4080

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

BEFORE THE WASHI NGTON UTI LI TI ES AND
TRANSPORTATI ON COVM SSI ON

In the Matter of the ) Docket No. UT-003013
Continued Costing and Pricing ) Vol ume XXXVII
of Unbundl ed Network Elenents ) Pages 4080-4286
and Transport and Term nation. )
)

A hearing in the above matter was
held on May 6, 2002, at 9:43 a.m, at 1300 South
Evergreen Park Drive, S.W, O ynpia, Wshington,

before Adm ni strative Law Judge LAWRENCE BERG.

The parties were present as
fol |l ows:

QVEST, by Lisa Anderl and Adam
Sherr, Attorneys at Law, 1600 Seventh Avenue, Room
3206, Seattle, Washington, 98191.

WORLDCOM | NC./MClI, by M chel
Si nger - Nel son, Attorney at Law, 707 17th Street,
Sui te 4200, Denver, Col orado, 80202.

COVAD COVMUNI CATI ONS COVPANY, by
Megan Doberneck, Attorney at Law, 7901 Lowy
Boul evard, Denver, Col orado 80230.

AT&T OF THE PACI FI C NORTHWEST,
INC., by Gregory J. Kopta, Attorney at Law, Davis,
Wi ght, Tremaine, 1501 Fourth Avenue, Suite 2600,
Seattl e, Washington 98101.

Barbara L. Nel son, CCR
Court Reporter
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VERI ZON, by Jennifer MClellan,
Attorney at Law, Hunton & Wl lianms, 951 East Byrd
Street, Richnmond, Virginia 23219.

THE COW SSI ON, by Greg Trautnman
and Mary M Tennyson, Assistant Attorneys General,
1400 S. Evergreen Park Drive, S.W, P.O Box 40128,
A ynpi a, Washi ngton 98504.
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| NDEX OF W TNESSES

W TNESS: PACGE:
LARRY RI CHTER

Direct Examination by Ms. MC ellan 4089
Cross- Exanmi nati on by M. Trautnmn 4091
Exami nati on by Judge Berg 4112
Exam nation by Dr. Gabel 4115
Redi rect Examination by Ms. MC ellan 4119
TERESA K. M LLI ON

Di rect Exam nation by M. Anderl 4128
Cross- Exanmi nation by Ms. Singer-Nel son 4130
Separate and Confidential Record 4157- 4160
Voir Dire Examination by Ms. Anderl 4209
Cross- Exam (Conti nui ng) by Ms. Singer-Nel son 4210
Cross- Exani nati on by Ms. Doberneck 4212
Cross- Exani nati on by M. Kopta 4270
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| NDEX OF EXHI BI TS

EXHI BI T:
T-2221
T-2222
T-2001

2002, C-2002

2003, C-2003

T-2004, T-2005

2006, 2007
T-2008

2009- 2010
2011- 2016
2017, C- 2017
2018, C-2018
T-2020

2021- 2023

C- 2024

2025- 2029
2030- 2042
2043- 2044

T- 2045

2046- 2048

T-2049

| DENTI FI ED

4088

4088

4088

4088

4088

4088

4088

4089

4089

4089

4123

4123

4123

4123

4124

4125

4125

4125

4125

OFFERED:

4086

wi t hdr awn

4091

4091

4091

4091

wi t hdr awn

4091

4091

4092

4092

4092

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

ADM TTED:

4087

4087

4091

4091

4091

4091

4091

4091

4092

4092

4092

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129

4129
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2050- 2051
T-2052

2053- 2055
2056- 2057
2058- 2059
2060

2061

2062

2063, C-2063
2064- 2065
2066

2067- 2068
2069- 2072
2073, C- 2073
2074, C-2074
2075- 2084
2085- 2089
C-2090

2091- 2092

4125

4125

4125

4125

4126

4126

4126

4126

4126

4126

4126

4126

4126

4127

4127

4127

4127

4128

4128

4129

4129

4129

4205

4206

4206

i t hdr awn

4209

4211

4211

2084

2084

2084

2084

4129

4129

4129

4205

4206

4206

4206

4210

4211

4211

2084

2084

2084

2084
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JUDCGE BERG. Let's be on the record. This
is the first day of a multi-day evidentiary hearing
i n Docket Nunber UT-003013, Part D. This case has
been captioned In the Matter of the Continued Costing
and Pricing of Unbundled Network El enments, Transport
and Term nati on.

This hearing is being conducted before the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Conmi ssion at
t he Conmi ssion's headquarters in O ynpia, Washington.
Today's date is May 6th, 2002. This hearing is being
conducted pursuant to due and proper notice served on
March 29th, 2002.

My nane is Lawrence Berg. |'mthe
presiding officer assigned to this case. Advising nme
and the Commi ssioners is Dr. David Gabel. Dr. Gabel
will preside at the bench along with ne and Dr. Gabel
may pose questions to witnesses fromthe bench in
addition to any questions that | may have.

At this point intinme, we'll take
appearances fromthe parties, beginning with Staff
and novi ng around the room

MR. TRAUTMAN: Thank you, Your Honor.
Gregory J. Trautman, Assistant Attorney General, for
Commi ssion Staff.

MR, KOPTA: Gregory Kopta, of the Law Firm
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Davis, Wight, Tremaine, LLP, on behalf of AT&T
Communi cations of the Pacific Northwest, Inc.

MS. DOBERNECK: Megan Doberneck, on behal f
of Covad Communi cations Conpany.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: M chel Si nger-Nel son
on behal f of Worl dCom

MS. ANDERL: Lisa Anderl, representing
Qnest .

MR. SHERR  Adam Sherr, representing Qwest.

MS. McCLELLAN: Jennifer MClellan, of the
Law Firm Hunton and Wl Iliams, representing Verizon

JUDGE BERG  Thank you, Counsel. 1Is there
anyone el se present who wi shes to enter an
appearance? Let the record show that there was no
response.

Are there any matters that the parties w sh
to address on the record before we begin with the
oath and cross-exam nation of the first w tness?

MR. KOPTA: Yes, Your Honor. This is Geg
Kopta, on behalf of AT&T. We had di scussed off the
record the stipulation that Qwest and AT&T had
entered into with respect to the adm ssion of Exhibit
T-2221 and Your Honor's indulgence in allowing us to
take that out of order and have that stipulated into

the record at this time, as opposed to in the norma
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course of when M. Stanker's testinony would have
been admtted were he going to be present.

JUDGE BERG And I'Il just ask, are there
any objections? Hearing none, we will admt that
mormentarily.

Let ne indicate for the record that a Part
D consol idated exhibit |ist, dated 5/3/2002, has been
presented to the court reporter. | wll ask that the
court reporter, at the start of each w tness’
testinmony, enter all of direct prefiled exhibits and
all cross exhibits that are identified for that
witness as if they were read into the record in their
entirety.

At this point intime, we'll identify out
of order Exhibit T-2221, the revised response
testimony of Ron Stanker, w tness for AT&T, dated
3/29/02, and that exhibit is admtted into the
record. Exhibit T-2220 is identified as the response
testimony of M. Stanker, dated 12/20/01, and ny
understanding is that exhibit is withdrawn; is that
correct, M. Kopta?

MR. KOPTA: That's correct, Your Honor.
Thank you.

JUDGE BERG All right. You're welcone.

Anyt hing el se, Counsel? All right. At this point in
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time, we're prepared to take the testinony and
cross-exan nation of Verizon witness M. Larry
Richter. M. Richter, if you'd please stand and
rai se your right hand.
Wher eupon,

LARRY RI CHTER,
havi ng been first duly sworn, was called as a wtness
herein and was exani ned and testified as follows:

JUDGE BERG. Thank you, sir.

(The followi ng exhibits were identified

relating to the testinony of Larry

Ri chter.)

Exhi bit T-2001, Direct Testinmony, LR 1T,
dated 11/7/01. 2002, C-2002, Nonrecurring Cost Study
for Multiplexing, Version 4.3, LR-2C. 2003, C 2003,
Expanded | nterconnection Services (EI'S) Cost Study,
LR-3C. T-2004, Reply Testinony, dated 3/7/02, LR-4T.
T-2005, Direct Testinony, Steele, dated 11/7/01
(BI S-1T).

2006, Multiplexing and Coll ocation Rate
Summary, (BIS-2). 2007, EIS dossary of Elenents,
(BI'S-3). T-2008, Direct Testinony, Dye, dated 3/7/02
(TRD-1T) 2009, Revised Miltiplexing and Col |l ocati on
Rate Summary, (TRD-2). 2010, Revised EIS d ossary of

El ements, (TRD 3).
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Staff cross exhibits: 2011, Response to
Staff's Data Request Nunber 2 to Verizon. 2012,
Response to Staff's Data Request Number 7 to Verizon
2013, Response to Staff's Data Request Nunber 8 to
Verizon. 2014, response to Staff's Data Request
Nunber 9 to Verizon. 2015, Response to Staff's Data
Request Number 11 to Verizon. 2016, Response to
Staff's Data Request Number 12 to Verizon. 2017,
C- 2017, response to Staff's Data Request Number 13 to
Verizon, including Attachment Nunber Three,
Confidential Attachments. 2018, C-2018, Response to
Staff's Data Request Number 3 to Verizon
Confidential Attachnents.

(Concl usion of exhibits identified for

Larry Richter.)

DI RECT EXAMI NATI ON

BY MS. M CLELLAN:

Q Good norning, M. Richter

A Good nor ni ng.

Q Woul d you pl ease state your full name and
address for the record?

A. My name is Larry Richter. M address is
600 Hi dden Ridge, Irving, Texas.

Q And by whom are you enpl oyed?
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A. I m enpl oyed by Veri zon.

Q Do you have in front of you what has been
mar ked as Exhi bits T-2001 through T-2004, containing
your prefiled testinony and exhibits?

A Yes, | do.

Q Did you prepare or cause to be prepared
t hose exhibits?

A. Yes, | did.

Q If | asked you the questions contained in
your testinony today, would your answers be the sane?

A Yes, they woul d.

Q And do you have before you what's been
mar ked as Exhi bit T-2005, T-2008 through 2010, direct
testi nony of Bert Steele and Terry Dye?

Yes, | do.

Have you read those exhibits?

> o »

Yes, | have.

Q And are you adopting those exhibits today
as your own?

A Yes, | am

Q If | asked you the questions contained in
Exhi bit T-2005 and T-2008, would your answers be the
same?

A Yes, they woul d.

MS. McCLELLAN:  Your Honor, I'd like to
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nmove for the admi ssion of Exhibits T-2001 through
T- 2004, T-2005, T-2008 through 2010.

JUDGE BERG And Counsel, where parties
of fer admi ssion of exhibits, I will [ook up. |If
anybody has an objection, |'d appreciate just giving
me a hi sign. And seeing no indication of any
obj ection, Exhibits T-2001 through T-2005 and T-2008
t hrough Exhi bit 2010 are admitted.

M5. McCLELLAN: Wth that, M. Richter is
avail abl e for cross.

JUDGE BERG All right. Comnmi ssion Staff.

MR, TRAUTMAN: Thank you.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON
BY MR TRAUTMAN:

Q Good norning, M. Richter

A Good nor ni ng.

Q | wanted to start just by looking at what's
been marked as Exhi bits Number 2011 through 2018, al
of which are Verizon responses to Staff Data
Requests. And | believe they all indicate that these
were prepared either by you or under your
supervision; is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q And are they all true and correct, to the
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best of your know edge?

A | believe there's one change that needs to
be made to Request Nunmber Two.

Q  \Which is 20112

A Yes. On the second line, where it
identifies the reference of LR-2-C, page five, lines
15 through 16, that should read LR-1-T, page five,
lines one through three. The response would stay the
sane.

Q And with that correction noted, would the
answers be true and correct, to the best of your
know edge?

A Yes, they are.

MR. TRAUTMAN:  Your Honor, | would nove for
adm ssion of Exhibits 2011 through 2018, including
the confidential portions.

M5. McCLELLAN:  No objection

JUDCGE BERG  Those exhibits, 2011 through
2018, are admitted.

Q | believe ny questions will be referring
primarily to T-2004, which is your reply testinony of
March the 7th of 2002, as well as Exhibit 2017, which
was your response to Staff Data Request 13, which had
a nunmber of attachments, sone of which were

confidenti al
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And I'm | ooking first at Exhibit 2017. And
in response to Staff Data Request 13, is it correct
that Verizon has provided data used to cal cul ate
cabl e |l ength?

A That is correct.

Q Al right. And in particular, referring to
Confidential Attachment One, and that has 18 pages;
is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q Is any of the data in this confidentia
attachnment from Washi ngton State?

A No, it is not.

Q Whi ch of the cable runs that are listed in
Confidential Attachment One are for virtua
col | ocati on?

A | do not know.

Q Whi ch of the cable runs in that attachnment
are for physical collocation?

A The answer would be the sanme. | don't
know, because we did not identify these |engths as
bei ng for caged, cagel ess or virtual

Q Is there data avail abl e that distinguishes
bet ween the types of collocation that are used for
the cable runs identified in Attachnent One?

A | don't know that for sure, if it would be
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avai |l abl e.

MR. TRAUTMAN:  Your Honor, Staff would I|ike
to make a record requisition, to the extent that such
information is avail able, whether Verizon could
provi de data that would distinguish between the types
of collocation used for the cable runs identified in
Confidential Attachment One to Exhibit 2017.

JUDGE BERG. And just so | can understand
when | ooking at -- M. Richter, when |I | ook at
Confidential Attachnment One, for exanple, | |ook at
page two of 18, and there are 42 nunbered itens on
this page, is each one of those itens a separate
cabl e run?

THE W TNESS: Yes, sir.

JUDGE BERG All right. Are there any
objections from Verizon to reviewing its data to see
if that distinction can be nade?

MS. McCLELLAN:  No, Your Honor.

JUDGE BERG All right. And we'll identify
this as Record Requisition Nunber 2000. Excuse ne,
et me avoid any confusion between record
requi sitions and exhibit nunmbers and go Record
Requi sition 2500, two-five-zero-zero. And does
Verizon understand the request from Staff?

M5. McCLELLAN:  Yes.
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JUDGE BERG. All right. And does Verizon
-- or excuse me, Ms. McClellan, do you know when
Veri zon can respond or when Verizon can indicate when
it can respond?

MS. McCLELLAN: | think we can indicate
when we can respond by Friday. And just as a
clarification, to the extent -- on whether or not
Verizon objects, to the extent Staff is only asking
if the data is currently available, and if it is,
they would like it, we don't object. |If Staff is
asking for us to go and create the data, then we
woul d obj ect .

JUDGE BERG  Under st ood

MR, TRAUTMAN: Correct. W were asking if
it's currently avail able, because he indicated that
he wasn't sure

JUDGE BERG | thought, M. Trautnman, you
were careful to be precise about that regard. So for
point of clarification, there's no request that the
informati on be created if it doesn't exist. However,
if it does exist on other records, even if it's not
consolidated, it should be made avail abl e.

MS. McCLELLAN:  Ckay.

JUDGE BERG All right. So on Friday, by

Friday, you will know whether or not the infornation
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exists and to the extent to which it exists, and at
that point you will be available to indicate when
that information can be produced?

M5. McCLELLAN:  That's right.

JUDGE BERG. |Is that acceptable, M.
Tr aut man?

MR, TRAUTMAN:  Yes.

JUDGE BERG  Thank you very mnuch

Q Turning now to Exhibit T-2004, which is
your reply testinmony of March 7th, 2002, and |'m on
page five, line nine. And |ooking at that line, you
state, It is appropriate for Verizon to use the sane
average cable length in devel oping the virtua
facility pole costs as were adopted in Phase Ato
devel op the physical facility pole costs. Do you see
t hat phrase?

A Yes, | do.

Q How can we tell, using the data tabul ated
in Confidential Attachment One, whether there is or
is not a significant difference between the cable
| engt hs for physical collocation and virtua
col I ocati on?

A. Looki ng at the data request that was
provi ded, you can't look at that and tell, other than

the fact that the cable I engths that are there are
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average lengths inside the central office. And
because central offices are arranged where certain
types of equi pnent are placed in the sane portion of
the building, like the main distribution frame is
going to be in one portion of the building, the
swi tching equi pnment is going to be together in
anot her portion of the building, transport equi pnent
will be in a certain space inside the building, al
toget her, and then we woul d have the collocation
area, physical type, in another portion of the
bui | di ng.

So the thought is that, yes, it's a
di stance, an average di stance fromthe physica
collocation to the MDF, it's a distance fromthe
transport area to the collocation, and when we're
dealing with averages, when we get into virtua
col l ocation, when we place the equi pment in the
i neups that are available for virtual collocation
it's going to be sone distance fromthere to the MDF
It may be closer than the physical collocation, it
may be farther.

And by the sane respect, when you go from
the virtual collocation to the transport area, it may
be farther or shorter than it was for the physical or

cagel ess area to get to that equipnent. So when
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we're dealing with averages, which is what we have
here, and the quantity of itens on the list that
produces the average listing, it would seem
appropriate that the averages woul d be the sane when
dealing with physical, cageless or virtua

col I ocati on.

Q Looki ng at the confidential attachnent,
woul d you agree that, although the data used to
calcul ate the cable | engths may be for physica
collocation, that the office arrangenments for both
physi cal and virtual collocation are simlar and that
the |l engths woul d be the sanme?

MS. McCLELLAN: | wonder if you could
repeat it, because |I couldn't understand it, so I'm
not sure --

THE WTNESS: | got |ost.

JUDGE BERG Here's ny -- M. Trautman, it
sounded to nme that you were asking for that class of
cabl es, that being cables that run to a collocation
envi ronnent, whether the average is the same for
virtual as it would be for physical collocation; is
that correct?

MR, TRAUTMAN:  Yes.

THE WTNESS: Yes. And if | may add, after

we had gotten the request, we did do a quick look in
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Washi ngton at three central offices where we have
virtual collocation. And in |ooking at that, the
average cable lengths for transm ssion type cabl e,
it's approxi mately, on an average between those three
central offices, 188 feet, where in our cost study we
have 202, which is extrenely close.
And | don't think the power -- let ne see

if the power cable is in here, also. Yes, it is.
And in |ooking at the power cable at those three
central offices here in Washington, the average power
cable is 127 feet, where in our Attachnent One for
the cable length for the power fromthe BDFB to the
cage was 123 feet. So it's a difference -- a very
m nor difference there of four feet, whether you | ook
at the transm ssion type cables or if you look at the
power cabl es versus what we had in the physica
col l ocati on cost study.

Q Okay. The nunmbers that you just provided,
were those for virtual collocation?

A Yes, those were for virtual collocation.

Q Whi ch specific offices?

A It was at the Rednond, Primary Center and
Kirkland central offices.

Q | thought you said three?

A That -- Rednond --
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Oh, and --
-- Primary Center and Kirkl and.

Q At line seven, staying on page five, you
state, No general conclusions can be made regarding
whet her cabl e di stances for virtual coll ocation
equi pnment are shorter or |onger than cable distances
for physical collocation equipnment. Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q So if that's the case, how could the
di stances be the sanme or nearly the same?

A Well, what |'m saying there, you can't nake
a conclusion that the -- just because you have
virtual collocation, that the cables, on average, are
going to be nore or |ess than the distances that we
had taken in our cost study for physical.

And | go back to the original statenents.
The central offices, the equipnment inside the centra
of fices are grouped in certain areas, so it's going
to be a set run fromthat equi pnent to other type of
equi pnent that you're trying to get access to. So
those -- inside the central offices, equipnment is put
in basically the same |ocation area. So those
di stances aren't going to change.

The only thing that woul d change woul d be

your point inside the COthat you're neasuring from
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So when you deal with averages, you're going to be
closer to some -- to the MDF, like | said previously,
but at the sane tinme, if you're closer to the NMDF
you're going to be farther away fromthe transport.
So when you average those out, then you' re going to
cone up with the sane.

Q Turning to page six of your reply
testimony, at line one, you state, By placing BDFBs
in the tel ecomruni cati ons equi pment area, the power
cable lengths to the equi pnent are relatively short.
Is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q And BDFB stands for battery distribution
fuse bay?

A Yes, it does.

Q Okay. What woul d you consider a relatively
short cabl e?

A | don't think I can put a footage on that
guestion, but from an engi neering perspective --
because when you deal with power, the greater the
di stance, the nmore | oss of power. So from an
engi neering perspective, you want to keep those
di stances as short as possible. And as we see in our
cost study, when you | ook at the averages of all the

pl aces that we have, the distances fromthe BDFB to
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t he equi pnment averages 123 feet, so sone are going to
be shorter, sone are going to be |onger

Q So you would not quantify that statenent as
to what you would regard as relatively short?

A. I don't think I can put a nunber to it,
because short could be as close as 25 to 30 feet, and
dependi ng on where the BDFB to the first piece of
equi pnent, it could be 70 feet. It would be an
engi neering decision that's nade on an individua
case basis in that particular central office feeding
speci fic equipnent in that central office.

Q If you could turn now to Attachnent Three
of Exhibit 2017, and | believe this attachment of
four pages is not confidential

JUDGE BERG  Excuse ne, give ne that
ref erence one nore tine.

MR. TRAUTMAN: Attachnent Three, and it's
Exhibit -- of Exhibit 2017. The same data request,
Attachment Three.

MS. ANDERL: That's not a part of ny
exhi bit.

MS. McCLELLAN:  Yeah, the copy that you
gave nme, | don't think Attachnment Three was incl uded.
Do you have an extra copy for us?

MR. TRAUTMAN: You don't have it?
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1 MS. McCLELLAN: No.
2 MR, TRAUTMAN:  Your own exhibit?
3 MS. McCLELLAN:  Well, we got what you gave

4 us and --

5 JUDGE BERG Let ne just say that Exhibit
6 2017/ C- 2017, as submitted for cross and marked, does
7 not include Confidential Attachment Three as part of
8 this exhibit.

9 MR. TRAUTMAN: It's not confidential.

10 JUDGE BERG Okay, it's a nonconfidential.
11 So all we have in the nonconfidential portion that |
12 can see is the one-page cover to the exhibit.

