop wire to the hone. The
information |'ve received is that that should not
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trigger the no facility build policy, that the
facility build policy's strictly on the F1, F2, and
that the engineering, when they do their process, it
really |l ooks at just those facilities, so it
shoul dn't trigger that, and that the policy in ternms
of drop is being treated the sane way for whol esal e
and retail

| do have one SGAT revision. After --
Becky, after you and | tal ked about the conversions,
Kara and | talked a little bit offline and we do have
an SGAT update that we need to nmake to Section
9.2.2.15. 2.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Would that be in --

MS. LISTON: We don't have an exhibit for
it. It would just be in the SGAT Lite.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. But that is an
exhibit. That's what I'mtrying to --

MS. KILGORE: 942.

JUDGE RENDAHL: 942, okay. What is that

change?

MS. LI STON: The change would be --

JUDGE RENDAHL: You said 9.2.2. --

MS. LISTON: -- 15.2. The easiest way to
do it is to point down below, to 15.3, and you'll see

there's a new section that says, "at CLEC request.”
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That was supposed to also be put into 15.2. So where
it goes -- this is kind of an awkward sentence, but
if you | ook at the second sentence, it begins, "Quest
wi || disconnect the | oop Qvwest provided to the old
CLEC and," and here cones the new | anguage, "at new
CLEC s request." So that would be the new words that
would go in there, and then continue on with the rest
of the sentence.

JUDGE RENDAHL: "At new CLEC request where
technically conpatible," et cetera, et cetera

M5. LISTON: Et cetera, exactly.
Basically, this is giving the option that if you want
to reuse the facilities and we can do that, we wll
do that, but we will do it only under your direction

MS. SACILOTTO Right. | believe this was
| anguage that we closed upon in Oregon.

M5. HOPFENBECK: This satisfies Worl dCom s

JUDGE RENDAHL: So is this an issue under
the issues list or just an additional issue?

MS. SACI LOTTO Well, | think we had cl osed
it, anyway, under the issues list, but --

MS. HOPFENBECK: This was just sonething
that was |eft that was agreed to, actually,
originally in Washington at the | ast workshop, and we
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1 pointed out in Oregon that it hadn't nmade the SGAT.
2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Got it. So we're done with
3 loops. There are no NID issues, correct?

4 MS. KILGORE: Correct.

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: So the last issue is line
6 sharing?

7 MR, WLSON: Splitting.

8 JUDGE RENDAHL: Line splitting. Let's be
9 off the record for a noment.

10 (Recess taken.)

11 JUDGE RENDAHL: We're ready to go on line

12 splitting. Let's be back on the record. M. Liston,
13 which of the issues that are renmi ning, or should
14 be asking Ms. DeCook or soneone el se?

15 MS. LISTON: | believe that the two that
16 are open are Line Split 7 and Line Split 8.

17 M5. DeCOOK: Just one comment on line --
18 I'mhoping I"'mreading this right. Line Splitting 1
19 No, maybe it's -- it's the one that says inpasse

20 issue, Washington Line Splitting 1-A. No, sorry. |
21 have the line sharing.

22 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. So Line Splitting 7
23 and 8 for Washi ngton.
24 MS. KILGORE: | had a question on 2.

25 JUDGE RENDAHL: On 2, okay. Go ahead.
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MS. KILGORE: | understand that Qwmest has
changed their policy and is agreeing to continue to
provi de Megabit service on UNE-P |ines.

MS. LISTON: Correct.

MS. KILGORE: Could you explain why Qnest
will not do Megabit on UNE | oop, for exanple, a
different way that the CLEC nmight be providing | oca
service over Qunest facilities? Is it a technica
reason?

MS. LISTON: So looking at -- so if you
pur chased an unbundl ed | oop, whether we woul d be
willing to partner with a CLEC and do the data?

MS. SACI LOTTO We're not already providing
Megabit, | think is the concept with an unbundl ed
| oop.

MS. KILGORE: You m ght be.

M5. SACILOTTO  What scenari 0?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Liston, do you
under stand the question?

M5. LISTON: | understand the question.
I"mjust -- | mean, | guess ny initial reaction is
that when you | ook at an unbundl ed | oop scenario, we
would be in a position -- we always said, you know,

when you're into a line splitting scenario, it's an
agreenent between the CLEC and the DLEC, and that
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we're providing -- it's voice and data fromtwo
di fferent providers. Qaest is not party to that.

Qvest is not in a position that we woul d be
of fering Megabit on an unbundl ed | oop basis. |'m not
sure if we could technically do it. | nean, |'ve not
investigated this issue, this is a brand new i ssue.
And |I'"mjust trying to think through whether there
woul d be technical limtations associated with that.
But this is -- in all of the nultiple workshops, this
is the first tine this issue has been asked on
whet her we woul d do Megabit on an unbundl ed | oop

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. |In the interest of
time -- let's be off the record for a nonent.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the
record. | think the remaining line splitting issues
are 7 and 8. So let's turn to 7. The issue is
shoul d references to voice services and data services
be replaced with references to | ow frequency and hi gh
frequency? That was an AT&T/ Qmest takeback. Is
there any resolution of that?