13 MS. McCLELLAN:  Actually, the wi tness does
14 have a copy, so if --

15 MR. TRAUTMAN: Well, | don't have, because
16 we just gave it to get it copied.

17 JUDGE BERG. All right. Do we need to take
18 a short recess, M. Trautman --

19 MR, TRAUTMAN:  Yes.

20 JUDGE BERG -- so0 you can put your hands
21 on that?

22 MR, TRAUTMAN:  Yes.

23 JUDGE BERG. Wuld you al so put your hands
24 on sufficient copies to distribute to all of our

25 counsel and the bench? 1'll need five -- nmke six
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1 copies for nyself. Al right. And M. Traut man,
2 know you' ve been working closely with your adviser
3 M. Giffith. Do you want to wait for M. Giffith
4 to return?
5 MR. TRAUTMAN:  Yes, because | don't have
6 the attachnent. He does.
7 JUDGE BERG All right. Let's take a break
8 for at |east five mnutes to 10:15, and we'll cone
9 back on the record and see where we're at.
10 (Recess taken.)
11 JUDGE BERG. We'I| be back on the record.
12 Let me just state for the record that Attachnent
13 Three to Verizon's response to Staff Data Request
14 Nunmber 13 is being treated as part of Exhibit 2017.
15 MR, TRAUTMAN: Thank you.
16 Q M. Richter, |looking to Attachment Three
17 and |I'm 1l ooking now at the top of page two of that
18 attachnment, and near the top of the page is an
19 average nunber of 123 feet. Do you see that?
20 A Yes, sir.
21 Q Is this average nunber relatively short, in
22 your opi ni on?
23 A. In ny opinion, it would be. And it's,
24 again, it's based on an engi neering perspective. As

25 | said, the 123 feet cones as an average of all the
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| ocations that are listed here in various centra

of fices, and the engineers' goal is to place the

equi pnent that's going to receive the power -- let ne
back up. You want to place the BDFB, which is the
battery distribution fuse bay, in a general area of
the equi pnment that you're going to serve with that
BDFB. So you will want it to be in that area. Now,
some of the lengths are going to be |onger and sone
are going to be shorter, and that's how you come up
with an average here of 123.

Q And again, you would say that that's
relatively short, in your opinion?

A "Il say again, it's going to be very
difficult to put a specific nunber to relatively
short. Again, |I'd just say, from an engi neering
perspective, we're going to place the BDFB in a
| ocation that produces the shortest power runs to the
equi pnrent that it's going to serve. That's the main
goal

Q Well, | understand that. That wasn't ny
questi on.

A Okay. Sorry.

Q So you're saying you can't quantify it?

A That's correct.
Q

Al right. Do you see the term BDFB near
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the top of the third colum, fromthe right in that
exhibit, or | guess the fourth colum fromthe left,
either way you |l ook. It says BDFB to cage | ength?

A Yes.

Q Ckay. The term BDFB, does that al ways
refer to a power distribution bay?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Are there any cases where the power
cabl es are connected directly to the battery power in
the office?

A There coul d be instances where it would
come specifically fromthe power board, but | would
say that, in those cases, the central office is going
to be extrenely small, that you would go directly to
the main power board. So in nbst -- in the majority
of the cases, you want sone type of distribution,
which is what the BDFB does, in the |location of where
your equipnment is, and that's what generates the
shortest distances for the power cable. If you
continually go back to the nmain power board, your
di stances are going to be nuch | onger

Q Are any of the lines in Attachment Three --
there are 114 lines -- are any of those connected
directly to the battery power in the office?

A No, they're all feeding froma BDFB
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Q Now, | ooking at the 123-foot average |ength
at the top, how exactly was this nunber cal cul ated?

A To the best of ny know edge, it is the
average of all of the lengths that are listed, the
114. That is the average length of all of the
Il engths that relate specifically to those centra
of fices.

Q Per haps more specifically, is the nunber --
is it sinply an average of all of the nunbers that
are in the third colum fromthe right, |ooking down?

A Yes, it --

Q Is it an average of those numbers, or is it
a wei ghted average of those lengths, taking into
account the nunber of cable runs on the far
ri ght-hand col um?

A It's going to be an average distance from
the BDFB to the cage, in this particular case, so it
woul d be an average distance. It would not be
adj usted based on the quantity of cable runs. It was
just a sinple average of the lengths that are listed
in the colum identified as |ength.

Q At line nunber two, there's a cable length
of 375 feet. Do you see that?

A Yes, sir.

Q Is that length relatively short?
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A. Not being the engineer, | will have to say,
if you look at the other distances that are here, you
know, it ranges from80, 75 feet, 170 feet. |If you
| ook through there, you can see various distances.

Q Looki ng at line nunber two, there's -- the
nunber of cable runs is 16. Do you see that?

Yes, sir.
Is this cable run for virtual collocation?
I do not know.

Is the cable run for adjacent collocation?

> o » O >

Woul d not be for adjacent collocation.

Q And on the sanme page of the exhibit, there
are three other lines that have either 12 or 16 cable
runs. Do you see those?

A Yes, | do.

Q And are any of those cable runs for virtua
col I ocati on?

A I would not know.

Q And woul d any of these cable runs be for
adj acent col |l ocation?

A They woul d not be for adjacent coll ocation.

Q Okay. On page four, |looking at line 96,
the cable length listed is 425 feet fromthe BDFB
Is that length relatively short, in your opinion?

A Not bei ng an engi neer, but the engineer is
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going to place the BDFB in the appropriate area to
generate the shortest cable runs for power to the
equi pnrent that's going to be served.

Q So is that a yes, no, or you can't tell?

A. | can't give a specific nunmber to
relatively close

Q And is that particular cable run for
adj acent coll ocation?

A No, it's not for adjacent coll ocation.

Q Okay. At the top of the third colum, this
is on all of the pages, there's the phrase BDFB to
cage length. Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Does that nean that all of this data is for
caged col | ocati on?

A It could be for cageless. This data was
taken early on in collocation and was used in the
devel opnent of our physical and cagel ess cost study,
and the locations that had collocation at that tine
were used in the study to deternm ne the average
| engths for these cabl es.

Q If it includes cagel ess, why is -- why does
it have the phrase BDFB to cage | ength?

A That | couldn't say. | couldn't say that

it's totally one or the other or is exclusive of the
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ot her, because there may have been sone cagel ess
collocation at that tinme.

Q Is there a difference in cable | engths
bet ween caged and cagel ess col | ocati on?

A. For power, the engi neer has the sane
objective, and that is to put the BDFB in an area
that provides the shortest cable routes to the
equi pnent that's going to be served, and if you're in
a caged environment, then it's going to be in an area
that can supply power to the cages based on the
shortest distance. Cagel ess would be the sane.

Q Well, the goal may be the sanme, but ny
question was is there a difference in, generally
speaki ng, in cable |Iengths between caged and cagel ess
col | ocati on?

A That | don't know.

Q Now, is it correct that there are no
virtual collocation cable lengths in the data in
Attachment Three?

A As | said before, | don't know, and subject
to the record requisition, that will tell wus.

MR. TRAUTMAN: So perhaps, Your Honor, we
shoul d make the record requisition clear. W had
previously made reference only to Attachnent One, as

far as obtaining data to determine the types of
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collocation, and we'd like to apply that to
Attachnment Three, as well.

JUDGE BERG Let's set that up as a
separate request, separate parallel request, so that
woul d be record Requisition Nunmber 2501, and we'l
| ook for sone early indication from Verizon on
Friday, as well.

Q And when was the data in Attachnent Three

col |l ected?

A | don't recall the exact dates that it was
col | ect ed.
Q In Exhibit T-2004, page five, line 18, you

state that power is then distributed via power cables

to units called battery distribution fuse bay. Do

you see that? ['ve only -- I'mquoting part of the
sent ence.

A. Yes.

Q Okay. |s the power cabling between the

power plant and the BDFB included in any of the power
cable lengths in Attachnment Three?
A No.
MR. TRAUTMAN: That's all the questions |
have. Thank you.
JUDGE BERG  Any questions from ot her

counsel ? Cross-exam nation questions? | have a few
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questions fromthe bench

EXAMI NATI ON
BY JUDGE BERG

Q M. Richter.

A Yes, sir.

Q Is there anything about virtual and
physi cal collocation or Verizon's virtual and
physi cal collocation space design that would nmake it
nore |likely than not that virtual and physica
col l ocation would occur in the sane general centra
of fice space, either -- and just to break it down
once nore, is there anything about the nature of
virtual and physical collocation or the way that
Verizon provides collocation space that woul d put
virtual -- make it nore likely that virtua
col l ocati on woul d happen in one space and physica
woul d happen in another, or that they'd both happen
in the sane general space?

A The virtual and physical will be in --
unless it's a very small office, are going to be in
di fferent portions of the central office. And that
virtual would be placed in existing relay racks next
to Verizon's equi pnent, whereas physical, because

we're | ooking at a |ot nore space, that being cages
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ten-by-ten or nore roomthat the CLEC woul d need,
it's going to be in another portion of the centra
of fice that has that vacant space. Virtual would
apply -- would be installed in vacant relay racks
that's already installed in the office.

Q Al right. And so if we were to be | ooking

at the devel opnent of an average cable | ength, then

t hat woul d cover both -- that would cover al
col l ocation, both virtual and physical, in general
the cable lengths to a physical collocation will be

| onger than a virtual collocation, but on an
of fice-to-office basis, the average of virtual and
physi cal should be sinmlar?

A Yes. And that's what |'ve tried to
expl ain, that when you're in a virtual collocation
arrangenent, you may be, because you're going to be
-- you nay be closer to the MDF than a cage woul d be,
but by the sane token, it would be farther fromthe
virtual collocation to the transport area, whereas in
t he physical cage, it may be nuch closer to the
transport. So as you run cables, the average -- and
that's what we're dealing with here -- the averages
shoul d be the sane. And as we did in the three
of fices where we | ooked at the -- here in Washi ngton,

where we actually have virtual collocation and we
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went out and neasured those, we're extrenely close.
It was 188 feet on the transm ssion-type cables and
we were a little bit farther on the power cables. It
was 127 feet, versus the 123 that we have in our cost
st udy.

Q Thank you. Wth regards to Exhibit 2017,
Attachnent Three, you indicated that this data was
accurmul ated at some earlier point in tinme, but you
didn't recall the exact dates. |Is there a w ndow on
that? Can you say it was at |east before such and
such a date?

A This data was used in our previous cost
study that was developed, so I'mgoing to say it was
in the '97, '98 range, because that's when
collocation started to pick up. And as you |l ook at
the places that we have |listed here where we had data
from that's where the majority of our collocations
were taking place at that particular time. And you
know, | ooking at the various states that we have and
the quantity of central offices, central offices
resenbl e central offices fromstate-to-state. |
mean, they don't change that much in size. And as |
said earlier, equipnment is placed in specific
| ocations inside the central office, so the -- it

woul d be the sanme fromcentral office to centra
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office.
Q And fromjurisdiction to jurisdiction?
A Fromjurisdiction to jurisdiction, yes,
sir.

JUDGE BERG. All right. That's all of ny

questions. Dr. Gabel

EXAMI NATI ON
BY DR GABEL:

Q Good norning, M. Richter. 1'd like to ask
you about a different topic in your direct testinony,
which is Exhibit 2001. For exanple, at page five,
line two, you refer to a time and notion study.

A. Hol d on one second, please, sir. That was
page five?

Q Yes, sir

A. Yes, sir, okay.

Q You refer to a tinme and nmotion study at
line two. Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q Okay. And 1'd also, | guess, point to page
20 of that same Exhibit 2001, |ine nine, you also

refer to tine and notion studies?

Q Al right. Now, M. Richter, do |I recal
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correctly you were a witness in Phase B of this sane
docket ?

A Yes, sir.

Q Okay. When you refer to time and notion
studies in this Phase D proceeding, are you referring
to the sane tine and notion studies that were
supervised by -- | don't renmenber what consulting
firm but that were discussed extensively in Phase B
or are these new tinme and notion studies?

A These woul d be the sanme tinme and notion
studies that were used in the previous filings. |
woul d say that the tine and notion study nmentioned on
page five is for running junpers in the centra
office, and then the one on page 20 relates to the
ordering portion in the NACC, where we actually did
the tinme and notion study for that activity.

Q In both situations, running the junpers and
the NACC time and notion study, that was a tine and
notion study, the sane group of studies that were
supervi sed by the consulting firmand that was
di scussed i n Phase B?

A That is correct. And the firmwas Arthur
Andersen - -

Q Thank you.

A -- in conjunction with --
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Q Trying to keep their nane out of this.

A We used them before they got into trouble.

Q So M. Richter, in Phase B, Staff, as |
recall, and if you -- or do you recall in Phase B
that Staff had sonme concerns about the use of the

Art hur Andersen's study?

A I renmenber quite a few questions, yes.

Q Okay. And so in your Phase D nonrecurring
cost studies, do you use just the observed tine -- do
you recall -- well, let nme restate. Do you recall in

Phase B that there was a discussion about the
observed tinme in the tinme and notion study and that
what you actually used in the Phase B cost studies
was that there was a trueup to account for additiona
time for your workers where you didn't -- where you
needed to take into account all of the recorded | abor
time of the people who are involved in inplenmenting
t hese orders?

A. Yes, sir. If | may, in the ordering
process, there were two different tine studies that
were done. One was a work sanpling, which was based
on observations every 15 m nutes, and that portion
was done in the NOMC, the National Market Center

A tinme and nmotion study was performed in

t he National Access Custoner Center, the NACC, where
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we actually did a time and notion study on the sanple
group. The work sanpling study also had a sanple
group, but what we're referring to here is the orders
that we're discussing here are ASRs, Access Service
Requests, and those would cone through the NACC. So
that -- the information that's here woul d be based on
the actual tinme and notion study where an observer
set with one of their representatives, versus in the
wor k sanpling study, observations are made on the
sanpling group every 15 mnutes, the nunber of
observations is multiplied tines the 15 m nutes, and
then that works with the total productive tinme in
that work center for those folks.

And then the difference, what you're
referring to, | believe, is the indirect tine, which
is that portion or those activities that are
performed within the center for activities that are
nore conplex, rather than the sanple group that we
had. It would take much nmore tinme to do those
activities. Then we would generally have the
associ ates who are actually taking orders in online.

So it was nore of the offline activities,
and al so i ncluded neetings and sessions with their
supervi sor or actually going back to the CLEC for

clarification and so forth.
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1 Q So where you refer to the tinme and notion
2 studi es, both at page five and page 20, would there
3 be an adder for this indirect tinme? Wuld that only
4 occur in the NACC study or would it al so be at page
5 five? Wuld there be --

6 A. It would not be in the page five, which is
7 the junper running. It would not be there. That's
8 time to actually run the junper. The NACC, of

9 course, would fall into the criteria, as we just

10 di scussed.

11 Q Okay. And would there be anyplace else in
12 the study where there would be the indirect tine

13 added on to the observed tine, other than for the

14 NACC?

15 A Not that | can think of at this tine,

16 because the only tine that conmes into play is in the

17 ordering portion.

18 DR. GABEL: Thank you, M. Richter

19 MS. McCLELLAN:  Very briefly, Your Honor.
20

21 REDI RECT EXAMI NATI ON

22 BY MS. McCLELLAN:
23 Q M. Richter, if you could | ook back at
24 Exhi bit 2017. And you got sonme questions from Staff

25 about whether any of the central offices listed in
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Attachnment One or Attachnent Three were WAshi ngton
central offices. Do you renenber that?

A Yes, | do.

Q VWhy were -- why weren't WAshington centra
offices used in the study?

A At the time that the data was collected for
this study, we went to those |ocations where we had
the nost collocation taking place, and at that
particular tine, there was only a small anmount of
col l ocation taking place in Washi ngton and sone ot her
states, that we went to the states that had the nost
activity because central offices are basically the
state -- the same fromstate-to-state. The
informati on that was gathered in these states woul d
represent, on average, information that could be used
in doing a study in the state of Wshi ngton

Q And | believe you said that Verizon did a
spot check of central offices in Washington that have
virtual collocation. Do you recall you said there
were only three?

A That is correct.

Q Does Verizon view a sanple size of three
central offices for a cost study to be a reliable
sanmpl e si ze?

A Three is not a |arge enough quantity to
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really do a | ot of basis on, but it does represent,
for the information that you have, what's taking
pl ace. And --

Q But -- I'msorry.

A. I would just say that the distances that we
found in doing the virtual checking of these centra
offices, that the |l engths of the cable cone extrenely
close to the averages that we had fromthe other
dat a.

Q But in devel oping a cost study to devel op
cost of prices, if you are having an average, you
prefer to use a sanple size larger than three to
cal cul ate your estimated cost?

A. Yes, you want to have, you know, a |arge
anmount of information so that your information has
some validity to it.

Q And just to clarify, you said that Exhibit
2017 was the cost study used in the previous docket.
Just to clarify, did you nmean this is the sane cost
as used in Phase A for Verizon's collocation cost
study, Phase A of this proceedi ng?

A VWhat was used in the previous proceeding
was the sanme cable lengths --

Q Ri ght .

A -- in devel oping the cost, yes.
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1 MS. McCLELLAN:  Ckay. | have no further

2 guesti ons.

3 JUDGE BERG  Anything further from Staff?
4 MR. TRAUTMAN: No, Your Honor.
5 JUDGE BERG. All right. No further

6 gquestions fromthe bench. M. Richter, thank you
7 very much for being here and testifying today.

8 You' re excused.

9 THE W TNESS: Thank you. It was mny

10 pl easure.

11 JUDGE BERG And Counsel, would we be
12 prepared to segue right into Ms. MIlion's testinmony?
13 MS. ANDERL: Yes, Your Honor. It will take

14 a few nmonents to nove all of the notebooks up there.
15 JUDGE BERG All right. W'Ill be off the
16 record.

17 (Recess taken.)

18 JUDGE BERG. Let's be back on the record.
19 We' ve concluded with Verizon's witnesses for this
20 proceedi ng and we're now going to proceed with

21 Qnest's witnesses. The first Quest witness is M.
22 Teresa MIlion. M. MIllion, if you d please stand,
23 rai se your right hand.

24 Wher eupon,

25 TERESA K. M LLI ON,
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havi ng been first duly sworn, was called as a w tness
herein and was exani ned and testified as follows:
JUDGE BERG  Thank you.
(The followi ng exhibits were identified
relating to the testinony of Teresa K.
MIlion.)
Exhi bit T-2020, Direct Testinony of Teresa
K. MIlion, TKMT26.) 2021, Conpact Disc with Cost
Studi es, Model s and Wor kpapers, Suppl emental Conpact
Disc with Cost Studies, Mdels and Workpapers,
(TKM 27 and TKM 27 Suppl enental ). 2022, Sunmary of
Study Results, (TKM28). 2023, Nonrecurring El enments
Cost Study, Study |ID #5923 (TKM 29.) C-2024,
Nonrecurring Cost Study Backup Documentati on,
( TKM C30) .
2025, Collocation: Space Inquiry Cost
Study, aka Space Availability Report, Study |ID #5931,
Novenber 2001, (TKM 31). 2026, Direct CLEC to CLEC
I nterconnection Cost Study; Study |ID #5928, Novenber
2001, (TKM 32). 2027, Channel Regeneration Cost
Study, Study |ID #5929, Novenmber 2001, (TKM 33.)
2028, Collocation: Space Optioning Cost Study, aka
Space Reservation Option, Study |ID #5930, Novenber
2001, (TKM 34). 2029, Collocation: Virtual Renote

Term nal Cost Study, Study |ID #5933, Novenber 2001,
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1 (TKM 35).

2 2030, Collocation: Renote Term nal Cost

3 Study, Study ID #5932, Novenber 2001, (TKM 35A).

4 2031, Collocation: Fiber Term nation Equi pnment Cost
5 St udy, aka OCn Term nation, Study |ID #5934, Cctober

6 2001, (TKM 36). 2032, Capital Lease RTU-Per Line

7 Port TELRIC Cost Study, Study ID #5914, October 2001,
8 (TKM 37). 2033, Premi um Port Increnment TELRI C Cost

9 Study, Study |ID #5913, October 2001, (TKM 38). 2034,
10 | SDN BRI Port Cost Study, aka Digital Line Side Port,
11 Study | D #5854, COctober 2001, (TKM 39.)

12 2035, CLASS, Call Trace TELRIC Cost Study,
13  Study ID #5912, Cctober 2001, (TKM 40). 2036,

14 Unbundl ed Packet Switching UNE Ordered Lives Cost

15 Study, Study ID #5918, October 2001, (TKM41). 2037,
16 Unbundl ed Network El enents, OCn Capabl e Loop, OCn

17 E-UDIT and UDIT EEL Recurring Cost Study, Study ID
18 #5889, Cctober 2001, (TKM42). 2038, Unbundl ed

19 Net wor k El enents Cost Study, aka Dark Fiber, Study ID
20 #5907, COctober 2001, (TKM43). 2039, DS1 Trunk Port
21  Cost Study, Study |D #5637, October 2001, (TKM 44).
22 2040, DSO Anal og Trunk Port Cost Study, ID
23 #5638, (TKM 45). 2041, PRI |SDN Trunk Port Cost

24 Study, Study ID #5853, October 2001, (TKM 46). 2042,

25 DI D PBX Trunk Port Service Cost Study, Study ID
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#5870, Cctober 2001, (TKM47). 2043, 8XX Dat abase
Query Service Cost Study, Study |ID #5871, COctober
2001, (TKM 48). 2044, SS7 Signaling Cost Study,
Study | D #5636, (TKM 49).

T- 2045, suppl enental Direct Testinony,
MIlion, (TKMT50). 2046, Summary of Study Results,
(TKM 51). 2047, Diskette of Cost Studies, Mdels and
Wor kpapers, (TKM52). 2048, Poles, Ducts, ROW
Unbundl ed Packet Switching Suppl enmental Nonrecurring
El ements, (TKM53). T-2049, Rebuttal Testinony of
Teresa K. MIlion, TKM T54.

2050, Summary of Study Results, Revision to
TKM 28, (TKM55). 2051, Channel Regeneration Cost
Study, ID #6189, (TKM56). T-2052, Suppl enental
Rebuttal Testinony of MIIlion, (TKM T57). 2053,
Qnest' s responses to New Mexico Staff Data Requests
Nunmbers 03-005, 006, 009, 010, 011, 018, 022, 023,
024, (TKM 58). 2054, Quest's Responses to New Mexico
Staff Data Requests Nunbers 03-025, 03-026, 03-027,
( TKM 59) .

2055, Exhibit TKM 03 from Part A of this
docket, (TKM 60).

Wor | dCom cross exhibits: 2056, Qmest Data
Request Response WUTC 04-071 and Attachnment A. 2057,

Order and Anendnent to the |Interconnection Agreenent
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between MCInmetro and Qwest Corporation. 2058, Qwest
Washi ngton SGAT, Third Revision, Exhibit A 2059,
Quest' s Washi ngt on SGAT, Third Revi sion.

2060, Arizona Corporation Comm ssion,
Docket Nunber T-00000A-00-0194, Phase |1, Recomended
Deci sion. 2061, Qmest PowerPoint Presentation,
Whol esal e Renpte DSL Col | ocation Products. 2062,
Partial Transcript of Arizona Qwmest Whol esal e Cost
Proceedi ng, Docket Nunmber T-00000A-00-0194. 2063,
C- 2063, Qunest Response to Worl dCom Data Request
Nunmber 02-015 in Part A of this docket and
Confidential Attachment A. 2064, Qwmest Response to
Wor | dCom Dat a Request Nunber 01-025 in Part D of this
docket .

Covad cross exhibits: 2065, Executive
Summary, Washi ngton, Unbundl ed El enents, 1996
Nonrecurring Cost Summary, June 1998, response to
Covad Data Request 6S2 and Attachnment A. 2066, SBC
Accessible Letter, Attachnent 1-A 2067, Qnest
Response to Covad Data Request 22. 2068, Qwest
Response to Covad Data Request 27. 2069, Qwest
Response to Covad Data Request 34.

2070, Qwmest Response to Covad Data Request
67. 2071, Qwmest Response to Covad Data Request 68.

2072, Qnest Response to Covad Data Request 71. 2073,
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C- 2073, Qmest Response to Covad Data Request 72, and
Confidential Attachment A 2074, C-2074, Quest
Response to Covad Data Request 75A and Confidenti al
Attachment A

2075, Qwest response to Covad Data Request
76A. 2076, Qwnest response to Covad Data Request 77.
2077, Qwest Response to Covad Data Request 78. 2078,
Qnest Response to Covad Data Request 82. 2079, Quest
Response to Covad Data Request 83.

2080, affidavit of Georgeanne Wi denbach,
M nnesot a Docket Nunber P421/Cl-01-1375, (RC-6).
2081, Qwest Response to Covad I nformation Request,

M nnesot a Docket Number P421/Cl-01-1375, 34S1. 2082,
Qnest Response to Covad | nformation Request,

M nnesot a Docket Number P421/Cl-01-1375, 59. 2083,
Quwest Response to Covad I nformation Request,

M nnesot a Docket Number P421/Cl-01-1375, 66. 2084,
Qnest Response to Covad | nformation Request,

M nnesot a Docket Number P421/Cl-01-1375, 70.

Staff cross exhibits: 2085, Qaest response
to Staff's Data Request Number 16. 2086, Quest
Response to Staff's Data Request Number 67. 2087,
Qnest response to Staff's Data Request Nunber 71,
pl us Suppl enental Response. 2088, Qwest Response to

Staff's Data Request Nunmber 73. 2089, Qmest Response
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to Staff's Data Request Nunber 74.

C- 2090, Exhibit 114, sub-exhibit 6, page
17, from UT-960369. 2091, Exhibit Extracted from
Qnest Suppl emental Exhibit TKM C27. 2092, 47 USC
Section 224, with enphasis on sub (g).

(Conclusion of exhibits relating to the

testimony of Teresa K. MIlion.)

DI RECT EXAMI NATI ON

BY MS. ANDERL:

Q Good norning, Ms. MIlion

A Good nor ni ng.

Q Coul d you pl ease state your nane and your
busi ness address for the record?

A. My nane is Teresa K. MIlion, and ny
busi ness address is 1801 California Street, Room
4700, Denver, Col orado.

Q By whom are you enpl oyed?

A. Qwest Services Corporation.

Q Ms. MIlion, did you file testinony in this

docket in four parts, the first one marked as Exhi bit

T-20207
A Yes.
Q The second piece of testinmny marked, for

purposes of this proceeding, as Exhibit T-2045, the
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third piece as Exhibit T-2049, and the fourth piece,
rather, as Exhibit T-2052?

A Yes, | did.

Q And did each of those testinonies have
attached exhibits that were referenced in that
testi mony?

A Yes, they did.

Q Ms. MIlion, is that testinmony true and

correct, to the best of your know edge?

Q Do you have any changes or corrections to
make, other than perhaps mnor typographical errors
that don't affect the substance of the testinony?

A No, | do not.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, we would offer
exhibits that have been identified as Ms. MIlion's
direct testinmony, rebuttal testinony, and all of the
exhibits attached thereto, Exhibit T-2020 through and
i ncl udi ng 2055.

JUDGE BERG  Hearing no objections,

Exhi bits T-2020 through 2055 are admitted.

M5. ANDERL: And Ms. MIlion is avail able
for cross-exam nation.

JUDGE BERG All right. M. Singer-Nelson

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  Thank you.
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CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. SI NGER- NELSON

Q Good norning, Ms. MIlion

A. Good nor ni ng.

Q Al right. 1'mgoing to first go to your
direct testinmony that's been nmarked as T-2020.

A | have it.

Q I notice on page one of your testinony, you
i dentify your enployer and explain your position, but
I notice that there's an absence of your educationa
background. Could you please provide that here for
the record?

A. Certainly. | have a bachel or of science
degree in animal science that | was granted in 1978
fromthe University of Arizona; | have a naster's in
busi ness adm nistration that I was granted in 1989
from Crei ghton University in Omha, Nebraska; and
have a | aw degree fromthe University of Denver that
I was granted in 1994.

Q | also noticed that there's an absence of
an expl anation of your telecomunications background.
Can you please go through that for the record?

A Certainly. | have worked for Qwmest or one

of its predecessors since August of 1983, so nearly
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19 years. During that tinme, |'ve worked in a variety
of regulatory-type fields, including adm nistration
of the shared network facilities agreenments that were
the result of divestiture in 1984. | spent ten years
working in the tax departnent, doing research and
pl anning and that format of regulation. And since
then, | have been working in areas such as affiliate
transactions and nost recently in the policy and | aw
departnment doi ng cost study preparation and
Wi t nessi ng.

Q And | notice that your title is director
service cost/cost witness --

A Yes.

Q -- in the policy and | aw departnment. How
| ong have you held that position?

A Si nce Septenber of 1999.

Q Can you briefly describe your
responsibilities in that job?

A. Certainly. | oversee and participate in
the preparation of cost studies. While the cost
anal ysts who do the studies do not work directly for
me, and actually work under another director, | work
closely with the cost anal ysts when they're preparing
the studies and in understanding the infornmation that

they're gathering for the cost studies, and then
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prepare testinony and witness on behalf of Qmest in a

nunber of states in regulatory proceedi ngs such as

this.

Q So is it correct that you' re not an
engi neer ?

A No, not at all.

Q And is it correct that you' re not an

econom st ?

A No, I'm not.

Q Is it correct that you don't have
experience as a central office technician?

A No, | do not.

Q And you have no experience as an outside
pl ant technician?

A No, | do not.

Q You al so don't have experience as a switch
engi neer; is that right?

A No, | don't.

Q Do you have any accounting background?

A Yes, | do. As | stated, | spent ten years
in the tax departnent for Qwmest and 13 years in tota
in their finance organi zati on.

Q Have you prepared a cost study?

A No, | have not.

Q So you didn't prepare any of the cost
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studies that are attached to your testinony?

A No, | did not.

Q And t he people who actually did prepare
t hose cost studies are not going to be testifying
this week; is that right?

A. No, they will not.

Q Who are sone of those people who prepared
the cost studies? For exanple, who prepared -- let's
see, in your Exhibits 31 through 49, that notebook
I think the first one, TKM 32 is Exhibit 2026, |
think. Do you know who prepared that cost study?

A Yes, this cost study was prepared by a cost
anal yst by the name of Victoria Bishara.

Q Is there an identification of that person
anywhere in this document?

A | would doubt it.

Q In any of the cost studies, can you tel
from |l ooking at the study itself who actually
prepared it?

A No, that's not likely that you could,
because there's a fairly good size pool of cost
anal ysts that work on a variety of these cost
studi es, and so dependi ng on who m ght be working on
one at a particular tine, it mght be a different

cost anal yst.
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1 Q Is it fair to say that Qwest enpl oyees
2 prepared the cost studies that are attached to your

3 testi mony?

4 A Oh, absolutely.

5 Q Are there any exceptions to that?

6 A No, none.

7 Q Di d anyone outside of the enpl oynent of

8 Qnest evaluate the validity of the cost study before
9 you submitted them here in this docket?

10 A. No, they did not.

11 Q Woul d you say that generally the subject

12 matter expert that provided the estimate in the cost
13 -- in your cost studies would be the sane person that

14 performed the work?

15 A Yes, that would be the case.
16 Q In every case?
17 A I think, as | probably explained in

18 testimony, they're people who either are currently

19 performng the work or have perfornmed the work in the
20 past or they supervised the work. There are a

21 variety of functions that those people mght perform
22 and they might be at any stage within that. They may
23 have been sonebody who perfornmed it in the past and
24 i s now supervising the people who performit, but

25 certainly in the collaborative process that |'ve
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described in my testinony, the people who performthe
work are involved in determ ning what the estimtes
are for tinmes, for exanple, whether or not they
happen to be the person who is identified as the SM,
or subject matter expert, in that case.

Q Now, for each cost study attached to your
testi mony, do you know how the preparer was
instructed as to the assunptions he or she should
make or --

A. I would say yes, | could state that the
cost analyst, for exanple, in the case of the
nonrecurring study, has a set of instructions that he
goes through or she goes through with the SMEs and
the group of people that are going to be evaluating
time estimates and probability estimates, and they
describe to themthat what they're looking for is a
forward-1 ooki ng process that assunes any inprovenents
to the process or nechanizations that are going to
take place in the next 12 to 18 nonths fromthe tine
when they're making the estimate. There are those
ki nds of assunpti ons.

Al so assunptions that say don't include in
your tinme estimate trouble. Assune -- in other
words, assume a job that's going to flow

appropriately and is not going to take additiona
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steps to track down the source of problenms or down
time on systens, that kind of thing. So those types
of tinmes are not included in the estimte and they're
directed specifically not to consider those kinds of
time.

There are a series of instructions, and
believe that they're included -- the description of
those instructions is included in nmy exhibit -- |
believe it's Confidential Exhibit 2024, what was
referred to as TKMC-30. There are pages within that
docunent ation that explain specifically what kinds of
direction are given to the SMES who are perfornmng
the tinme estimates and probability estinmates.

Q So are you saying that there are -- that
the instructions for each of the cost studies as to
the assunptions that the preparers were supposed to
use are actually witten down?

A Wel |, they're not necessarily witten when
they're given to the person doing the estimate. That
typically happens nore in a neeting setting or a
group col l aborative setting where the cost anal yst
sits dowmn with the SME or a group of SMEs and
expl ai ns what they should be doing in terns of
| ooking at tines and probabilities and what

assunptions they should be making, but then he
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records or has recorded in his documentation or in
her docunentation what those instructions are that
have been relayed to the SMEs.

So | guess the way | would answer that --
or if I can clarify that, no, a set of witten
i nstructions is not handed out, but yes, we do have
what those instructions are witten down and incl uded
in our documentation.

Q Okay. And so if, to the extent that there
were any instructions, you're saying that they would
be reflected in the attachnents -- or in Exhibit
C-2024; is that what you're saying?

A Yes, | guess, for exanple, if you |look at
page 26 of that exhibit, under service delivery
coordinator, the first -- it's the first page of Tab
Four, there's a section entitled Tinme Estimtes and
Probabilities of Occurrence, and about m dway down
the page, just above the bullet points, it says,
Instructions provided to the SMEs for the
determination of time estinmates and probability of
occurrence include the foll owi ng key assunptions, and
then there are several of those that are included
t here.

These are the types of instructions that

the cost anal yst provides to the SMEs each tine they
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have one of these neetings or discuss gathering the
data for tine estimtes and probabilities. And

think you'll find that same set of instructions
consistently throughout this entire binder on the
first page of every different type of function that's
bei ng perforned.

Q Okay. Now, Qwmest did not prepare tinme and
notion studies to support the cost studies; is that
right?

A. No, they did not.

Q Turning back to your direct testinony,

Exhi bit 2020, page four, you discuss the econonic
principles there that apply --

A Yes.

Q -- in Qnest cost studies. So that you say
that the Qwest TELRIC studies identify the
forward-1ooking long run direct costs that would
result fromthe provision of an interconnection
service or network elenent, plus the increnental cost
of shared facilities and operations. You continue,
These studies identify total element costs - the
average incremental cost providing the entire
quantity of the elenent, and the assunptions, nethods
and procedures used in Qwest cost studies are

designed to yield the realistic, nost efficient
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1 forward-| ooking cost in replacing the entire

2 t el ecommuni cati on net wor k.

3 A Yes.

4 Q Is that -- did | read that accurately?

5 A. Yes, you did.

6 Q Then on page -- in the next Q and A you

7 say that your testinony in Part B included

8 descriptions of the TELRIC principles Quest adhered

9 to in devel oping the cost studies filed in this phase
10 of the proceeding; is that right?

11 A Yes, | did.

12 Q And one of those assunptions was that the
13 cost studies were based on Quest's actual experience
14 or conpany practice.

15 A. I would disagree with that

16 characterization. Wat we talk about is our actua

17 experience and practice assunmi ng forward-| ooking

18 assunptions. In other words, we start, in the

19 nonrecurring studies, for exanple, with a base of

20 what is it that we're doing today for this process.
21 And as the SME and as the person who's involved

22 day-to-day in this process, what is it that we

23 foresee that we're going to be doing in the future to
24 change that process, to try to inprove that process,

25 and what systens changes do we see com ng or do we
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know about that are going to possibly inmpact that
process and i nprove the process going forward? And
so --

Q Okay. Excuse ne, Ms. MIlion. So are you
saying that you did not say in your testinony in Part
B of this docket that one of the assunptions for
Qnest's cost studies was that they were based on
Qnest' s actual experience or conpany practice?

A Well, I knowthat | said -- | have said in
testinmony there and probably in testinony here that
that forms a basis for, but there's nore -- it
doesn't stop there. | nean, you've picked up a
coupl e of words out of an entire set of testinony
that goes on then further to say -- and that is
qualified by a forward-1ooking view that |ooks at
what process inprovenents and system i nprovenents we
know are coming in the next 12 to 18 nonths.

So yes, those words are in there, and yes,
that sentence is in there, but it's not all by
itself. That's not the only thing |I've said about
t hat .

Q Agai n, at page 16 of your direct testinony,
you do state that the studies consider -- and |'m
| ooking at -- starting at lines seven through 19,

that section of your testinony, specifically lines 10
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1 and 11. You state that those studies consider the
2 actual processing and provisioning activities that
3 are either in place today or scheduled to be

4 i mpl enent ed.

5 A Correct.

6 Q Is that at Qwnest?

7 A Yes, absol utely.

8 Q So actually schedul ed to be inplenmented at
9 Qnest ?

10 A Yes.

11 Q How do your subject matter experts know

12 what is scheduled to be inplenmented at Qwest?

13 A Well, the subject matter experts are people
14 who, as | said, are either involved in the day-to-day
15 processi ng, they nay supervise the activity, they may
16 be in the work center where the activity is taking

17 pl ace, and as part of the ongoing process of those

18 centers and those activities is a practice of

19 reviewi ng the work, setting new goals, trying to

20 establish inprovenents in the way things are

21 processed.

22 Just like any business, we don't have a

23 static set of processes that we follow and then say,
24 Gee, aren't we good, we never have to do anything

25 nore to i nprove. W constantly, in business units,
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are setting goals to inprove our performnce and
process things nore efficiently and nore cheaply, as
well, to the extent that we can.

Q So your answer to the question as to how
the SMEs know what's scheduled to be inplenmented at
Qnest is that they're --

A They're involved in that process of review
and trying to determine ways to inprove processes and
| ook at things that they can do within the systens to
i mprove processes and they consult with people from
the I T organi zation about things that do or don't
work in processing and how to fix those and try to
i nprove them

Q How woul d t he subject matter experts
actual ly know of the inpact that any of those
expect ed changes woul d have on the tine estinmtes and
the other assunptions that are nmade or the other
factors that are reflected in the cost studies?

A. Well, | think with -- as with any business
i mprovenent or process inprovenent that you try to go
t hrough, when you're |ooking at those process
i mprovenents, one of your goals is to effect change
positively within a particular work process. 1In
ot her words, it's taking ne X ampunt of tinme to do

these things right now, and if we nmeke this
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i nprovenent or that inprovenment or we shift this work
around or we get IT to conme in here and inprove this
screen or that screen, we believe that we will effect
positive change or we believe that we will inpact the
work steps in such a way that we think that this wll
be the result.
| nean, clearly, it's an estinmate. |It's

not somebody quantifying exactly what those tinmes are
going to be, but it's sonebody who's doing the work
today that says, If | can run the process this way
instead, | think | can shave, you know, two ninutes
or five mnutes or whatever off of this process, and
that's what we woul d expect to reflect then in the
st udi es.

Q Coul d you tell me what proportion of costs
i nclude the forward-1ooking changes, such as the
process i nprovenents that you've been tal king about,
versus what is actually done today?

A. No, | can't put a quantification on that.
What | know is that the subject matter expert | ooks
at the process as it's happening today, |ooks at,
agai n, what inprovements they expect to make for the
next 12 to 18 nonths and puts an estimte together.

And when | say SME, or subject matter

expert, |'mnot necessarily tal ki ng about one person.
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I"mtal ki ng about naybe a process group or a group of
peopl e who performthe activities tal king about it,
di scussi ng anong thensel ves what they're
experiencing, what they think they could experience
in the future, know ng what they know about the
changes in process.

Q How often are new process inprovenments
i mpl enented into cost studies?

A Into the cost studies as -- | wouldn't say
that there's a specific time. Periodically, the cost
studies are reviewed. One of the cost anal ysts that
I work fairly closely with with regard to
nonrecurrings tries to talk to the subject matter
experts every 12 nonths if he can, every 12 to 18
nonths if he can't get it done within 12-nmonth tine
frame, and goes back to those subject matter experts
and tal ks to them about what they've been doing,
whet her or not those processes still apply, whether
there are things that have been inplenented or are
bei ng i npl enented that are going to inpact tines.

And you know, the other thing that happens
is you make an estimate out into the future, and as
ti me goes by, you find out whether that was a good
estimate or not and whether you need to a readjust

that estimate, whether you've estinmated too high or
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too | ow and what you're seeing in ternms of experience
during the time fromthe last tinme that you | ooked at
the process. And so --

Q Ms. MIlion, so in response to my question
about how often are new process inprovenents
i mpl enented into the new cost studies, your answer is
that you just can't quantify that?

A No, not specifically. | would say, though,
that for the nonrecurrings, that the cycle seens to
be around a 12-nonth cycle. Certainly sonetines it
goes | onger than that.

Q Thank you. Now, based on your testinony
that the cost studies consider the actual processing
and provisioning activities that are either in place
today or scheduled to be inplemented at Qwest, to the
extent that others in the telecomindustry may use
practices that are nore efficient than those used by
Qnest, those would not be reflected in your studies?

A. Well, if you're asking ne do we go to other
conpani es and see what they're doing and refl ect
those time estimates in our studies, the answer is
no.

Q Thank you. In the cost studies attached to
your testinony, the subject matter experts never

reference equi pnent or technol ogy that's not used by



4146
1 Qnest to change actual tinme estimates; is that right?
2 A Coul d you say that again?
3 Q Sure. In the cost studies that are
4 attached to your testinony, isn't it true that the
5 subj ect matter experts never reference equi pnent or
6 technol ogy that's not used by Qwest to nmke changes
7 in the actual tinmes that are reflected in the study?
8 A You' re asking specifically with regard to
9 t he nonrecurrings?
10 Q I'"masking with regard to any of the cost
11 studi es that are attached to your testinony.
12 A Well, | think that there are some of the
13 recurring studies certainly that make assunptions
14 about depl oynment of technol ogy that doesn't exist in

15 our network today.

16 Q Okay. So then --

17 A In other words -- |'msorry.

18 Q Go ahead. I'Il let you finish

19 A. In other words, you have assunptions about

20 configurations that are our forward-I| ooking

21 assunptions about facilities configurations that may

22 or may not be a part of the existing network that are
23 reflected in the investnent nunbers that we devel oped
24 for the recurring studies.

25 Q Okay. But with regard to the nonrecurring
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st udi es?

A Wth regard to the nonrecurrings, you're
definitely tal king about the systens that we use to
process, for exanple, provision orders, that we use
in the network to databases and so forth that we use
or access to get information and pull information
together, yes, we're definitely tal king about systens

that we use or that our people are faniliar with and

will use in the processing of the orders.
Q Okay. So the answer to ny question was
that the cost studies do -- the nonrecurring cost

studi es attached to your testinmony do not reference

equi pnent or technol ogy that's not used by Qmest to

A That's correct.

Q -- change actual tines?

A. That's correct.

Q In those cost studies, the subject matter

experts never reference processes not used by Quest
to adjust the actual tinmes; isn't that right?

A Well, only to the extent that -- to the
extent that you're | ooking at a process inprovenent
that you expect to make within the 12 to 18-nonth
time franme, it may be something that you're not using

currently and it may, in fact, be sonething that
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you've -- that one of the groups has decided to nake
an i nprovenent because they're aware of inprovenents
that are going on el sewhere. | nean, these people
bel ong to i ndustry groups and, you know, it's -- they
talk to each other, they understand what's goi ng on
in the industry.

The engi neers that work for us don't just
work for us in a vacuum They're aware of and
participate in industry groups and so forth with
ot her engineers from other conpanies. |If there are
things that are being discussed in those
environnents, they may bring that back and have an
i dea for a process inprovenent at Qmest, so it's not
al ways exactly what we're doing here; it's maybe what
we plan to do.

Q Okay. Can you show ne where in one of the
cost studies that your SMEs adjusted the tine
estimates to reflect processes that aren't used by
Qnest ?

A Not specifically, other than to the extent
that, like | said, they are things that we are
planning to inplenent. Where the ideas for those
conme from | -- |1 can't say for certain. Sonetines
I"'msure they're internal ideas, sonetines they're

i deas that have been brought back to the conpany, but
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to give you a here's five mnutes and we've cut it
down to two m nutes because -- no, | can't point to
anyt hi ng specific.