MS. LISTON: The exhibit that was
di stributed, 945.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's the | anguage that's
proposed to resolve it?
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MS. LISTON: That's the |anguage that's
proposed to resolve it. And then we have one
addi ti onal change. W net with AT&T during the
breaks this norning, and we will add one nore
sentence to the end of the SGAT section, and
believe then we are in agreenent.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

M5. LISTON: The new sentence is "Cther
references to the voice, in quotes, or voice band, in
quotes, portion of the loop in this agreenent will
mean the | ow frequency portion of the |oop."

MS. DOBERNECK: Wbuld you read that again?

MS. LISTON: "Other references to the voice
or voice band portion of the loop in this agreenent
will nmean the | ow frequency portion of the |oop."

JUDGE RENDAHL: Does |ow frequency need to
be in quotes?

MS. KILGORE: No.

MS. LISTON: No.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Just the voice and voice
band?

MS. LISTON: Correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And that's acceptable to
AT&T?

MS. KILGORE: Yes, that issue can now be
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cl osed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: COkay. Let's close 7.
Thank you. And nove on to Issue 8. 8-A, | guess,
was an AT&T takeback about nodifying or adding
services to any specific UNE-P associ ated | oop

MS. LISTON: And | believe this was the one
where AT&T wanted to go back and | ook at the
aut hori zed agent |anguage we had in the SGAT. |
bel i eve we've closed this issue in other
jurisdictions in terms of adding the authorized agent
information in the SGAT.

MS. KILGORE: The issue here is actually --
doesn't capture what | think the final issue was,
whi ch was whether or not the word wongfully or

wrongful should be included in the last -- the second
sentence, | think it was. As far as we could tell, |
took this back, and as far as we could tell, that was
the only outstanding issue. | want to see if we can
find the sentence.

MS. DeCOOK: | think we actually briefed

that in another state, that issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: But, in a sense, there's an
i npasse as to whether the wongfully needs to be
i ncl uded or not?

MS. DeCOOK: Ri ght.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Sacilotto, do you have
any nenory of that?

MS. SACILOTTO | have a vague recoll ection
of Dom wi t hdrawi ng sonme request, and | don't know if
it was this wongfully one.

MS. KILGORE: | think that this stayed in
and it continues to be an issue. The section
reference is 9.21.7.3. It's in the final sentence of
that section. |It's actually the second to the | ast
line. And it is -- it's a wording issue, but by
inserting the word "wongfully" before the word
"obtai ned" in that sentence, it inposes a second tier
of exami nation that's required that we believe is
i nappropri ate.

Essentially, what this says is that if a
third party were to obtain this access or
i nformati on, not only woul d Qmest have had to do a
bad act -- I"'msorry, not Qwest. Not only would sone
bad act have had -- yes, I'msorry, Qemest have had to
act inappropriately in giving or providing that
information to the third party, but the third party
woul d al so have to have acted wongfully, and that
adds just an unnecessary | ayer of nulfeasance.

MS. SACILOTTO.  Well, Jean, correct ne if
I'"'mwrong, but | thought our concern with deleting
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the word was that we could be held liable if we do
everything correctly?

MS. LISTON: That's correct, and that was
-- you know, basically, then it would say that if
they -- by taking the word "wrongful"” out, we would
be in a position where if we followed the rules and
did everything appropriately and gave secure |ID, that
we would still be held |liable if there was sonething
t hat went w ong.

MS. DeCOOK: This is inpasse.

M5. KILGORE: Judge, | think we can just
brief this. There is |language in there to address
what Jean and Kara were just tal king about, so we'l
just brief it again.

MS. SACILOTTO. Well, | want to make sure
that we've -- and | appreciate that we're trying to
wrap this up in the next couple of mnutes, but | do
want to nake sure that we've adequately made our
record on this issue if it wasn't really discussed at
the first workshop, so --

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think I remenber this
di scussion fromthe primary workshop, and that's why
it's captured this way.

MS. DeCOOK: And this is really not a
factual dispute. This is an issue of the inplication



05694

of a word and how it's used in this section. So |
don't know that -- and it's really an argunent about

| anguage and its inpact, and | think we can deal wth
that in the brief.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | think I agree. | think
there has been a sufficient record, and it can be
suppl enented in brief. A few-- is that the

remai ning i ssue for line splitting?

MS. LI STON: Yes, Your Honor.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. A few remaining
housekeeping matters. Exhibits. |Is there any
obj ection to adm ssion of Exhibits 944 and 945?
Hearing nothing, they'll be admtted. |'mnot sure
whet her we admitted Exhibit 973, which was the letter
fromQwest to Covad. | think | did admt it, but I'm
not -- okay, that's admitted. Yesterday, there were
some exhibits fromM. Stewart, 1020 and 1021, and
I"'mnot sure if those were adnmitted. |If they were
not, is there any objection to those being admtted
today? Hearing nothing, those will be adnmitted.

In addition, there were other exhibits,
1164, 65, and 66. Any objections to those being
adm tted? That was the nulti tenant -- the origina
7/ 17/ 01 Access Protocol Docunent, some changes to the
SGAT, and the packet switch definition. Hearing



05695

not hi ng, those will be admtted.

And then, lastly, there was sonething that
was circul ated by e-mail concerning intellectual
property, a change to Section 5.10 in AT&T exhibit.
Is that sonething that we need to address?

MS. DeCOOK: No, Your Honor. That should
be introduced in the Col orado proceeding that's going
to take place and will conme in the record that way.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you. Wth
that, I think we're concluded here. Thank you all
for your patience and willingness to get this done
today. We'll be off the record.

(Proceedi ngs adjourned at 5:20 p.m)