Q Okay. And just to be clear, your testinony
is that if that would be reflected in any of the cost
studies, it would only be if Qmest had actual plans
to i npl enent those process changes?

A That's true.

Q If you could |l ook at C-2024, that's your
TKM 30, under Tab 82. Unfortunately, | don't have
the copy that has the sequential nunbering all the
way through it.

A Oh, okay.

JUDGE BERG.  Which tab, again?

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Tab 82.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, that's on page
419.

MS. SI NGER-NELSON: Ckay. Is the tab
nunbered? It is 419, okay. So then it would be
about 14 pages into that, so 419 plus 14 is 513.

MS. ANDERL: 433, but --

MS. SINGER-NELSON: My math doesn't work
very wel | .

THE W TNESS: | apol ogi ze, ny copy, Tab 80
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Q Tab 82.

A -- is the one that says that we will
provi de the information.

Q Oh, | inserted the Staff's -- your response

to Staff's data request.

A. Okay.
Q At that -- it's Staff Data Request -- | ooks
like 03-068 S-1. | presunmed that you just inserted

that for the exhibit.

MS. ANDERL: We did not. We didn't.

JUDGE BERG W need to keep extraneous
di scussion down. It's difficult for the court
reporter to follow the | ead discussion. |f other
parties need to interject, please wait for a pause
and let me know. Is this an exhibit that's been
marked as a cross exhibit?

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Judge, it has not been
marked as a cross exhibit. | had presuned that
because it is a supplenent to Exhibit TKM 30, that
Quvest had just inserted it into the exhibit that it
of fered.

JUDGE BERG. Do we have this information as
part of any direct exhibit, M. Anderl?

MS. ANDERL: We did not submit it, and it

was possi bly because we believed at the tine we were
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suppl enenting this that no party was chal |l engi ng
those particular rates, and of course, it wasn't --
because of the error in receiving the other testinony
late, we didn't realize until very late in the gane
that M. Lathrop was, in fact, addressing these rate
el enent s.

We can certainly nmake copies of that
docunent over the noon hour. Because it was provided
as a part of discovery, all parties have already
received a copy of it.

JUDGE BERG  Okay.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  Yeah, and Judge, just
to clarify for the record, Qwmest, in its production
of TKM30 with Ms. MIlion's testinony, did not have
any information at all behind that tab. So Staff
asked a data request that says, In TKM C- 30, please
provi de all supporting docunentation associated with
Tab 82 within the poles, manholes, rights of way
section of TKM30. Although the testinony and cost
studi es were provided for these issues on Novenber
30t h, 2001, supporting docunentation of the type
normal Iy included in TKM C-30 appears to be m ssing
or onitted. And therefore, Staff requests the full
documentation at this time.

JUDGE BERG All right. Thank you very
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much. | think it would nmake sense to integrate that
information into Exhibit C-2024, so | will need sone
addi ti onal copies. Noon hour would be fine, but the
start of tomorrow would al so be acceptabl e.

But let nme just say, if it's inportant or
necessary for ne to have a copy in order to foll ow
the line of cross-exam nation, then you may, you
know, want to wait. We're pretty good at follow ng
the Iine of questioning as you have it if you wish to
proceed, but there is that -- the fact that | don't
have it to | ook at.

MS. SI NGER-NELSON: Okay. | do just have a
coupl e of questions and I don't think it would be
difficult to follow, as long as the record is clear
whi ch pages we're | ooking at.

JUDGE BERG Okay. That woul d be hel pful

MS. SINGER-NELSON: And | can actually just
bring the exhibit up, if you don't have an extra copy
of it.

MS. ANDERL: We left our discovery in the
car until we had nore spacious quarters.

MS. SINGER-NELSON:  So I'Il just bring that
up, if | may approach the witness. | just have a
coupl e of quick questions.

JUDGE BERG  Yes, yes. Thank you.
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1 MS. SINGER-NELSON: 1'Il look at it,

2 because then it will make nore sense if she tal ks

3 while I'"'mlooking at it, just for ne.

4 JUDGE BERG Ms. MIIlion, even though Ms.

5 Singer-Nelson is to your left, if you could use the

6 m crophone, it will help the court reporter. Even

7 fromhere, your voice drops off when you're turned

8 away.

9 THE W TNESS: Okay, thank you. 'l

10 remenber that.

11 JUDGE BERG Thank you.

12 Q Coul d you please identify what you have

13 before you for the record?

14 A Yes, it's Tab 82 from-- and the

15 informati on that supports Tab 82 from Exhibit C- 2024.
16 Q Thank you. Could you identify it, describe
17 what it is?

18 A This is the -- what we call the backup

19 information associated with the tinme estimtes that
20 were provided for the poles, ducts, and rights of way
21 el enents. | believe there are either eight or nine
22 of those elenments, including inquiries, verifications
23 and so forth for poles, ducts, and rights of way.

24 Q Okay. Ms. MIlion, I've marked the cover

25 page at Tab 82 as page 419, so please turn to what
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I'"ve marked on ny copy as page 14, which will end up
bei ng page 433.

MS. ANDERL: Well, Your Honor, actually,
and Ms. Singer-Nel son, because this whole docunent is
nunmbered sequentially through page 670, we'll
probably have to nake the pages |ike 419-1, 419-2.
We'll cone up with a nunbering convention that nekes
sense.

JUDCGE BERG | like that idea. So if you
have page nunbers on there that begin with one, we'll
deal with it that way.

MS. SINGER-NELSON: All right. That works
with how I've nunbered it.

Q So it would be -- if we're |ooking at the
very first page behind Tab 82 as being 419-1, we're
| ooki ng at page 419-14. Do you see that handwiting
on those pages?

A Yes.

Q O on that page?

A Yes, | do.

Q Pl ease tell nme whose handwriting that is?

A That handwriting belongs to Dan Deffley,
who is the cost anal yst responsible for these
st udi es.

Q And what does it show?
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A VWhat it shows is that we had a tine
estimate for a particular activity that was descri bed
in the docunentation as 60 minutes originally and,
for exampl e, we have changed that for a particular
itemto 45 mnutes applied per team eleven-sixteen,
with his initials. And that basically reflects
di scussions that | actually happened to have been
i nvolved in, where we were tal king about an estinmate
of 60 minutes that was made for a couple of different
elements. And in talking to the group of experts
about this, we discussed whether or not that 60
m nutes was an average and that, if you | ooked at
each of those individual itens, if those tines would
be adjusted either upward or downward based on the
specific requirenents associated with that el enment.

In other words, we had a 60-minute estimate
for copies that applied to rights of way and pol es
and ducts, and we said, Well, is it really, truly 60
m nutes for each of those itens or have you
established an estimate. They had determ ned that
they had -- just established sort of an average, and
then we went back and tal ked about why it mght be
nmore or | ess depending on which of those elenents it
was bei ng addressed to.

Q Are there any notes reflecting those
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di scussi ons?

A Sinply the note here from M. Deffl ey,
saying 45 m nutes per teamor 75 m nutes per team
and | think -- | don't know if there's another --
yeah, same kind of notes over here where we've tal ked
about adjusting those up or down for a particular
el enent based on those di scussions.

Q That's all | have. Okay. Could you please

| ook at Tab 128 in Exhibit C-2024? Tell me when

you're there. |'mon page 641.
A | alnmost have it. 1'mthere.
Q Is that in the unbundl ed packet switching

customer channel --

Q -- work papers? So you're at page 641?

A Yes, | am
(The following portion of the transcript is
contained in a separate and confidentia

record.)
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END OF CONFI DENTI AL PORTI ON

(Di scussion off the record.)

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Thank you.

JUDGE BERG  You're welcone. It happens at
| east once in every hearing.

MS. ANDERL: It's good that we got it out
of the way.

MS. SI NCER- NELSON:  You're wel cone.

JUDGE BERG | would just suggest that any
time we have any nunbers, just to presune that
they're confidential, and if opposing counsel can
agree it's not confidential, then I'Il just rely on
opposi ng counsel to speak up.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  Thank you, Judge. Are
the dates confidential?

MS. ANDERL: No.

Q Wuld you tell us what the date is
under neat h that nunber?

A. The date on that particular nunber is
2/ 25/ 99.

Q Thank you. Now go to Tab 129 in the sane
exhi bit, please.

A Yes, | have that.

Q Does that address unbundl ed packet

switching, ATM DS1, DS3?
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A. The interface port, yes, it does.

Q Yeah, the interface port. It |ooks to ne,
starting at the bottom | see a note from soneone
naned Denise, is it Eoriatti? Oh, |I'mon page 652
| apol ogi ze.

MS. TENNYSON: That's Tab 130.
MS. SI NGER- NELSON: It is?
MS. TENNYSON: Tab 130 starts at page 650.

Q | did have a problemw th nmy exhibit not
havi ng nunbers on it, so | amlooking at page 652.

A | have that.

Q Is that, at the top, is it subject, re:
design flow?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So | think we're |ooking at the sane
document .

A Yes, we are.

Q Thank you. And |I'm |l ooking at the very
bottomof it. And generally speaking -- this is also
a confidential docunent?

A Yes, it is.

Q Generally speaking, it looks like a person
was requesting some information to put together costs
for UNE-P products, for new UNE-P products. Is that

generally what we're | ooking at? Looking at the
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bottom of the page?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And there is a series of -- it |ooks |like
e-mails or notes back and forth between a coupl e of
peopl e?

A Yes, | believe those are e-nmmils.

Q Do you know who those people are?

A Yes, | do.

Q And what are their responsibilities?

A The cost analyst is Denise Eoriatti.
That's spelled E-o-r-i-a-t-t-i. She works with M.
Deffl ey, who is also a cost anal yst doing
nonrecurring cost studies, and the other person
Kathy Platts is -- Platts is P-l-a-t-t-s -- is the
person in the design work group who is responsible
for design flow

Q Al right. And | would just note for the
record the very first line on this exhibit, the note

from Kat hy?

A Yes.
Q Is that her conclusion and her instruction
to -- her response to Ms. Eoriatti?

A Yes, it is.
Q Thank you. And that's a basis for the part

of the estimates in the cost study presented?
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A. What she's doing in that line is
referencing sone other tine estimtes that were
provi ded by anot her person for another simlar
function, and what she's saying is that those tines
could be referenced and used in order to prepare
these tinme estimtes.

Q Thank you. Now I'mgoing to shift gears a
little bit. Please go to your rebuttal testinony
just for a mnute. It would be -- | specifically
want to go to Exhibit 2050, which is TKM 55, attached
to your rebuttal testinony.

A | have that.

Q Your rebuttal testinony's been marked as
T-2049; is that right?

A | believe that's correct. Yes.

Q W Il you identify Exhibit 2050 for the
record?

A Yes, Exhibit 2050 is ny exhibit that lists
the proposed -- the rates that Qmest is proposing in
this Phase D of the docket for the elenents that are
bei ng reviewed in Phase D, and it includes both the
recurring and the nonrecurring rate proposals, as
wel |l as a cost study number and the name of the
witness -- the product witness that is responsible

for the particular elenment being |isted.
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Q Is this docunent an update from an earlier
version of an exhibit that was very simlar to this?

A Yes, it is, and it's actually, | guess, if
you will, a combination of two prior exhibits, and
they are Exhibit Number 2022, which was identified as
summary of study results, TKM 28; and Exhi bit 2046,
which was identified as sumary of study results,
TKM 51. This exhibit, Nunber 2050, conbines the
rates that were on both of those previous exhibits,
and then it al so renoves sone exhibits based on sone
agreenents that we made to renove certain el enents.

Q It renoves rates; is that what you neant to
say?

A Yes, rempves rates and the el ement
descri ptions.

Q So would you --

A Oh, excuse ne, it does not renmpve the
el ement descriptions. They're still listed. There's
sinmply no rate by them

Q Thank you.

A | apol ogi ze.

Q So you' re saying that TKM 55, then, will be
the -- is the replacenent for TKM 28 and TKM 517

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And we shouldn't | ook to those for Quest
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1 proposal s anynore?

2 A No, that -- that would be correct.

3 Q Thank you. Are there any changes today to
4 TKM 557

5 JUDGE BERG And just for the record, let's

6 switch over and use the exhibit nunber at this point.

7 MS. SINGER-NELSON: ©Ch, |'m sorry.

8 Q Exhi bit Nunber 2050. Thank you.

9 A Not that |I'm aware of, no.

10 Q What has changed from your previous exhibit

11 to 2050? And please start with what | ooks like a

12 renoval of the rates for the trunk nonrecurring

13 char ges.

14 A. Yes, we withdrew the trunk nonrecurring

15 charges that were under Section 7.5; we corrected the
16 space optioning adninistration fee under 8.10, based
17 on the error that M. Lathrop found in our space

18 optioning study; and as | recall, we reflected rates
19 for access to poles, ducts and rights of way under
20 Section 10.8 that were not included in the origina
21 TKM 28, but were included under TKM -- |'m sorry,

22 under 2022, but were included under 2046; and 2050
23 al so includes rates under Section 9.24 for unbundl ed
24 packet switching, the nonrecurring charges for that

25 that were also omtted from 2022
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Q Are those all of the changes?

A As far as |'m aware.

Q And why were the rates from Section 7.5
wi t hdrawn?

A. Those rates were w thdrawn because, during
a review of the processes that were involved for
those rates, which were triggered by a series of data
requests that we received fromWrldCom in
di scussing those activities with the SMEs that
provide the tine estimates and trying to fill a data
request to provide further supporting docunentation
we di scovered that sone of the processes had changed
and we wanted to reflect those appropriately in our
costs, and so determ ned that, because we didn't have
time to conduct a conplete review of that set of
el ements for this proceeding, that we would w thdraw
them and ask to submit themin a | ater phase or a
| ater cost docket so that those el enments woul d be
nore properly reflected in terns of the processing
that we expect.

Q So currently, in Washington, there are no
trunk nonrecurring charges for the elenments that are
listed on Exhibit 2050; is that right?

A That's correct.

Q A coupl e nore docunents that | would just
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li ke you to authenticate or just identify for the
record. |If you would go to the cross-exam nation
exhibits, first 1'll look at Exhibit 2059. Let me
know when you have it.

A. If you'll give ne just a mnute.

Q [ will.

A 2059, okay. Yes, | have that.

Q W Il you identify that for the record?
Well, I'Il do it faster. |Is that Qmest's Statenent
of Generally Available Terns and Conditions, the
Third Revision, dated January 29th, 2002, for the
State of Washi ngton?

A Yes, it is.

Q Now, going to Exhibit 2058, is that Exhibit
A to Qunest's Washington Statenent of Generally
Avail abl e Terns and Conditions, Third Revision, dated
January 29th, 20027

A Yes, it is.

Q What is Exhibit A?

A Exhibit Ais the price list, | guess, if
you will, that's associated with the Statenent of
Generally Avail abl e Ternms, the SGAT.

Q I's Exhibit 2050 and Exhibit A, which is
Exhi bit 2058, consistent? Are the rates contained in

t hose two docunents consistent with each other?
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A. Not necessarily.
Q Coul d you point out those that are not
consi stent and expl ain why?

MS. ANDERL: Well, Your Honor, you know, |
guess |I'Il object at this point. Exhibit 2050 and
2058 are both fairly lengthy and highly detail ed
docunents with lots of nunbers on them | think if
Ms. Singer-Nelson wants to call the w tness
attention to particular rate elenents and ask for
conparison, that's okay, but | don't think it's
appropriate to ask the witness on the stand to do a
line-by-1ine conparison of a couple of 19-page
docunents.

JUDGE BERG. Ms. Singer-Nelson, you
certainly can inquire of this witness whether she has
-- already has independent know edge of specific
items, but if she doesn't have that independent
know edge of specific items, | think things will nove
along a lot faster if you could point to those things
where you' ve noticed di screpancies and direct the
wi tness' attention there for some di scussion.

And certainly this witness will be going on
with testinmony this afternoon and |ikely tonorrow
norning, as well. Oherwise, |I'mconcerned that, you

know, there nmay be a point that doesn't get addressed
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just because she hasn't had a chance to either
conpare themor it's sonmething that she hasn't done
bef ore.

MS. SINGER-NELSON: ['Il do a couple things
to make it go quickly, Judge. | think it is
i mportant to understand that those two docunents are
not consistent. And it sounded |ike, based on Ms.
MIlion's response to nmy question, that she was aware
of that.

Q And so generally, I'Il ask you why are
t hose two docunents inconsistent?
A And | can certainly explain that to you.

The docunents would be -- don't represent the sane
thing, | guess, for starters. The Exhibit A to the
Washi ngton SGAT is supposed to reflect rates that are
either in effect or, in sone instances, proposed, in
some instances that have been tariffed in the state
of Washington, and my Exhibit 2050 is strictly
Qwest's proposals for Phase D

So if | can give you an exanple of that, |
believe that ny exhibit for Phase D contai ns custoner
transfer charge rates that we are intending to
propose in this docket, whereas the Exhibit A that is
reflected here, dated January 29th, has the rates

that we proposed in Phase B of this docket reflected
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init. That's one place where | can see right from
the beginning is a difference fromwhat we've got in
my exhibit, and that's sinply because the SGAT

exhi bit doesn't get updated every single tine we
propose new rates in a state, particularly if we've
al ready got a proposal pending or if we've got a rate
that's been determ ned by the Conmi ssion in another
proceedi ng, we won't change that rate until the new
rate has been approved or we've settled on a new
rate. O herwi se, we would be changing this docunent
much nore frequently, even than we do.

Q Ms. MIlion, can | direct your attention on
Exhi bit 2058, which is Exhibit A to the SGAT, to the
section we di scussed on 2050, where Qmest has
withdrawn the rate elenents fromthis proceedi ng?
It's Section 7.5.

A. Yes.

Q So on Exhibit 2058, Section 7.5, which is
trunk nonrecurring charges, just as it is on 2050,
there are rates contained in the docunent?

A Yes, there are, and that's because the date
of this docunment is January 29th, and | believe the
-- if my menory serves, the w thdrawal of those rates
cane after January 29th, and so this docunent woul d

have necessarily reflected what we had proposed at
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the time, and ny |ater exhibit shows what we're
proposi ng currently.

Q So an update of 2058 would reflect Qmest's
wi t hdrawal of those rates; is that right?

A. | believe that -- | was going to say |
believe that it would. | guess | want to qualify
that by saying that there's a separate group that
prepares these, and they try to keep abreast of
what's going on in all of the various cost dockets
and what we've proposed in all of the dockets.
Certainly sonmetinmes an update m ght be m ssed.

Q But is it Qwest's intention to withdraw --

A Yes.

Q -- those rates fromits SGAT?
A It is Qwest's intention to withdraw those
rates fromits SGAT.

JUDGE BERG. Ms. Singer-Nelson, if you can
find a point for us to break, we're getting close to
the tinme when we would normally do so.

MS. SI NGER-NELSON: Okay. | have one nore
point just related to this, Judge, and we can take
our break.

JUDGE BERG Great. Thank you.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Thank you.

Q Pl ease | ook at Exhibit 2056. It's still on
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1 the cross-exam nation exhibits. And identify that --
2 well, | can make it faster. |Is that Qwest's response
3 to the Staff Data Request 4-0717
4 A Yes, it is.
5 Q And is that attachnent a conparison of
6 Qnest's SGAT price list and TKM55, or it's actually
7 a conparison of Exhibits 2050 and Exhi bit 2058?
8 A It is a conparison of those two itenms, as
9 well as the existing tariffs in the state of
10 Washington. And so if you look at the first thing
11 that | tal ked about, the customer transfer charge,
12 the rate that that is currently in our SGAT is a rate
13 that's been approved previously by this Comn ssion
14 and is reflected in our tariffs, and we woul d not
15 change that in the SGAT until after the rates that
16 we' ve now proposed for Phase D of this docket are
17 ei ther accepted by the Commi ssion or another rate is
18 determ ned. And at that point, then, the SGAT
19 Exhibit A would be updated to reflect the new rates.
20 Q I"'mjust going to one particular rate
21 element, if you would just hold on with me a m nute.
22 And you prepared that document in response to the
23 Staff's data request to do so?
24 A Yes, | had nmy assistant do it.

25 Q Do you have any changes to nmake to this
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docunent ?
A. I don't believe so.
Q It should be up-to-date with your

submi ssi on of Exhibit 20507?

A. | believe so. | did check through it after
it was prepared, and | thought that it reflected ny
Exhi bit 2050.

Q Because you had done the same type of
conmparison with regard to your previous summary
exhibits; isn't that right?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Thank you. So this is the npst updated
response?

A. Yes, | believe that it is, although |I do
believe that there's a subsequent SGAT filing that
may have a nore recent version that's not reflected
here.

Q Do you happen to know what the date of that
filing would be or have we asked for the record to --

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, if you can take a
representation of Counsel on this, |'ve been involved
in that docket. W filed revised SGATs on April 5th
and April 19th of 2002.

JUDGE BERG. And both of those would

contain a -- potentially could contain a revised
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Exhi bit A?
MS. ANDERL: They both contai ned Exhi bit

As. To what extent each was revised fromthe prior

one, | don't know.
MS. TENNYSON: Your Honor, | believe we
al so have -- the April 5th version of that is part of

Exhi bit 2087 the Staff has submitted in this
proceedi ng as a cross exhibit.

JUDGE BERG Al right. 1'll just note
that's a cross exhibit for this wtness.

MS. SINGER-NELSON: That's all | have,
Judge, thank you.

JUDGE BERG All right.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  For now. |'ve got --
JUDGE BERG |'msorry. W have it on the
record. We'Ill be off the record.

(Lunch recess taken.)

JUDGE BERG Let's go ahead and be back on
the record. And we concluded with sone
cross-exani nati on questions regardi ng Exhibit 2087.
And | believe, Ms. Singer-Nelson, you said you were
t hrough; is that right?

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  For the norning, Judge.

JUDGE BERG Oh, for the norning, al

right. Well, then, it's probably tine to resune for
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t he afternoon.
MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Ckay, thank you.
Q Al right. M. MIlion, let's go to your
direct testinony, which is Exhibit 2020, at page 26,

and | et nme know when you're there.

A Yes, | have it.
Q On that page, you discuss vertica
features.

A Yes, | do.

Q How do the vertical features that are
proposed in this docket apply to a UNE-P whol esal e
custoner? And if you could use Exhibit 55 to
denonstrate that, I'd appreciate it. Oh, |I'msorry,
Exhi bit 55, that's the wong reference. It is
Exhi bit 2050, which is TKM 55.

A Okay. The vertical features that we're
tal ki ng about, starting on page 26, are actually --
it's actually a cost for what we now refer to as
capitalized | ease costs for application software,
basically right to use fees, | guess, that are
required in order to provision a switch

And in the time frame when the origina
swi tching cost was determ ned here in Washi ngton, the
basis for the switched costs at that tine were from

an FCC staff analysis that was conducted in 1995, and
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t hat anal ysis took capital sw tching investnent
dollars as a starting point and didn't consider any
expense dollars in the calculation. And at the tine
that that cal cul ation was nmade or that those dollars
were reported, all of the RBOCs were reporting these
capitalized -- what we now call capitalized right to
use fees as expense doll ars.

And so just by the nere fact that they were
booked as expenses, rather than as capital dollars
nmeant that they were not included. So what we've
done is we've calculated this, what we cal
capitalized | ease cost, and we've asked to add that,
then, to the existing port rate, because we
calculated it on a per-port basis.

And so, for exanple, the Conm ssion decided
initially on a port rate of $1.34 for an analog line
side port, and the capitalized | ease amount is 51
cents. And so what that results in is an analog line
side port rate of $1.85, if you sinply add that to
the existing port rate.

And in a UNE-P, for exanple, to the extent
that you woul d have a charge for an analog line side
port as part of the UNE-P POTS service, it would be
$1.85 instead of $1.34, which, again, didn't include

that capitalized | ease piece
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Q So does Qmnest intend to charge, for every
UNE- P order, this additional rate?

A The 51 cents?

Q Yes.

A. To the extent that you have an anal og |ine
side port as part of UNE-P, it would be the
additional 51 cents, yes.

Q And that rate is reflected where on Exhibit
20507

A It is reflected in Section 9.11, at
9.11.1.1. And if you can look at the rate of $1.85,
and then there's a Footnote One. |If you go back to
Footnote One at the end of that exhibit, there is a
calculation that's laid out that shows the origina
$1.34 rate fromthe previous cost docket and then the
new study rate for the right to use piece of vertica
features and the total

Q And t he Conmmi ssion had, in that previous
docket, held that there should be no additiona
charges for features, that features should be
included in the rate for the port; isn't that right?

A What the Comm ssion found in the previous
docket was that the way they cal cul ated the anal og
port rate, they presuned that, because it was based

on recent investnents for switching equi pnent, that
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it included the vertical features. But when the
Conmi ssion cal culated that rate originally, it didn't
take into account this application software, which
was bei ng expensed and, by definition, wasn't
i ncluded in the nunbers that were being considered to
calculate the port rate at the tine.

Q Do any of the other vertical features
di scussed in your direct testinony, starting at page

26, affect UNE-P orders?

A. Well, to the extent that you have a rate,
as well, for a digital line side port that does the
same thing, it takes the basic digital |line side rate

that was just established and adds the 51 cents to
it. And then, to the extent that you' ve got a --
well, and actually, | guess the digital |ine side
port rate is one that we are proposing in this
docket, excuse ne. And then it adds the capita

| ease rate to that anmpunt and establishes an anount.
To the extent that the digital |line side port would
be a part of UNE-P, that same rate would apply.

The premium ports that are listed are
typically nore centrex-type features, but | suppose
to the extent that a UNE-P was based on a centrex
offering, that -- and included centrex managenent

systenms and six-way calling and so forth, that those
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rates mght apply in those products, as well

Q Anyt hing el se?

A We certainly have some nonrecurring charges
that we're proposing for sone of the individua
features that are the result of additional work
that's needed in order to provision those features in
a switch that could apply, depending on what features
were requested, but those are, again, the one-tine
nonrecurring charges to actually provision those
features within the switch, and then we've subnitted
arate for class call trace that's on a
per-occurrence basis, and so | guess, to the extent
that a UNE-P customer wanted to make use of the cal
trace feature, that is a rate that covers the | abor
costs and the storage of information for tracing
calls, and so it's charged on a per-occurrence basis.
That's an additional feature that we subm tted that
hasn't been included before.

Q That's a feature of the switch?

A Well, it's not really, because -- | nean,
there is a piece of switching information that is the
message recording part of it, but the nmgjority of the
cost for that particular feature is the |abor for the
peopl e that actually performthe call trace function

and the storage of the infornmation related to tracing
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1 calls, the storage databases, and that's the primary
2 cost of that particular one, which is why it's
3 charged on a per-occurrence basis. It's what it
4 costs each time the group has to performa trace on a
5 call for a custoner.
6 Q Is that all of the rates that would affect
7 a UNE-P custoner that are proposed -- that are

8 related to vertical features --

9 A Yes.

10 Q -- proposed in your testinony?

11 A Yes.

12 Q Now, turn to page 32 of that sane

13 testi mony, where you discuss the category 11

14 mechani zed record charges and the daily usage record

15 file.
16 A Yes, | have that.
17 Q This testinobny states that Qmest is

18 deferring consideration of any study for Category 11
19 mechani zed record charges and the daily usage record
20 file to another proceeding; is that right?

21 A Yes, that's true.

22 Q So there's no cost support in this record

23 for those two charges?

24 A There's no cost support in this proceeding

25 for new charges associated with that. | believe, if
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I recall, those dip-type charges -- well, naybe I'm
remenberi ng sonething else. Let ne |ook.
| was trying to recall whether those had

been addressed at an earlier point in the previous
cost docket, but | don't believe that they were. And
so yes, there is no cost support for those rates in
thi s proceeding.

Q And so on Exhibit 2050, there should be no
rates proposed for those two rate el ements?

A That woul d be correct.

Q And Qmest does not intend to charge CLECs
in the state of Washington for those two rate

el enents until the Commi ssion approves rates; is that

right?
A. Well, 1'd like to I ook at -- except | can't
remenber which exhibit it is -- the conparison sheet.
MS. ANDERL: Well, Your Honor, just for
clarification, Qwmest did not withdraw those -- did

not offer those rates for consideration in this
docket, but | believe that is not the same as
agreeing not to charge those rates.

MS. SINGER- NELSON:  And | am asking the
Commi ssion -- or I'masking the witness the answer to
t hat question.

JUDGE BERG That's what | under st and.
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THE W TNESS: Yes, | understand that, too,
but I want to | ook at something first.

JUDGE BERG There was a conparison in
Exhi bit 2056.

THE W TNESS: Thank you. The answer to
that would be that, no, we are not proposing to not
charge those rates at this point. W are sinply
proposing to wait to submit cost support for those
rates until a | ater proceeding.

Q Those rates have not been approved by this
Conmi ssion; isn't that correct?

A That is correct. They've been nade
effective to the extent that the SGAT is on file and
t he Comm ssion has accepted the SGAT.

Q And that's your opinion as a Qwmest cost
Wi t ness?

A That's my understanding of the way that it
wor ks, that when the SGAT is -- Exhibit Ais
subm tted, that the Conmi ssion has the ability to
accept or reject it. And to the extent that it's
been accepted, for exanple, the January 29th version
those rates are in effect.

Q Hrm  But the Conm ssion has not approved
t hose rates?

A Not to ny know edge.
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Q Pl ease turn to pages 33 and 34 of the sane
testinmony, your direct testinony, which was Exhibit
2020, T-2020. On lines 12 through 17, and then
continuing on to page 34, so lines 12 through 17 of
page 33, continuing on page 34, you talk about that
Qnest is submitting cost studies for -- or Qnest is
not submitting cost studies for directory assistance
and call branding; isn't that right?

A That's correct.

Q And it's Qunest's position that it has a
right to price those two services at nmarket rates?

A Yes.

Q There's no cost support before the
Commi ssion in this docket, then, for those market
rates, isn't that right?

A That's correct.

Q Then, further down on page 34, you talk
about customni zed routing fromlines four through 147

A Yes.

Q And you -- it's kind of confusing in this
paragraph, | have to tell you. |[|s Qwest proposing
that custom zed routing be costed out on a TELRI C
basi s?

A Quest is submitting standard rates for two

of the aspects of customi zed routing at TELRIC rates
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in this proceedi ng, yes.

Q Now, custom zed routing has no recurring
rates; isn't that right?

A That's correct.

Q So they're only nonrecurring rates that
Qwest is proposing?

A We have two nonrecurring rates that we're
proposi ng, | believe.

Q On TKM 2050, those are |l ocated at Section
9.13; isn't that right?

A Thank you, yes.

Q And then 9.13.3 says, All other custom zed
routi ng done on an | CB basis.

A. That's correct. Basically, what that does
is that gives a standard rate for devel opnent of |ine
cl ass codes and installation of those codes into the
switch, and any other request for custonized routing
that woul d go beyond just needing to develop line
class codes and install themin a switch woul d be on
an | CB basis. The assunption is that those could be
very customrequests, so therefore we woul d have no
way of devel opi ng any standardi zed pri ci ng.

Q On the issue of branding, Qwmest did not
submt any cost support in this docket for branding;

isn't that correct?
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A That's correct.

Q Qnest believes that brandi ng should be at
mar ket based rates?

A Yes, although the fact is those market
based rates are based on a vendor charge for doing
the work, that Qwmest pays, as well as the CLECs woul d
pay.

Q The point is that Qvest is not submitting
any cost support in this docket --

A No.

Q -- for TELRI C-based brandi ng?

A No, because we don't believe that TELRIC is
the appropriate standard for call branding.

Q Going to your rebuttal testinony, which is
Exhi bit T-2049.

A | have that.

Q Okay, thank you. On pages six and seven,
you' re discussing M. Mrrison's testinony, one of
Wor I dComl s wi t nesses, and you, starting on page
seven, lines four, and continuing dow to line 17,
you criticize M. Mrrison's exanple set forth in his
testi mony. See that?

A Yes.

Q And you say that the problemwth M.

Morrison's theory and mat hematical exanple is that it
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provi des a conparison of the proverbial apples to
oranges type?

A Yes.

Q Did you understand that, in fact, M.
Morrison nmeant to conpare apples to apples -- apples
to oranges in that exanple? He was actually
conparing Qunest's proposed net hodol ogy for applying a
fallout rate to what M. Morrison thought was a
better recommendation for application of the fallout
rate?

A | don't know if | understood that he
intended to do that, but | didn't understand what the

poi nt woul d be of saying if you apply the fall out

rate at one level, it gives you one result, and if
you apply it at another level, it gives you another
result. | nean, that's true. |If you do it one way,

it gets you one result; if you do it another way, it
gets you another result, but that -- | nean, okay.

Q Did you understand M. Morrison's testinony
that he disagreed with your recommended application
of the fallout factor?

A Yes, | understood that. | thought that he
was incorrect, but --

Q And isn't it true that the approach that

you endorse in your testinony on the fallout -- the
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application of the fallout factor |eads to higher
costs?

A I would disagree with that. | think that
-- | mean, ny argument in all of this is that ny
application of the fallout factor is the correct
application. You can't -- you can't take the fall out
at a high level and apply it once to the order and
get an effective fallout rate. | believe that his
nmet hodol ogy is wong and | believe that it doesn't
reflect what a fallout rate is intended to show,
which is what fallout is happening at each step of
the way and how nuch manual processing is happening
t hroughout the order process.

And | think ny correction of his exanple
showed that the apples to apples conparison is you
either apply it to each step individually or you
apply it to the total mnutes that result fromthe
steps, if you want to do it at a total process |evel,
but you end up with the same result if you do that.
And what he's doing is taking just the process and
not meki ng any assunption around the anopunt of tine
that it takes to do the process. So | disagree
entirely with his approach to this.

Q And his testinony disagreed entirely with

your approach to it?
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A That's correct.

Q Turning nowto -- let's see -- your
testi mony, the sanme testinmony at page 20. You're
criticizing M. Price's testinmony, | think, in your
-- in this section?

A Yes.

Q Starting at line three, you say, Also M.
Price assunes that each renote will serve four FDIs.
However, Qwest's architecture assunes that each
renote will be located next to and serve a single
FDI. Do you see that?

A Yes, | see that.

Q Coul d you please turn to Wrl dCom Cross
Exhi bit 20617?

A | have that.

Q W Il you identify that?

A It says it's the Whol esal e Rennte DSL
Col | ocation of Products, August 24th, 2000, prepared
by Renpte DSL Product Team for discussion purposes
only, not an offer.

Q And is this a Qwest docunent?

A It appears to be. It's not one I'm
famliar with

Q W Il you turn to page three of that

exhibit? |Is there a diagramlocated on that page?



4190

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A Yes.

Q And this diagram shows a renote term na
with three FDIs attached to it?

A No, it does not. It shows a renote
termnal with one FDI attached to it, and then two
other FDI's that go back to the DLC, but that renote
is not attached to the other two FDIs.

Q Okay. So those -- the renote ternina
doesn't service those other two FDIs?

A No, it does not.

Q Turn to page 28 of that sane piece of
testimony. Starting with the question on line 11
you state that M. Lathrop reconmends that the
Commi ssion require Qnest to devel op separate costs
for manual versus electronic orders and elim nates
time associated with manual orders in the meantine.
Did | read that correctly?

A Yes.

Q Isn'"t it true that what Worl dCom proposes
is that Qunest be permitted to recover its cost, but
fromthe appropriate cost causers, that the costs
associated with el ectronic processing should be
charged to those who are utilizing electronic
processi ng, and the costs associated with nanual

processi ng should be paid for by those who utilize
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manual processing?

A Well, | didn't see that in his exhibit,
because in his exhibit, it appeared to nme as though
he just sinply elimnated tinme associated with manua
and didn't propose any kind of a rate or any kind of
time associated with manual; he sinply took it out of
our study, and so, no, | read what he proposed as
bei ng an elimnation of our manual processing unless
we proposed sonmething. But in the exhibit that he
presented, he sinply elimnated those -- that tine
and didn't propose anything to replace the -- for the
manual piece of it.

Q M. Lathrop's testinony discusses this
i ssue at page 17 of his Decenber 21st, 2001
testinmony, which is -- let ne find ny exhibit list,

A Yeah, and on that page, if you read down at
the bottom of the paragraph on that page seven --

Q Let's get the exhibit reference in the
record, and then we can talk about it.

A Excuse ne.

JUDGE BERG |I'msorry, this is in the
direct testinony?

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  Yes, of Roy Lathrop.

JUDGE BERG  T-2250.

MS. SI NGER-NELSON: Thank you, Judge.



4192

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

JUDGE BERG. All right. One second. Okay.
Thank you. And another page reference?
MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Page 17.

Q And starting with the question on line four
and continuing through the bottom of the page, M.
Lat hrop di scusses his recomendati on that Quest
shoul d be required to devel op separate costs for
el ectronic and manual | y-submitted ASRs?

A Yes, and at the bottom of that paragraph,
starting on line 17, he says, | recommend that the
Conmi ssion require Quest to devel op costs separately
for electronic and manual l y-subm tted orders, and
have elinm nated tine related to manual subnissions in
Exhibit 1. So he basically says, I'mjust going to
take out the nmanual tinme and you don't get any
recovery for it until you submt a new cost for that
on a separate basis.

Q And M. Lathrop's proposal related to his
recommendation for the charge for electronic
processed order -- electronically processed orders?

A He left time in the study for
el ectronically processed orders only and totally
elimnated anything related to manual until, he says,
we should then submit, | guess, a study for nmanually

processed orders. But as | pointed out in ny
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rebuttal testinmony, we're still receiving a |ot of
orders nmanually for these type of ASRs fromthe
CLECs, and | don't see where we shoul d be penalized
in the neantine, until we can get into another cost
docket, by sinply elimnating the manual orders while
we're being required to process manual orders.

Q And M. Lathrop's point is that for the
el ectronic -- the electronically processed orders,
the costs shoul d be devel oped solely for relating to
those el ectronically processed orders and that
manual | y processed orders should not be included in
the calculation of the rate for the electronically
processed orders.

MS. ANDERL: Objection, Your Honor
Counsel is not asking a question here, but rather is
arguing with the witness and restating M. Lathrop's
testi nony.
JUDGE BERG  Sust ai ned

Q Let's nove on. Let's go to your rebutta
testimony, which is T-2049, at pages 23 through 37,
where you're talking still about M. Lathrop's
testi mony, and specifically on page 32, where you
address the quote preparation fee.

A Yes.

Q Starting at line six, you say, M. Lathrop
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1 brings up the quote preparation fee nmerely to confuse
2 the issue of engineering related to space options.

3 Qnest has nmade it clear to the CLECs in a nunber of

4 proceedi ngs that crediting the QPF against the

5 engi neeri ng conponent of its space construction

6 charge is a practice that it will followin all of

7 its jurisdictions. This has been Qmest's intended

8 treatnment of the QPF fromthe tine that it was first
9 instituted, not as M. Lathrop suggests at page 31 of
10 his testinony, and then you go on

11 "Il skip down to line 13. The only tine
12 the QPF is retained is when Qnest perforns the

13 engi neering for a collocation request and the CLEC
14 chooses not to go ahead with space construction. |Is

15 that your testinony?

16 A Yes, it is.
17 Q Coul d you show on your Exhibit 2050 which
18 rate el ements that quote preparation fee will be

19 credited against?

20 A Well, it's not on my Exhibit 2050, because
21 the quote preparation fee and the collocation

22 el enents for space construction were deci ded

23 previously in Part A of this docket. And my Exhibit
24 2050 only includes the rates that we are proposing

25 here in Part D, and so to the extent that he's



4195

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

bringing up the quote prep fee fromcollocation, that
rate was already decided and is a tariffed rate in
the state of Washington and it's already in place, so
it's not included on this particular exhibit.

Q | see a quote preparation fee under
collocation for remote collocation --

A But that's not --

Q -- in Section 8.7.

A Excuse ne. That's not the quote
preparation fee that M. Lathrop is referring to in
his testinony. He is referring to the quote
preparation fee that relates to space construction in
collocation. He's not tal king about the renote collo
quote prep fee; he's tal ki ng about coll ocation quote
prep fee.

Q So the quote preparation fee credit does
not apply to any of the rate elenments that are
proposed in this phase of the proceedi ng?

A. Well, the quote prep fee elenent that he's
tal king about related to collocation is credited
agai nst the collocation space construction fee, but
those aren't elenents that we're reviewing here in
Part D. Those were elenments decided in Part A

Q Okay. Did you hear ny question?

A Yes.
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Q Ckay. So | just wanted clarification that
there is -- that the quote preparation fee is not
credited against any rate elenent that's proposed in
this phase of the docket. |Is that your testinony?

A. The quote preparation --

MS. ANDERL: Objection, Your Honor. Could
we be specific in the question with regard to which
guote preparation fee we're discussing, because the
wi tness has identified two quote preparation fees,
one that is in 8.7, Section 8.7, related to renote
col l ocation, and the other that was decided in Part
A, and so the question's unclear

JUDGE BERG All right. | understood the
question, but we can have a clarification. Let ne
just also state that |'ve noticed that the w tnesses
that we've had so far this nmorning tend to | aunch
i nto explanations without providing a yes or no to
begin with. And normally | would give a rem nder to
all counsel to be sure to review with witnesses the
i mportance of providing a yes or no response at the
start of an answer, and then filling in, but |
believe that the witness has answered the question
but without saying yes or no. And this isn't a point
of argunentation. Ms. Singer-Nelson is just |ooking

for an answer based upon the paraneters of the
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question that she's posing.

THE WTNESS: And ny answer is no, the
gquote preparation fee that M. Lathrop is referring
toin his testinony and that you pointed ne to at the
begi nning of this question has to do with collocation
el ements that were decided in Part A and are not a
part of this docket.

Q Okay.

A O this phase of the docket.

Q And then nmy question went beyond that. And
I want some clarification, because there's sone
confusion in the testinony. So | wanted
clarification as to whether Qmest credits the quote
preparation fee to any of the rate elenents that are
proposed in Exhibit 20507

A No.

Q Thank you. That's all | wanted.

A They sinmply credit it to the collocation
space construction.

Q Okay.

A That's what it says in the testinony.

JUDGE BERG | think it's inportant, Ms.
M 1lion, that you not presume to know what Counse
will or will not make of your testinony. You've done

a very good job in responding up to this point, and
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you made it clear that you didn't think it was
rel evant, but Counsel just needs -- if Counsel wants
to make sone point later on that basis, then
Counsel 's going to nmake that point. And |I'msure
that if it's not a valid point, that we'll get
anot her perspecti ve.

THE W TNESS: Thank you, Judge.

JUDGE BERG  Thank you, Ms. MIlion.

Q Okay. | think I'm al nost done. M.
MIlion, are you famliar with the terns WFA-DI and
WFA- C, which would stand for Work Force
Admi nistration Dispatch In and Work Force
Admi ni stration Control ?

A Yes, |'ve heard those referred to as WFA-D
and WFA-C.

Q Okay. Thank you. These are parts of a
nore general Work Force Adm nistration systeny isn't
that right?

A That's correct.

Q Is it technically feasible for the

subsystens to conmuni cate with each ot her?

A You're out of ny area when you're talking
systens. | really don't know.
Q Who woul d be the person that | could ask

t hat question to?
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1 A. I would guess it would be Rene Al bersheim
2 Q Thank you.
3 JUDGE BERG. But let nme say it mght be

4 good on a break just to confirmthat w th Counsel,

5 Ms. Si nger - Nel son.

6 MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  COkay.

7 JUDGE BERG. Because Ms. Al bersheimis at

8 the end of Qwmest witnesses, and if there was sone

9 ot her witness that would be nore appropriate, it

10 m ght be difficult to pose that question.

11 MS. SINGER-NELSON: And | just want to | ook
12 through ny notes. | think that's all | planned to
13 ask. But let me | ook through ny notes and ny

14 testi nony.

15 JUDGE BERG: All right.

16 MS. SINGER-NELSON: ©Ch, | do have a couple
17 nor e.

18 Q Ms. MIlion, let's go to Exhibit T-2052,

19 which is your supplenental rebuttal testinony.

20 A | have it.

21 Q This is tal king about the number of poles
22 verified per job in your estimate for field

23 verification of poles; isn't that right?

24 A Yes.

25 Q Okay. And it says that -- starting at
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lines -- line 11, towards the end, the

20-m nute-per-pole tinme estinate for these activities
is an average that assunes ten poles per job and
spreads the tine for travel across the estimates for

the multiple poles. Do you see that?

A Just a nonent.

Q | started at the end of line 11 and | read
down to 14.

A Yes.

Q Oh, on page 13.

A Yes, | found it.

Q I"'msorry. | wanted to be done. Okay. So
I"mon page 13 of that testinony, lines 11 through
14.

A Yes, | have that.

Q Okay. Where in the cost study does it show
ten pol es per job?
A Just a monent. ['Il have to find the cost
study and the supporting docunentation
JUDGE BERG Ms. M Ilion, off the top of
your head, do you know the cost study that would be
rel evant ?
THE WTNESS: It would be in the
nonrecurring cost study, which would be --

MS. ANDERL: TKM 29, Your Honor, which is
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1 2023.

2 JUDGE BERG  COkay, thank you.

3 MS. ANDERL: Or is that wong, Ms. MIIlion?
4 THE W TNESS: Well, that was our original

5 cost study, and the poles, ducts and rights of way

6 cane in later, in supplenental.

7 MS. ANDERL: Thank you for reninding ne of
8 t hat .
9 JUDGE BERG So is this the material at

10 that tab --

11 MS. ANDERL: 2048.
12 JUDGE BERG. -- 85 or whatever.
13 MS. ANDERL: TKM 53, | believe. Exhibit

14 2048 shows the cost study, and then, Your Honor,
15 you're correct that the backup material to that is

16 the Tab 82 we were tal king about earlier.

17 THE W TNESS: Excuse ne. And |I'm --

18 Q Ms. MIlion, do you have a copy of Tab 82
19 now?

20 A No, | do not yet, and |I'm not seening to

21 find up here a copy of that cost study, either.

22 MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, may | approach the
23 Wi t ness?

24 JUDGE BERG  Yes. Thank you, Ms. Anderl.

25 MS. ANDERL: |I'mtrying to make sure | get
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only that study, but all of it, so --

THE W TNESS: Ckay, thank you. And | don't
have the information in Tab 82, either

MS. ANDERL: |'mgetting that.

MS. SINGER-NELSON: ©Ch, | have it if you --
Li sa, do you have that?

JUDGE BERG. We'Il be off the record
nonentarily.

(Di scussion off the record.)

THE W TNESS: GCkay. W can go back on the
record.

JUDGE BERG All right, thank you.

THE WTNESS: As |'mlooking at the study,
there is no indication in the study that states that
this assunmes ten poles. This is based on, | guess,
as | explained earlier, ny being involved in the
revi ew of these el enents and worki ng through the
esti mates and what the averages were for these
particul ar el enents, and an assunption that it would
take 20 m nutes per pole to make the field visit and
i dentify the pole nunber and street code and
ownership and do the docunentation, which, as I
explained in nmy testinony, sonetines it takes 20
m nutes or longer just to drive to the first pole to

make the verification. And so while it's not evident
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1 in the study, it is an assunption that was in our

2 document ati on of this.

3 Q Okay.
4 A Based on ny participation in the --
5 Q So nowhere in the docunentation in this

6 record is the ten pol es docunent ed?

7 A You're correct. That's true.

8 Q In the -- let me get the exhibit. 1In the

9 Tab 82, 419-5, where you're discussing the field

10 verification fee and manhol es per manhol e?

11 A Correct.

12 Q There is an indication that the probability

13 represents 15 manhol es per job; isn't that right?

14 A That's correct.

15 Q But the sane type of notation was not in
16 the pole fee -- pole docunentation?

17 A No, and the reason for that is because, in

18 t he manhol e, what we did was take some construction
19 managenment center activity that would apply to the
20 job and we spread that across the 15 nmanhol es, and
21 then we estimated that the individual tines for

22 network technician splicer and outside plant

23 engi neering on a per-manhol e basis, assum ng 15

24 manhol es in the poles verification, there was no

25 simlar tine to spread across the ten poles. The



4204

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

assunption was sinply that, |ike network technician
splicer tinme or outside plant engineering tinme, we
woul d nake an estinmate per pole, but it was based on
an underlying assunption of ten poles.

Q Ckay. And that underlying assunption is
cont ai ned nowhere in the docunments in this record?

A You are correct.

Q Thank you. Now, on page 20 of your
suppl enmental rebuttal testinmony, which is T-2052
you' re tal king about the space option product; is
that right? 1'Il let you get there.

A Yes, | am

Q There's no backup in TKM 30 or in Exhibit
2024 for space optioning; isn't that right?

A That's correct, because it's not a -- it's
not a study contained in the nonrecurring. It's its
own separate study. There is an entirely separate
study that documents space optioni ng.

Q There's no backup docunentation underlying
that study?

A OCh, simlar to what's in TKM30 or Exhibit

Q 2024 --
A No, there is no not.

Q -- in this record?
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A. It's sinply the docunentation that's
contained in the study itself.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Okay, thank you. W
didn't see any, so | wanted to make sure that was
true. | just have sone cleanup with these exhibits.
| wanted to nove for the admission of the exhibits
that Worl dComidentified as cross-exam nation
exhibits for Ms. MIIlion.

JUDGE BERG: All right. And that would be
Exhi bits 2056 through 2064.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Yes, and Judge --

MS. ANDERL: Objection, Your Honor.

MS. SINGER-NELSON:  -- on the way to doing
that, | wanted to go one-by-one with those exhibits.

JUDGE BERG All right.

MS. SINCGER-NELSON: 1'd nove for the
Adnmi ssi on of 2056, which is Qnest's response to the
Staff.

MS. ANDERL: No objection

JUDGE BERG All right. 2056 is admtted.

MS. SI NGER-NELSON: W th 2057, since
didn't address that exhibit at all with Ms. MIIlion
I wanted to propose that that be adopted in the
testimony of another Qaest witness, and | know Quwest

has al ready endorsed that as an exhibit, as well. |
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don't know if they have an objection to that or not.

MS. ANDERL: W are willing to stipulate to
its admi ssion.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  Thank you.

JUDCGE BERG Let's admit that document now.

MS. SI NGER-NELSON: Thank you. 2058 is
Quest' s Washi ngt on SGAT, dated 1/29/02.

MS. ANDERL: No objection.

JUDGE BERG: 2058 is adnitted.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: 2059 is the SGAT
itself. | guess 2058 is Exhibit A and 2059 is the
SGAT.

MS. ANDERL: No objection.

JUDGE BERG 2059 is admitted.

MS. SINGER- NELSON: 2060 is an Arizona
Cor poration Comni ssion decision, and |'mnot going to
nove for its adm ssion at this point in tinme.

JUDCE BERG All right. Not offered at
this time.

MS. SI NCER- NELSON: 2061, |'Il nove for the
admi ssi on of.

MS. ANDERL: No objection.

JUDGE BERG 2061 is admitted.

MS. SINGER- NELSON: 2062, | will wi thdraw

JUDGE BERG 2062 is w thdrawn.
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MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  Now, 2063 and 2064, 1'd
like to discuss with the w tness, because we haven't
tal ked about them at all

Q So Ms. MIlion, can you go to Exhibit 2063,
pl ease, which is Qwest's response to Wrl dCom Dat a
Request Nunmber 02-015 in Part A of this docket, and
then Confidential Attachment A?

A Yes, | have that.

Q Can you pl ease describe what that docunent
is?

A Confidential Attachment A is a study for --
that Qwest perfornmed for the floor space | ease anmount
that it proposed in Part A of this docket.

Q And the cover of that Confidentia
Attachment A, is that confidential?

MS. SINCER-NELSON: Can | read that into
the record, Ms. Anderl? |Is the title --

MS. ANDERL: \Where it says US West Rea
Estate Services Two-Part Study?

M5. SI NGER- NELSON:  Yes.

MS. ANDERL: You can read that.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  Central office building

MS. ANDERL: The whol e thing.

Q Okay. Physical collocation calculation
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1998. And it's the average cost tables for CLEC
qguotations for the physical collocation enclosure; is
that right?

A Yes, that's what it says.

Q Turning to page nine of that exhibit, under
the definitions section.

A Yes, | have that.

Q For the typical central office building, do
you see that it's derived fromRS Means and US West
data for existing COs, a single story, 8,000 GSF. Do
you know what GSF stands for?

A Gross square feet.

Q Tel ecomruni cations switching location with
full basenent, early warning fire detection system
st andby engi ne generator --

JUDGE BERG A little slower, please.
MS. SINGER-NELSON: Ch, |'m sorry,
Judge.

Q St andby engi ne generator system and fue
tank system and cable entrance facility. Then the
generator and fuel tank systens are not included as
buil ding construction costs in this study. Did
just read the definition of the typical centra
office building for this two-part study?

A Yes, that woul d have been the assunption
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1 that we nmade for the rent space study -- or space

2 rent study, excuse ne.

3 Q And then, on page 11 of that same exhibit,
4 there is a heading, Typical Central Ofice, and

5 within the paragraph that follows that heading, it
6 describes the typical central office as a

7 single-story, full basenent building; isn't that

8 right?
9 A Yes, it does.
10 MS. S| NGER- NEL SON: | nove for the

11 admi ssion of Exhibit 2063 and Exhibit C-2063.
12 MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, may | clarify one

13 thing with the witness before we do that?

14 JUDGE BERG: All right, Ms. Anderl.
15
16 VOI R DI RE EXAMI NATI ON

17 BY MS. ANDERL:
18 Q Ms. MIlion, do you see handwitten notes
19 on several of the pages of that exhibit, including

20 page ten and a draw ng on page 17?

21 A Yes, | do.

22 Q Did you make those notes on the docunent?
23 A No, | did not.

24 Q Were they present on the exhibit when it

25 was provided to you by WirldComor to Qmest as a
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cross exhibit?
A Yes, it was on there.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, we're unaware of
where those markings cane from Wth that
clarification on the record and an understandi ng that
we did not consider that to be part of our data
request response, we would not have any objection to
this document.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON:  And Judge, | have no
intention to reference the drawings with regard to
this exhibit.

JUDGE BERG All right. Real good. Thank
you. Exhibit 2063, C-2063 is admitted. And the
reservation regardi ng the handwitten notes, page ten
and 17, are noted on the record.

MS. ANDERL: And in various other places.

JUDGE BERG. All right. And other places.

M5. SI NGER- NELSON:  Thank you.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON (CONTINU NG
BY MS. SI NGER- NELSON:

Q And then Exhibit 2064 is Qmest's response
to Worl dCom Dat a Request 0-025 in this Part D of this
docket ?

A. 01- 025, yes.
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Q It's getting late for nme. | knew that was
going to happen. Al right. And this is sinply a
data request where Worl dCom requests whet her the
information in Qumest's space inquiry report was
i nventoried, maintained, and updated on a regul ar
basis, as well as for specific CLEC requests, and
Qnest goes on to answer that data request; isn't that
right?

A Yes, it does.

MS. SINGER-NELSON: |'d just like to admt
it into the record without any questions other than
t hat .

MS. ANDERL: No objection, Your Honor.

JUDGE BERG All right. Exhibit 2064 is
admi tted.

MS. SI NGER- NELSON: Thank you. | have
not hi ng further.

JUDCGE BERG All right. Let's be off the
record.

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE BERG. We'Il be back on the record.
And when we concl uded our |ast session, M.

Si nger - Nel son had finished presenting her questions
for cross-exam nation, and now we'll take

cross-exani nati on questions from Ms. Doberneck.
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MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you, Your Honor
Before | begin, | have discussed with Ms. Anderl
stipulation to the Covad cross exhibits, which are
listed as Exhibits 2065 through 2084. | believe M.
Ander| agreed that she has no objection to
stipulating to the adm ssion of those exhibits, with
the exception of Exhibit 2066. | don't believe at
this point intime | will actually even discuss
Exhi bit 2066 with Ms. MIlion, so | would like to
nove for the adm ssion of the Covad cross exhibits
2065 t hrough 2084, with the exception of 2066.

MS. ANDERL: No objection.

JUDGE BERG All right. Exhibit 2065 and
2067 through 2084 are admtted.

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you, Your Honor

JUDGE BERG  Thank you.

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON
BY MS. DOBERNECK
Q Al right. Good afternoon, Ms. MIIlion
A Good afternoon.
Q | understand, in response to your answers
to sone of the questions Ms. Singer-Nel son posed to
you this nmorning, that you are not directly

responsi ble for the preparation of the cost studies
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t hat have been proffered to the Commission in this
Part D proceeding; right?

A That's correct.

Q Now, are you, though, the individual who is
responsi ble for ensuring, to the extent Quest
believes that to be the case, that these cost studies
conply with TELRIC, that they reflect |east cost
forwar d-1 ooki ng technol ogi es, assunptions,
probabilities, and things of that nature?

A. Yes, | am Part of ny role is to review
the studies, work through themw th the cost
anal ysts, make sure they understand what it is that
they' ve been charged to do, and help to ensure that
t hat happens when they conduct their cost studies.

Q And then do you | ook at the final product
when the cost anal ysts have conpleted their work to
then determi ne whether they actually fulfilled their
responsibility to provide you or others that you work
with with all the information that is TELRIC
conpliant and then is then prepared and included in
the cost study?

A Yes, | do.

Q Ckay. Now, would you agree with nme that
the undertaking to determ ne whether a particul ar

network architecture or selection of equipnent or
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processes, whether the determ nation that that is
conpliant with TELRIC is a fairly conpl ex and | engthy
undert aki ng?

A Yes, it is, and | guess when | say that
part of mnmy responsibility is to help ensure that that
is TELRIC conpliant and forward-1ooking, | rely on
ot her people who are experts in things |ike network
configuration and so forth to help me to understand
what is going into the cost study, what the
assunptions are, so that then, based on that, | can
make an evaluation that they're TELRI C conpliant and
f orwar d- | ooki ng.

Q Okay. Well, let's stick with sonething
li ke network architecture, and I understand you are
not a subject matter expert, but when you are trying
to determ ne, for purposes of proffering a cost study
to the Comm ssion, that a particul ar network
architecture conplies with TELRIC, would you work
with others at Qwest to |l ook at and work through, for
exanpl e, the capital investnents Qwest would have to
make?

A Yes, | -- if | understand your question
correctly, part of my review of these studies is to
understand what the architecture is that's being

proposed, why that is a forward-|ooking architecture,
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1 and then what the capital investnents or materia
2 costs are that are associated with that and how t hey

3 flowinto our study then to devel op an end result

4 cost.
5 Q Ckay. So you would look at the capita
6 investment. Wbuld you also | ook, for exanple, at the

7 nonrecurring cost associated with different

8 alternatives that Qwmest could pursue in devel oping
9 its cost studies, and then would you conpare them
10 between the two alternatives?

11 A Not necessarily, no. Those kinds of

12 decisions typically cone nore fromthe people

13 responsi ble for the processing or provisioning --
14 nonrecurrings are sinply an estimte of tinme and

15 probability to performa function, and so there is a
16 t eam of product nmnagers and process people who

17 deternine what -- how we're going to present the

18 nonrecurrings, and then nmy part of it is really to
19 | ook at it and say, Did you nake the appropriate

20 forward | ooki ng assunptions in developing this

21 particul ar set of time estimates or probabilities.
22 Q And woul d you have -- would you do that
23 kind of task if there's two conpeting architectures
24 that Qwest could be utilizing for purposes of its

25 cost studies?
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A No, I would not be the one to choose
bet ween architectures.

Q I'"'m-- not the choice between the
architectures, but deternmining -- if there is a
choi ce between architectures to be made, deternmnining
that the one that is selected is |east cost and
forward-1ooking. Do you do that?

A No, I'mgoing to still say that that really
is nmore a function of the subject matter experts that
help to establish the architectures and deternm ne
what they are. Certainly we, in the policy and | aw
organi zation, do some review generally, but ny
responsibility specifically is not to say this
architecture is the right choice, because | just
sinmply don't have the expertise to do that.

Q Then do you just rely entirely on the
subj ect matter experts when they cone to you and say,
This is the best choice for a particular network
architecture?

A Well, 1 think when we're tal king sonme of
the architectures that have been presented in sone of
the studies, | -- we've certainly had discussions to
tal k about why that's the case, but, generally
speaki ng, that choice is made before -- bhefore

woul d be involved. M job is really to understand
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what it is about that architecture and that

sel ection, as opposed to other architectures, that
makes it the forward-Iooking choice. 1n other words,
| sort of play, in ny role, talking to the subject
matter experts, devil's advocate. Okay, tell ne why,
explain to ne why this is the best choice. But
generally that choice is nmade at the point that |I'm
involved in it.

Q Wuld it be your expectation, then, as
you're sitting there playing devil's advocate, that
if you had a question and you were chall enging a SME
about, well, is this really a | east cost,
forward-1 ooki ng selection that you' ve made here, that
they would then be able to provide you with the
docunentation or whatever it is they're relying upon
for their choice?

A Certainly with regard to sonme of the
architectures -- like, for exanple, | mean, if you're
tal ki ng about the loop and all of the nuances that
are in there, no, I"'mnot out there -- |'m asking for
an under st andi ng of what went into devel opi ng that
cost and why it makes sense that that's
forward-| ooking architecture, but |I'm not eval uating
per se, you know, what the underlying docunentation

of that is.
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On the other hand, if you're talking
sonmething |i ke space availability and there are hours
that are included for engineering and there are
materials and so forth, yes, you know, there are sone
things there where | expect to understand what
docunentation went into that and why choices were
made.

Ms. Singer-Nelson's exanpl e before about
Tab 82 and the handwitten notes, | was actually
i nvolved in that session and did, you know, push back
with the subject matter experts and asked themto
explain to me why you woul d have an average tine
estimate that applied to three different el ements, as
opposed to looking at it and devel oping that average
for each of the elenents and had sone influence there
in terms of what those times resulted, because of the
qguestions that | asked about making sure that we were

| ooki ng at these things appropriately.

Q Wil e your answer was very informative to
me, | think | still have a question renaining, which
is -- and | think the answer is yes, based on your

expl anation, but the question remains. Wuld it be
your expectation that there's some form of
substantiation, either in terms of docunentation or

experience, that would support a SME coming to you
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and saying, This is the option we've selected and it
is the | east cost, forward-I|ooking technology to
deploy for this architecture?

A Yes.

Q Ckay, thank you. Wuld the docunentation
or the substantiation that you woul d expect to be
made avail abl e bigger or smaller if the investnent is
bi gger on Qwest's part?

A Not necessarily.

Q So the nmagnitude of the investnent doesn't
necessarily affect how nuch you woul d need to or how
much you woul d expect to see to substantiate a
parti cul ar deci sion?

A That's correct.

Q I would Iike you to take a | ook at Covad
cross-exam nation Exhibit 2074 and C-2074, which is
t he confidential attachnent.

A Yes, | have that.

Q Now, to lay a little groundwork here, you
understand, of course, that one of the issues Covad
has rai sed i s whet her Qnest has depl oyed the | east
cost forward-Iooking technol ogy for purposes of
provi di ng unbundl ed packet switching. Do you
understand that?

A Yes, | do.
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Q Ckay. And you al so understand that Covad's
experts have opined that Qmest's election of a renpte
DSLAM in order to provide that functionality is not
| east cost and forward-Iooking. Do you understand
that, al so?

A. | understand that that's Covad's opi nion,
yes.

Q Okay. And Covad al so says that we believe
that NGDLC, next generation digital |oop carrier, is,
in fact, the | east cost forward-I|ooking technol ogy,
or that's what our experts state.

A That's what your experts believe, yes.

Q Now, in Exhibit C-2074, which is Quest's
response to Covad Data Request 7-75(A), Covad
requested that Qmest provide the docunentation
underlying its decision or its position that a renote
DSLAM i s the | east cost forward-I|ooking technol ogy.
Do you agree with ny characterization of this data
request ?

A Yes, | do.

Q Okay. Now, turning to the Confidentia
Attachnment A. If you were, as you stated earlier
pl ayi ng devil's advocate with the subject matter
experts that said a renote DSLAM depl oynent is the

| east cost forward-I|ooking technol ogy, would you
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consider this Confidential Attachment A to be the
sufficient support or docunmentation for that kind of
deci si on?

A Yes, | woul d.

Q And why is that?

A. Because this docunent |ays out, on an
i nvest ment per custoner basis, the cost of the
conpeting architectures or the approaches, including
t he overlaying of the network in existing areas and
new build and so forth, and it shows what those
i nvestments are on a per-custonmer basis and all ows
you to see which ones are higher cost versus which
ones are | ower cost.

Q And Ms. MIllion, | notice that M chael Wl z
is the respondent here?

A Yes.

Q Can you tell me who M. Wlz is?

A He is a person in the network organization
that assists with the answering of data requests
related to network type questions.

Q Okay. And can you tell ne, because
believe you stated, in response to my prior question
that this is an analysis of the different options.
And can you tell nme how this reflects anything other

than different variations of a renpte DSLAM
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depl oynment anal ysi s?

A Well, it shows in the first columm a
central office deploynent, and then it shows three
DSLAM t ype depl oynents, and the fifth columm over is
actual ly a depl oynent of sonething other than renote
DSLAM

Q When you say the fifth columm over, are you
talking card at a time, the card at a tine or
opti onal approach existing areas?

A. Optional approach existing areas.

Q And are you confident that that is

sonmet hing other than a renote DSLAM depl oynent ?

A Yes.

Q And how can we tell?

A. Fromthis docunent, | guess it's -- it
woul d be pretty hard to tell. | am sonewhat famliar

with this document, though, and ny understandi ng,
based on what |'ve been told in looking at it, is
that it represents a DLC approach other than the
DSLAM renpt el y depl oyed, not card at a tine.

Q And when you say DLC, you're talKking

digital loop carrier?

A Yes.
Q The next generation digital |oop carrier?
A Yes.
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Q Well, there's nothing in here that provides
any information or allows either CLECs or the
Commi ssion to deternmine, for exanple, what the
underlying capital costs are, does it?

A. Well, it gives you the investnment costs by
category, but if you're asking for what book costs
woul d be, no, or material prices, no, it doesn't show
that. It shows a capital cost on an investnent per
customer basis for each of the elenments that are
listed here.

Q And it doesn't indicate in any way to us,
when we | ook at these differing costs, how they are
recovered, as far as is it recovered in a
nonrecurring cost or a recurring cost, does it?

A. No, it doesn't tell you that.

Q And we al so, for exanple, can't deternine
when we're | ooking at investnment per custoner, what
ki nds of assunptions or inputs Qwaest used for
provi si oni ng, can we?

A Well, 1 guess if you're talking
provisioning as in the traditional nonrecurring, the
techni ci an goes out and does sone activity, and we
take time tines a | abor rate, that would not be
included in here. This is strictly provisioning from

the standpoint of installing investnent necessary to
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provide an architecture. Simlar to the provisioning
type or installation costs that would be included in
the price of a |oop, as opposed to the nonrecurring
cost for a tech to go out and install a | oop
Those costs are not in here. This is --

fromthat perspective, this is strictly the
investment related to the customer. But when you ask
recurring versus nonrecurring, to ne, typically, a
recurring charge is going to be based on investnent
except in cases of some kinds of collocation where,
you know, in collocation, the equipnent involved with
havi ng cabl e racking and fencing and so forth are
part of a nonrecurring charge for that. So that's ny
di stinction here, when you say recurring versus
nonrecurring, not the tech going out and installing
it, but the material and installation cost to
provi sion the service or provision the architecture,
| guess, if you will, in the network. And that m ght
be either a recurring or a nonrecurring charge,
dependi ng on --

Q You also can't tell from Confidentia
Attachnment A whether Qmest utilized
Commi ssi on-approved factors for calculating direct or
common costs, can we?

A Well, | don't believe that there would be
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any indication that there were overhead | oadings in
this nunmber. | think that it's intended, like
said, to represent investnent on a per-custoner
basi s, but based on the direct itens that are |isted
to the left.

Q So we also can't tell, even if we're just
| ooki ng at an investnent per custoner, for exanple,
we can't tell fromthis docunent whether, under any
of the options, Qwmest can recover the investment from

nmul tiple services versus just one service; right?

A I"'mnot sure | foll ow what that question is
aski ng ne.

Q Well, certain equipnent, for exanple, --
well, let's be specific about packet switching, for

exanple, currently, as | understand it, and we nay be
getting too technical, so just let ne know

Currently, as | understand Qwest's
position, rempte DSLAMis just -- can only be
recovered through subscribers who want DSL service;
right?

A well --

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, | guess at this
point I will object and inquire as to whether this is
a question with regard to retail pricing and cost

recovery, and if so, it seens to be outside the scope
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of this docket.

JUDGE BERG. | think Ms. Doberneck is
maki ng a good faith effort to ask questions within
this w tness' range of know edge, and within the
scope of her testinony, and I -- to be fair, | don't
understand the line, either, of where it's going,
other than the fact that | can |ook at Exhibit 2074,
C-2074, and your questions are going to what can --
what ot her information can be gleaned fromthis or
what is there relevant to the provisioning of DSL
service through the proposed technology that isn't
bei ng addressed. So that's what |'m picking up
t hrough the Iine of questioning.

MS. DOBERNECK: And Your Honor, |I'mtrying
to be fair to the witness and not testify to sort of
lay the foundation for a question, because it does
get into sort of the capabilities of the technol ogies
that the parties are disputing, which are | east cost
or forward-looking, so I'mtrying to not overstep the
bounds of this witness' know edge while at the sane
time not sort of testifying in ny questions to |ay
the foundation for that.

JUDGE BERG. Why don't you go ahead and try
pursuing that further. And Ms. Anderl, if I'mstil

not getting it and there's an objection to be
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reraised, bring it up again rather -- | want to see
if it comes back into line, and if it doesn't, I'll
spend a little bit nmore time understandi ng your

obj ecti on.

Q Sure. Ms. MIlion, have you reviewed the
testinmony of Dr. Cabe, Dr. Richard Cabe and John
Donovan in this proceedi ng?

A Not in a lot of detail, because | wasn't
addressing them specifically. But yes, |'ve read
their testinony.

Q And do you understand, with respect to the
architecture di spute, that what Dr. Cabe and M.
Donovan are -- why Dr. Cabe and M. Donovan are
argui ng that NGDLC is | east cost and forward-1 ooking
is that it has the capability of, in one piece of
equi pnment, providing both tel ephony and data
services? Do you recall that fromyour review of the
testinony?

A. | understand that that's what they are
opi ning, but I don't understand enough about the
details of the architectures to say that | think that
they're right or not right or --

MS. DOBERNECK:  Your Honor, if Ms. MIlion
can't get to that point, then | will nmove on with ny

guesti oni ng.
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JUDGE BERG. ~Okay. Thank you, Ms.
Dober neck.
M5. DOBERNECK:  Sure.
Q Ms. MIlion, I'd like you to turn back to
t he nonconfidential portion of 2074. And if you will
| ook at the actual request, Covad asked that Quest
produce any support available for your response that
a DSLAM rather than NGDLC, is the |east cost
f orwar d- | ooki ng technol ogy, and that any support
i ncl udes proposals for alternative technol ogi es and
network architectures, analysis of such proposals
fromtechnical, policy and cost perspectives, and
i nternal presentations for capital budgeting or
network architecture decisions. Do you see that?
A Yes, | do.
Q And if you look at --
JUDGE BERG. Ms. Doberneck, can you hold up
the foll ow up questions for one second?
M5. DOBERNECK: Yes.
JUDGE BERG. We'll be off the record for a
real quick nonent.
(Di scussion off the record.)
JUDCGE BERG We'|l be back on the record.
Q Do you recall my prior question, which was

goi ng over, basically, what subpart A requested Quest
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to produce?
A Yes.
Q Do you recall that? Okay. And in

response, Qwest produced Confidential Attachnment A,

correct?
A Yes, that's correct.
Q And not hi ng el se?
A. That's correct.
Q So is it your testinmony here today, then,

that this is all of Qwmest's support available for its
position that a renote DSLAMis | ower cost and
forward-1 ooki ng, including proposals for alternative
technol ogi es and network architectures, analysis of
such proposals fromtechnical policy and cost
perspectives, and internal presentations for capita
budgeti ng or network architecture decisions?

A Well, | certainly don't believe that this
represents all of the conversations and di scussions
and so forth that have gone on around this. | do
know that this is the docunent that we have used
internally to analyze that position, but | can't say
for certain that that's the only thing that exists.

Q Qnest didn't object to this request, did

A Not that |'m aware of.
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Q Ckay. And subpart B asks that Qwest
produce any information that Qaest relied on and
descri be any anal ysis conducted by Qwmest or on
Qnest's behalf in the course of choosing to depl oy
renot el y-1 ocated DSLAMS, rather than NGDLC. Do you
see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q And is this Confidential Attachnent A,
whi ch was produced in response to subpart B, is that

all the information Qmest relied on?

A I can't honestly say that | believe that it
is. | think there were many, many di scussions that
took place in order to make that determ nation. |'m

not aware of any other documentation. This is the
only thing that |I've seen naking a conparison, but |
certainly have not been privy to all of those other
conversations and di scussions, so | couldn't say.

Q Did you request -- did you ask whether
there was any other documentation?

A No, | did not.

Q And can | assunme -- well, | shouldn't
assume anything, since |I'm cross-exam ning you, but
we al so requested that Qwmest produce all the cost
studies relating to an evaluation and conpari son of

the conpeting technol ogies, and in response, again,
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it's just Confidential Attachment A.

Is it your testinony today that this is the
entirety of whatever cost study Qwmest has undertaken
to eval uate whether a renote DSLAMis |ower cost and
nmore forward-| ooking than NGDLC?

A. Well, if you're asking have we produced a
separate TELRIC study for NGDLC, the answer is no,
I"mcertain that that does not exist. This, as |
said, is the only docunent |'ve seen associated with
this, but certainly ny evaluation would be that this
| ooks like it's a sutmmary that doesn't show you al
of the assunptions that went into the numbers that
are presented here. | have not seen anything rel ated
to anything underlying this. VLike | said, this is
all 1've seen produced, but certainly |I can
understand a feeling that there m ght be sonething
under this or behind this that produces these nunbers
or assunptions that sonebody made in order to conme up
wi th those nunbers.

Q Wul d you agree that Qmest bears the burden
of proof of denobnstrating that the technol ogy and the
architecture it has chosen to deploy is |east cost
and forward-1ooking?

A Well, | think, at the very |east, yes,

Qnest bears the burden of showing that what it's
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chosen to deploy conplies with what the FCC

requi renents are, and in terns of the DSLAM and
renmote location -- collocation, | believe very
conpletely that our presentation of renote

col l ocati on and unbundl ed packet sw tching neets what
the FCC requires of us, and | believe that we've net
t he burden of proof of that.

Q I'"d like to clarify, because | think
there's sort of two FCC i ssues here. And when you're
tal ki ng about what the FCC requires, are you talKking
about the requirement that your rates be TELRIC
conpliant or are you tal king about when and under
what circunstances Qmest is obligated to provide
unbundl ed packet swi tching?

A. Well, 1 think I'"mtal king about both. [|'m
tal ki ng about a requirenent to ensure that the
architecture that we choose neets the FCC requirenent
for unbundl ed packet swi tching, which |I believe that
it does. | think the FCC fully contenpl ated the use
of renote DSLAMS or it wouldn't have gone to the
troubl e of describing the rules the way that it did
around provision of unbundl ed packet switching, and
t hen, secondly, that when we do a study for DSLAM
architecture, that it's forward-I|ooking and | east

cost.
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And when we | ook at the study that we put
together for DSLAMS or for renote collocation and
unbundl ed packet switching, we had four vendors
listed and we didn't even have prices yet that were
firmfromtwo of the vendors, because we were talking
about such cutting edge technology fromthemthat
they were unable to provide us with firmprices that
we coul d use in our cost study.

So yes, | think it's both the FCC
requi renent to provide unbundl ed packet switching
that contenpl ates DSLAM depl oynment and t he
forward-1 ooki ng technol ogy or cutting edge technol ogy
that we nodeled in providing costs for that.

Q Well, let's talk about that renote term na
collocation option. It's correct, isn't it, that
only one CLEC has actually collocated at a renote
term nal throughout Qwest's region, isn't it?

A I don't know that it's one CLEC. | do know

that it's two locations within the 14-state region

Q Are there any locations within the state of
Washi ngt on?

A No, there are not.

Q Is it possible or even reasonably possible

that the reason there's only two | ocations, renote

term nal collocations, is that it's not
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cost-efficient or viable for a CLECto collocate at a
renote termnal ?

A I couldn't begin to answer why a CLEC
chooses to do or not do sonething.

Q Wul d you -- let nme ask ny question again.
Do you think it's reasonably possible that the reason
you only have two renote term nal collocations
regionwide is that it's not cost efficient or
economically viable for a CLEC to do so?

A. Again, | don't know -- it depends on the
CLEC s business plan and what their limts are.
We're providing rempte collocation to the CLECs at 15
percent of the cost of establishing a renpte
col l ocation, we're bearing 85 percent of that cost
ourselves, and we're effectively providing 50 percent
of the cabinet for the CLEC use.

If it's -- as | said in ny testinmony, if
it's expensive for the CLECs, it's also expensive for
us. | don't know what drives the CLEC decision or
whether it's because it's the cost or not enough
customers avail abl e or what.

Q So it is possible; right?
A. | suppose it's possible.
Q Okay. Now, Qwest has stated in response to

Exhibit 2081 -- I'msorry, strike that. Let nme start
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over, because what |I'mnoving on to is your statenent
that if it's expensive for CLECs, it's expensive for
Qwest, and that's what |'m focusing on here.

Now, Qwmest stated, in response to a data
request which is contained in Exhibit 2081, and it's
actually a response to a Mnnesota Information
Request 34, which is in the upper right-hand corner
and just let ne know when --

A Thank you. Covad 0-34-S1?

Q Yes.
A Okay. | have that.
Q Looki ng, actually, at the second page,

Qnest utilized its packet switch network -- | can't
speak. Qwest utilized its packet switched network to
provi de DSL service offerings wherever and whenever
econonmically feasible. A large initial investnent is
required to offer DSL through a renote terninal. Do
you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q And did | read that correctly?

A Yes, you did.

Q So what Qnest is saying here is that
wher ever and whenever it's economically feasible or |
guess can justify the cost of that renote term na

DSLAM that it will put its DSLAM out at the RT;
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right?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Now, isn't it correct that Qwest provides
DSL only to custoners that are also voice custonmers?

A. I don't know that that's necessarily the
case. And the reason | answer that way is because
do understand that we have a resale offering of DSL
where -- I'mnot that familiar with it. | understand
that that's sonething that's being tal ked about,
though. So I couldn't say that --

Q Sure. Well, would you take, subject to
check, that currently and in the past, Qwmest only
provi ded DSL service to those end users who were al so
Qnest voi ce custoners?

JUDGE BERG Well, I'mgoing to stop you
here, because to ny way of thinking, subject to check
nmeans it's sonething that's subject to check based

upon the record in this case, as opposed to going

outside. If you're |ooking for something that can be
based on a hypothetical, then that -- certainly
that's a way to proceed. |If it's sonmething that

requi res sone acknow edgenment from a Qwest witness as
to what Qwest's prior policies have been, then we may
need to wait for another witness.

MS. DOBERNECK: Sure, Your Honor. And
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can proceed on that basis, then.

JUDGE BERG  Okay.

MS. DOBERNECK: Let nme just note that.

Q Ms. MIlion, assunme that Qwmest, when Quwest
provides DSL, it will only provide DSL to those end
users that are also its voice custoners. So make
that assunption with ne.

A Al right.

Q So would it be fair to say, then, using
that assunption, that for Quwest, the feasibility
determ nation turns on whet her Quest can recover its
up-front renote ternminal cost fromboth -- from both
voi ce and DSL services; right?

MS. ANDERL: Well, again, objection, Your
Honor. This is once again | ooping back to sonething
that, in my mnd, is outside the scope of this docket
or Ms. MIlion's testinobny, which is costs and cost
recovery for pricing retail services.

MS. DOBERNECK: And Your Honor, this, in
some ways, it's twofold. One, Qmest has represented
that it will collocate -- I'msorry, Qmest does not
collocate. It will place a DSLAM at a renote
term nal whenever and wherever econom cally feasible.
Ms. MIlion testified today that if it's expensive

for Qwest, it's expensive for a CLEC, and |'m sinply
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trying to point out that there are actually very
different factors at play, because feasibility really
has to do with cost recovery, and I'msinply trying
to lay sone factual foundation for something | m ght
like to argue later in ny brief.

JUDGE BERG So you're trying to explore
what Qaest means by econonic feasibility or what's
econoni cal ly feasible?

MS. DOBERNECK: And that Qwest's
determnmination of what is feasible is not the sane as
the feasibility determ nation a CLEC m ght undert ake,
because a CLEC, like Covad, only provides DSL and
can't recover fromvoice and DSL; just DSL.

JUDGE BERG Well, | would just say that
you nmay not be able to get this witness to tell you
that, but in terns of hel ping explore what Quest
means by economically feasible, |I think that's an
appropriate area to explore with this witness and to
this witness' understanding, but |I don't think it's
appropriate to ask this witness to develop the
position of CLECs. | think it nmay be that you have
to do that partly with this witness and partly with a
CLEC wi t ness, and then you can do --

M5. DOBERNECK: Sure.

JUDGE BERG  -- your cross -- your
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conparison in your argunents. |'mjust not sure what
you can get this witness to say about that on a
conparative basis unless she has actually done a
conparison in the past.
MS. DOBERNECK: Sure. Thank you, Your

Honor. And I'Il see if | can lay any foundation.

Q Ms. MIlion, do you have an understandi ng
of the Qmest information response, where it says it
will deploy a renote DSLAM whenever and wherever it's

econonmical ly feasible?

A Wel |, | understand what that sentence
nmeans, and | understand the evaluation, | guess, that
-- that has gone into that, to a certain extent. |'m

not intimately famliar with the DSL products and
certainly not on the retail side of things, but | do
understand that it's an analysis of whether or not
it's viable to nake the incremental investment to be
able to provide an additional service.

Q And when you say viable, how are you using
t hat word?

A Well, | guess what |'msaying is you asked
bef ore about voice and DSL, but in nmany cases, when
we' re nmaking the econom c determ nation, we're
al ready providing voice and we al ready have cost for

voice to the custonmer, and so the question at that
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2 make in order to renotely deploy a DSLAM so that you
3 can al so provide data, is that going to be
4 recoverabl e through the data services that you can
5 sel|l because you've already got revenue fromthe
6 voi ce side for that customer.
7 In other words, when you say you're going
8 to provide voice and data, well, a lot of tines
9 you' re already tal ki ng about the fact that you do
10 provi de voice to the custonmer. Now you're also going
11 to enabl e yourself to provide data, and is it an
12 econonmically viable solution. Can you do the
13 depl oynment of the architecture or the network and

14 recover your cost. But how that happens on the

15 retail side, | nean, that's beyond where | -- where
16 I"minvol ved.
17 Q Sure. And just to make sure |I'm clear,

18 when you're tal king about viability, then, you are
19 tal king about an ability to recover one's costs to be

20 made whol e?

21 A Certainly.

22 Q And to earn a profit, hopefully?

23 A. Certainly.

24 Q Okay.

25 A I mean, | think that's a compn busi ness



4241

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

deci si on.

JUDGE BERG Ms. Doberneck, you're down to
about one or two nmore questions if you want to
proceed, or we can break at this point.

MS. DOBERNECK: Why don't we break at this
poi nt, because it's taking |onger than | expect.

JUDGE BERG All right, good. Let's be off
the record.

(Recess taken.)

JUDGE BERG. We'Ill be back on the record.

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you, Your Honor.

Q Ms. MIlion, if you could take a | ook at
Exhi bit 2061, which actually is a WrldCom cross
exhibit. | have a few questions for you on that.

A | have that.

Q Okay, thank you. And | am | ooking at
what's been marked as page three, which is the
di agram that Ms. Singer-Nel son had a few questions
about .

A Yes.

Q Now, as | understand the Qwmest renote
col l ocation product, in order, for exanmple, to serve
each of those three FDIs that are in the DLC
architecture --

A Yes.



4242

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Q -- a CLEC or Qwest would have to put a
DSLAM at each renote terninal that served the
i ndividual FDI; is that correct?

A That's my understandi ng, yes.

Q Ckay. And a CLEC could not serve each of
those three FDIs if they sinply put a DSLAM or a
DSLAM functionality at the DLC, the digital | oop
carrier; is that right?

A You know, the answer to the prior question
was based on what | have understood in ny
conversations with sonme of the network people. |If
you really want to get into detail about how or where
you could place a DSLAM | really think that woul d be
sonet hing that woul d be better answered by one of our
network witnesses, so --

Q Sure. Well, getting back to where you did
feel confortable collocating a DSLAM at each renote
term nal that served each FDI, is it correct that a
CLEC, if it chose to do so, would have to incur al
of the applicable renpote ternminal collocation charges
in order to collocate at each renpote terminal ?

A All of the charges that we're presenting,
yes, that's correct. | think that's what | laid out
inm rebuttal to M. Price's testinony, or at |east

| tried to, an explanation of how that would work and
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what charges m ght apply.

Q Okay. And then, if you could turn to
Exhi bit 2050, because those are the rates and charges
for renote terminal collocation, |I just want to make
sure | understand. When a CLEC collocates at a
renote terminal -- excuse nme, is my mcrophone on?
Can you hear that?

JUDCGE BERG Yes, | had the sane concern
earlier.
MS. DOBERNECK: Okay.

Q On a nonrecurring front, the anpunt a CLEC
woul d pay to Qmest are each of the two nonrecurring
rate el ements, the space, and the FDI term nation?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Okay. And then would a CLEC -- setting
asi de, obviously, the cost of a DSLAM would a CLEC
i ncur any other nonrecurring charges in order to
pl ace a DSLAM out at a renpte term nal ?

A. Not in order to place a DSLAM out at a
renote terminal. Now, if you're talking about access
to a subloop or sonething like that, then yes, there
are nonrecurring charges that apply with that as a
product, but for the DSLAMitself, the charges are
the two that you see here, the space per standard

mounting unit and the FDI termnination charges.
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Q And when we were talking -- I'msorry,
didn't nean to interrupt you.

A No, that's --

Q So when we were tal king about, then, other
nonrecurring charges that mght be incurred, it would
be installation of a subloop and things |ike that?

A Certainly. If -- | nean, if you're going
to place a DSLAM at a renmpte |ocation, then you're
going to access a subloop at some point in order to
get to the custoner, would be ny assunption, and so
yes, you woul d have sonme sort of subloop installation
char ge.

Q Okay. Are there any other nonrecurring
charges that you can think of that would apply to a
CLEC who wants to put a -- to renptely collocate in
order to provide service, other than say installation
of a subloop? Is there any other nonrecurring
charges you can think of?

A Not that | can think of, no. | mean, |'m
presum ng, | guess, that if you're |locating a DSLAM
at a renote ternmnal, you're getting to that DSLAM
fromyour own equi prent somehow, with feeder or
what ever .

Q Okay. So any -- what | would call the

transport segnment fromthe renote ternminal to the
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collocation -- | nean, to the central office?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So whatever might be associated with
provi ding that transport between the two points?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Anything else that you can think of
that a CLEC woul d incur?

A No.

Q And for those same -- |ooking at the
recurring charge, in addition to what we have in 8.7,
we woul d then also incur the recurring rate for the
subl oop; right?

A Ei t her the subloop, if you' re planning on
provi di ng both voice and data service, or for a
shared subloop if you only want to provide voice.

Q Okay.

A And no, we have not subnmitted a cost for a
shared subl oop in this proceeding

Q Okay. And then there would be the
recurring rate for the transport conponent fromthe
renote terminal to the CO?

A Again, if you're using Quwest transport to
do that, yes.

Q Okay. And can you think of any other

recurring-type charges a CLEC would incur in order to
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1 actual ly provide service where you have that renote
2 DSLAM depl oyed?
3 A No, other than the recurring charges here.
4 Q Okay. | love ny scribbled notes. [If you
5 could take a | ook at Exhibit 2073, the Confidentia
6 Attachnent 2073. And |I'mlooking at, on the
7 confidential attachnment, the average nunber of
8 subscri bers per deployed renote term nal
9 A Yes.
10 Q And using -- let ne -- so strike that. MW
11 apologies. M notes can get a little confusing at
12 tines.
13 Is there -- in looking at Confidentia
14 Attachment 2073, is this the nost recent information
15 Qnest has regardi ng subscribers per deployed renote
16 termnal ?
17 A You know, | really don't have any idea. |
18 know that at the tinme that we prepared the response
19 to this data request, that was the nobst recent
20 informati on. That was year end 2001, and we're now

21 into May of 2002, so | presune there m ght be updated

22 information. | don't know.
23 Q Ckay. And can you tell me why Qwest
24 i ncluded, for exanple, pending custoners?

25 A | have no idea.
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Q Is it your understanding, just to clarify,
a pending custonmer is a custoner who has placed an
order, but it has not been conpleted?

A That was my understanding. This
i nformati on canme from sonebody on our retail side,
and so |l -- | don't know why they included it, but
yes, that was ny understandi ng.

Q Okay. And it's not reflected in
Confidential Attachment A, but do you know, of the
average nunber that has been provided, what
percentage is the installed custoner base?

A No, | do not.

Q Okay. Well, when Qmest deployed its own
renote DSLAMS, it did so in order to serve its retai
custonmers, didn't it?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And did Qwnest deploy -- when it
depl oyed those rempte termnals, did it do so wthout
factoring in or considering any CLEC demand on t hat
renot e DSLAM?

A No.

Q Meani ng no, you did not -- Qwest did not
factor consideration in -- or consider in CLEC
demand?

A No, neaning yes, we did factor in CLEC
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demand. In fact, when we went out with our initia
pl an for deploynent of these renptes, we conducted a
nunber of neetings that | think Ms. Brohl spoke to
| ast year in our Part B hearing, where we had
nmeetings with a nunber of the CLECs in order to
det erm ne where the npst desirable |ocations where we
factored in our own retail needs and we asked the
CLECs for input into their list of places where they
want ed the deployment to take place, and then we al so
installed those with additional capacity so that
capacity would be available for the CLECs in any of
the | ocations where we installed renotes.

Q Maybe | m sspoke, because you're talking

about depl oynment or building of renpte term nals;

right?
A Yes.
Q And | may have m sspoken. | was talking

about the renote DSLAMS Qwest has depl oyed, the
actual piece of equipment called the DSLAM \When
Qnest put its DSLAM out there, it did so without --
did it put that renote DSLAM out there and factor in
or consider CLEC demand for access to that DSLAM?

A No, it did not factor in access to the
DSLAM because it did factor in access to the renote

termnal, and the assunption then was that if there
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was availability of space at the renpte term nal, the
CLEC would put their own DSLAMin that |ocation and
we woul d use our DSLAM and t hey woul d use their DSLAM
at the location. That was our interpretation of the
FCC s rules on that point.

Q So even though Qwest depl oyed the DSLAM for
its own retail use and did not factor in or consider
CLEC access to the DSLAM Qwnest does seek to recover
costs related to its own DSLAM depl oynent from CLECs;
right?

A No, it does not.

Q No?
A It does not include the DSLAM t hat it
depl oys renptely in -- are we tal ki ng about the cost

-- | guess not in the cost for the renote term nal
The cost for the remobte termnal is for the space and
the cabi net and the power to power that cabinet, and
the CLEC gets assigned 15 percent of the cost and
approxi mately 50 percent of the cabinet availability
for it. Qur DSLAM cost is sonething that we recover
or intend to recover from our custoners.

Now, to the extent that we don't have space
at a renote and we are then in a position where we
need to provi de unbundl ed packet swi tching at that

renote, then yes, the cost of the DSLAMis included
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in the charge under unbundl ed packet swi tching for
the CLECs. So | just want to be clear about what it
is we're tal ki ng about.

Q Right. And | wasn't talking about the
unbundl ed packet switching rates, because it is
access to the Qwest DSLAM functionality. | was
tal king specifically about in the renote collocation
of f eri ng.

A Yeah, and no, there is no DSLAM cost in
that. It is strictly the cabinet and the power and
the installation of the cabinet and the engineering
for that and so forth.

Q And Qnest believes that's appropriate
because a portion of the space has been reserved for
CLEC use?

A Yes. Qur understanding is that the FCC
tells us we have to provide space at the renpote
term nal for the CLECs.

Q Isn'"t -- when a CLEC does collocate at a
renote terminal, though, doesn't Qwest recover the
costs of renpte collocation in a single nonrecurring
cost?

A. It recovers the cost for the CLEC to pl ace
its DSLAM in a nonrecurring cost much the sane way

that it does for other collocation costs, that's
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1 true.

2 We have a simlar type of investnent in

3 renote collocation that we have in central office

4 col l ocation, and we recover that primarily in an

5 upfront nonrecurring charge, the cost of that space,
6 but, again, it's 15 percent of the cost of the renote
7 cabi net for 50 percent access to the cabinet.

8 Q Well, | guess |I'm confused about how 15

9 percent of the space can be reserved for 50 percent
10 of the access. | don't understand how you say that.
11 Can you explain that for me?

12 A We factor into our renote ternina

13 coll ocation study a shared -- what's effectively a
14 shared cabi net, and we assune 85 percent of the cost
15 of that shared cabinet and we assune 15 percent of
16 that cost is going to be borne by the CLEC for the

17 cabi net, the power and so forth, all of the costs to

18 install that cabinet.
19 The fact of the matter is that in actual
20 use of the cabinet, and this is -- again, |I'mnot an

21 engi neer, but this is sonething |I've been told, is
22 that then we really only utilize one-half of that
23 cabi net, and the whole other half is available for
24 CLEC use, the way that they're set up. But we only

25 charge the CLEC on the basis of the notion that we
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1 woul d provide 15 percent additional space at our

2 | ocations for use by the CLEGCs.

3 Q So to be clear, even though Qmest assunes

4 that a CLEC will -- or CLECs will occupy 15 percent

5 of the cabinet out at the renote terminal, that, in

6 fact, a CLEC will actually be -- or CLECs will be

7 using up to 50 percent of that space out there; is

8 t hat what you're saying?

9 A They coul d have that nuch available to

10 them because there are two -- two sides to the

11 cabi net, and we woul d occupy one side, the CLECs

12 coul d occupy the whol e other side, and for that, they
13 get 15 percent of the renote term nal charge.

14 Q And can you tell me in what cost study or
15 where | can find in any docunent, as part of the

16 record in this proceeding, where | can find what

17 you' ve just told nme about, that we get actually 50

18 percent of the space?

19 A | don't have that documented in the cost

20 study. That is ny understanding from discussing this
21 with the engineers, howit actually works in practice
22 out in the field. Wat the study will show you is

23 that -- and this is something you can find in the

24 study docunentation -- is that for a hundred percent

25 of the costs, we assune that that's shared and the
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CLEC bears 15 percent of that cost.

Q But we don't actually know that that's the
case in Washi ngton, because no CLEC has remptely
col l ocated; right?

A. That's correct. | guess | -- if | may
clarify your question, | nean, we don't know that any
CLEC has nmde use of 50 percent of the cabinet, no,
because there's no CLECs that have collocated. W do
know that the only cost that is going to be charged
to the CLEC is 15 percent, based on the cost study
that's been filed here.

Q Now, | ooking at the unbundl ed packet
switching offering, is it Quaest's position that the
way it devel oped its cost study for the unbundl ed
packet switching product is through calculating the
cost of replacing the network in order to provide
that particul ar product?

A Well, | guess that's a hard question to
answer, because this is such a new technol ogy that
it's not sonething that existed out in our network.
| nean, when you tal k about the loop or a switch or
transport, those are all things that exist in our
network, they're there. Wat we've done is assune
total replacenent of those existing network el enents.

This is not an el enent that exists in our
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network and so the costing for that is replacenent
fromthe standpoint that if you're putting it out
there for the first time, the cost to replace it is
the sane as the cost to put it out there for the
first tinme. Sort of the same notion that we' ve got
going with collocation and why we price collocation
the way we do, because collocations, as el enents,
didn't exist in our central offices, and so the cost
to replace a collocation is the same cost as it is to
build it, because, | nean, that is your -- |I'm
building it for the first tine now That is the sane
as what a replacement cost woul d be.

Q When you say it's new, you're tal king about
a UNE -- are you tal king about a UNE of unbundl ed
packet sw tching?

A I'mtal ki ng about the technol ogy that
allows us to offer unbundl ed packet swi tching.

Q And do you understand that the technol ogy
that allows you to offer unbundl ed packet swi tching
is the DSLAM functionality?

A That's the way we've priced it in our
unbundl ed packet swi tching offering, yes.

Q Qnest has been utilizing packet switching
through a DSLAM for its own custoners, as well as

CLEC custoners, for at |least three years now?
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A. Qoh, | couldn't tell you that for sure.

Q Okay. Well, I'mgetting, again, getting
back to sort of is it replacement, is it new, is it
-- is -- are you telling me that the way these costs
wer e devel oped are an enhancenent of the existing
network or is it an overlay network? 1'mtrying to
understand how the costs were cal cul ated because the
DSLAMS exi st .

A It's -- the costs were cal culated on the

basis of the cost to deploy a renote cabinet and

install a DSLAM at that cabinet. |'mnot sure | know
what else to say. |'mnot sure what you're getting
at .

Q Wel |, when you | ook at the cost of
depl oying the renote DSLAM and putting up that renote
cabinet, was it done with Qmest's existing network,
so it's in addition, and that's how you cal cul at ed
it, or did you start fromscratch in how the entire
network woul d be configured and costed if you just
built it new today?

A Well, we costed it on the same basis that
we cost other UNE el enents, | guess. | nean, when
you devel op the cost for a | oop, that considers the
network configuration that would be needed in order

to provide a loop. And the cost for switching
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i ncludes the cost for providing switching and
transport and unbundl ed packet switching. | nean,
they each are devel oped on the basis of the
configuration of the network that's required in order
to provide them Does that answer your question?

Q Well, et me -- if you could take a | ook at
Exhi bit 2080, and |I'm | ooking at page ten, and | can

explain to you why | am now officially confused.

Okay.
A. Okay. | have that.
Q Do you have page ten?
A Yes, | do.
Q And at the top, do you see the statenent,

Qnest overlay strategy?

A Yes, | do.

Q That suggests to ne that when Quwest was
costing and pricing what appears to be the renote
DSLAM depl oynment, the unbundl ed packet swi tching
costs, that Qemest is utilizing an overlay network
rather than calculating on the basis of replacenent
costs.

A Well, I amnot sure what this docunment is,
but it's not the cost study for unbundl ed packet
switching. | nean, it may be an internal docunent

that Qwest has used to | ook at the cost of an overlay
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strategy, but that's not the cost study itself for
unbundl ed packet switching, not to nmy know edge.
Q If you look at the bottom of the second

segnment, on the left-hand colum, you see total cost

of renote termnal. Do you see that?
A Yes.
Q Does this appear to be, then, an analysis

of Qmest's costs for deploying its own renote
term nals and renote DSLAMS?

A. | certainly believe that it is sone sort of
analysis of renote termnals, and I'msorry, | really
don't know what this represents.

Q Okay, okay. Well, 1'd like you to pul
Exhi bits 2050 and 2087.

A | have those.

Q Okay. If you look at page seven of Exhibit
2050, and specifically 9.24, which lays out the rate
el enents and associ ated rates for unbundl ed packet
swi t chi ng.

A Yes, | have those.

Q And then if you --

JUDGE BERG  Could you please -- I'msorry,
Ms. Doberneck, for interrupting. On Exhibit 2050,
could you provide the |ine nunber again?

M5. DOBERNECK: 9. 24.
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JUDGE BERG.  Thank you.

Q And then, if you look at Exhibit 2087, and
it's the Attachnent B, page 17 of 19, and |I'm I ooking
at 9.24.1.

A | have that.

Q Okay. |If you look at Exhibit 2087, under
the DSLAM rate el enent, do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q It states, in the nonrecurring col um,
speci al request. Do you see that?

A Yes, | do.

Q And if you flip to the notes, and
specifically note 13, it states, A special request is
a request by the customer to perform sonething that

is technically feasible, but the process and pricing

are not yet in -- | assune it's place?
A Pl ace.
Q Not just p-1.
A Yeah.
Q That suggests to ne that Qmest, at least in

2087, will be assessing a nonrecurring charge for the
DSLAM  However, there's no nonrecurring charges in
2050 for the DSLAM Is it Qwmest's position that it
will be proposing -- will be attenpting to charge a

nonrecurring rate for the DSLAM portion of the
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unbundl ed packet swi tching?

A That was not ny understanding, and this
speci al request notation here is sonething that's new
to me. M understandi ng, when we put our cost
studi es together for unbundl ed packet sw tching, was
that the only nonrecurring charges that applied were
to install the customer channel, whatever choice the
CLEC nmde for utilizing the customer channel. In
ot her words, you're effectively line sharing with us
or you've bought the entire subloop or whatever the
case may be, and that there were three alternatives,
and that then there was a nonrecurring for the port,
interface port, but no nonrecurring associated with
the DSLAM So | do not understand or know what this
speci al request notation is. It contenplates
sonmet hing that certainly we have not included in our
cost studies.

Q Okay. So is it fair to say, then, Quest
wi |l not be charging a CLEC a nonrecurring charge for
the DSLAM functionality of unbundl ed packet
swi t ching?

A I don't know that | can say that. Wat |
can say is that, based on this note here, and | know
as nuch about the note as you do, fromreading it,

that there nmay be sone circunstances where we
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contenpl ate chargi ng sone sort of nonrecurring, but
not on a standard offering basis. |n other words,
the words special request says to nme that if a CLEC
is asking for something that's out of the ordinary,
or not part of our standard offering of the DSLAM
that there m ght be some nonrecurring charges that
apply, but if you cane in and ordered just a standard
offering the way that we've got it priced in ny
exhibit, that there would be no nonrecurring charges.
I"'mafraid | can't do better than that for you.

Q To be clear, then, so if all | want are
rate elenents that are listed in Exhibit 2050 and
what ever functionalities they offer, then I will not

be charged a nonrecurring charge for the DSLAM

right?
A That is correct.
Q Okay. Can you tell ne how many orders

Qnest has provisioned for unbundl ed packet swi tching?

A. | have absolutely no idea.

Q Do you know i f Qmest has provisioned any
orders for unbundl ed packet switching?

A | do not know.

Q Did you ask the subject matter experts with
whom you consul ted on the unbundl ed packet swi tching

cost study whether any orders had been provisi oned?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

A No, | did not.
Q Okay. 1'd like to turn to ny other
favorite topic, cooperative testing. And |ooking at

your Exhibit 2023, which is TKM 29, and | hope -- oh

I'"msorry, | thought you were ready.
A. That's all right. [|'malnost there. Yes.
Q | believe | have the copy that has the

pagi nation. |'mlooking at page 22, and it's summary

of results, Comm ssion prescribed costing and
pri ci ng.

A Yes, | have that.

Q And is the first itemon your copy
mai nt enance of service?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Now, there's a series of line itens
t hat address cooperative testing. There's
nonschedul ed cooperative testing and a variety of
basi c overtinme and premium Can you tell ne what
nonschedul ed cooperative testing is?

A I"'mafraid that | don't have a very good
product definition for you. |I'mcertain that one of
our product people could answer that question for you
or maybe one of our network people. | do know that
this is in the Ilist of what we call miscellaneous

el enents, which is sonmething that we develop strictly
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on a per-hour, hourly rate, a per-half-hour or -- and
then we show those rates if they are charged for
overtinme or for premumtine. Oher than that,
couldn't tell you what exactly that entails.

Q Wel |, do you know whet her the assunptions
and i nputs and subject nmatter expertise that Qnest
relied upon to cone up with these rates for
nonschedul ed cooperative testing, if those were the
same inputs and assunptions and subject matter
expertise that Qnest relied upon to devel op what it
believed to be the appropriate rate for the
cooperative testing part of basic installation with
cooperative testing?

A. Well, | can explain to you the difference
between those two. This is strictly based on an
hourly rate for technician tinme or half-hourly rate
for technician tine. In other words, there's no
assunption around any activities that are taking
pl ace or any particular function that's being
performed, other than what's described here. It's an
hourly rate on a half-hour basis if you want a
technici an to conduct sone sort of activity, whether
it's mai ntenance and service, additional cooperative
testing, nonschedul ed cooperative testing, whatever.

And then that differs fromthe nonrecurring
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charges for basic installation with cooperative
testing, which is based on a specific set of tine
estimates and probabilities for particular functions
that are going to be perforned.

In other words, there is a product, if you
will, called basic installation with cooperative
testing, which assunmes that you're going to performa
series of functions and you're going to acconplish
sonmet hing specific. These are strictly hourly rates
on a hal f-hour basis for sonebody's tinme to do
whatever it is that the CLEC is asking to be done.
Does that nake sense?

Q | believe so. But one of the things you
said, it was just a half-hour rate, whatever the CLEC
orders. And one of the things you referenced was
mai nt enance of service. Wen | |ook at page 22, for
exanpl e, mai ntenance of service overtine is 29.75;
nonschedul ed cooperative testing is $31.60. So if
it's just a half-hour of whatever the CLEC orders,

why is there a difference in rate?

A Well, if I -- if I could -- | guess the
difference -- and I don't know off the top of ny head
what the -- what person does nonschedul ed cooperative

testing, but what | can tell you is that the

mai nt enance of service half-hourly rate, overtine



4264

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

rate of 29.75 is based on a mai ntenance person or
that type of technician, and nonschedul ed cooperative
testing my be based on a different |abor category of
technici an or person.
In other words, there are peopl e that

per form mai nt enance functions, there could be a
di fferent |abor category of people who performthis
nonschedul ed cooperative testing. And their |abor
rates would be different, and so that's what is
driving these costs, is strictly the |abor rates of
t he peopl e assuned to be doing the work.

Q One nore question about nonschedul ed
cooperative testing. Even though you said it's
what ever the CLEC orders, in fact, if we go by the
title, it's 30 mnutes worth of cooperative testing
bet ween a CLEC and Qwest?

A No. It's a half-hourly rate for -- if you

order sonething that takes an hour and a half, you

wi |l get charged an hour and a half, based on 31.60
per half-hour. |If you take sone -- if you ask for
work that takes 15 m nutes or a half-hour, you'll get

charged based on a half-hourly rate of 31.60. And ny
presunption would be, and I don't know this wthout
checki ng, but ny presunption would be there's sone

sort of mnimumtinme that we would send a technician
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out for, and you would pay that -- just like if you
hired a plunber to cone to your house and he told you
he was going to charge you 31.60 per half-hour, if he
spends three hours at your house, you're going to pay
three hours tines 31.60 per half-hour

Q And |I'mclear about the way that it's
billed in hal f-hour increnents, regardl ess of how
long or how short it takes. Wat I'mgetting at is
however how long it takes and however half-hour
increnents the CLEC is billed in, what we are getting

is cooperative testing between the CLEC and Qwest;

right?
A And again, for a specific definition of the
product, | think probably one of the network

Wi t nesses or one of the product wi tnesses would be

better to describe exactly what this entails.

Q Could | just go by the name, cooperative
testing?
A. Certainly I would nmake the same assunption

you're making, that it's sone sort of cooperative
testing, yes.

Q Okay. Thank you. Getting to the basic
installation with cooperative testing product, Qwmest
did not introduce into evidence any cost study or

cost support specifically for this particular



4266

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

product; right? Qwmest relied on a cost study it used
for basic installation with performance testing?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. And the reason Quaest believed that
it was appropriate is because the additional steps
for the basic install with performance testing took
about the same tinme as the additional steps for basic
install with cooperative testing; right?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. |If you could take a | ook at Exhibit
2065?
| have that.

And if you could flip to page 137

> O >

| have that.

Q Okay. Now, the additional step that
constitutes basic installation with performance
testing is providing the CLEC, either verbally or via
e-mail, with the results of the performance tests;
right?

A That's my under st andi ng.

Q And woul d that provision of results be the
same thing as posting results that is set out at page
13 of Exhibit 2065?

A | don't believe so. As |I'mlooking at this

study, it looks to nme like that post results is a
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step for the installation person to perform and then
it looks like there is another step, under controller
tester, called docunent test results, and there are
sone steps for custonmer contact.

Q What page?

A. On page 13. There's a custoner contact
step under installation, and there's a post results
type of step, and then there's al so docunent test
results under the controller tester, so to be
truthful, that's -- to understand exactly what this
process is or where the steps are in here, you would
probably be better off asking those questions of M.
Hubbar d.

MS. DOBERNECK: Did you hear that, M.
Hubbar d?
MR. HUBBARD: It'll cost her a beer

Q Okay, thank you. Now, Ms. MIlion,
realize this is not specifically at issue in this
Part D of the cost proceeding, and it's about Quest
| oop rates, but | just have one question, and that is
does Qmest build into its recurring |oop rates the
cost to ensure that the |oop provided is a good | oop
inthat it nmeets all applicable technica
speci fications or whatever guarantees Qwest gives for

that | oop?
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1 A. In the recurring | oop rate?
2 Q MM hrmm
3 A No.
4 Q What about in a nonrecurring |oop rate?
5 A The non --
6 Q | guess that's the installation, so skip
7 t hat .
8 A Yeah, that's the installation charge, so
9 yes.
10 Q Are those -- is that particular cost, the

11 cost to ensure that a loop that is provisioned to a
12 CLEC is a good loop, is that recovered or included in

13 any of Qmest's cost studies?

14 A. In the nonrecurring cost studies for
15 installation of the loop. As far as the recurring
16 costs, that's strictly the -- the installation cost

17 that's included there is dig the trench, put the line

18 in the ground kind of cost. That's not any kind of
19 testing or evaluation of the facility. [It's just
20 getting the facility in place. 1t's the nonrecurring

21 costs that then quantify the qualitative anal ysis of
22 the Iine that's there when the order is actually
23 pl aced by the CLEC to provision a specific |oop
24 Q So the nonrecurring costs include the work

25 to install the loop, as well as an assurance that the
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| oop actually neets the technical specifications?

A Wel |, and depending on -- | mean, you've
got various grades of basic installation costs, the
basic install and then the basic install with
performance testing and so on down the line to basic
install with cooperative testing. So you have
various grades of that, depending on what kind of
testing you want to acconpli sh.

I"mgoing to owe M. Hubbard anot her beer
but, again, if you want to tal k about specifics for
what the differences are between those different
installation options, |'msure he could address
those, or possibly M. Easton

MS. DOBERNECK: Okay. Thank you. | have
no nore questions.

JUDGE BERG All right. Comni ssion Staff.
| believe that's who would be next in line for
cross-exam nation, or M. Kopta, did you have
cross-exam nation for this wi tness?

MR, KOPTA: | probably have maybe five, no
nore than ten mnutes.

JUDGE BERG All right. Let's go ahead.
My expectation is that we should finish this w tness
today. And so --

MS. TENNYSON: | do have a conm tnent at



4270

1

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

6:00 p.m

JUDGE BERG All right. W'Il break, then
before then if we go that long. And if you' ve got a
commtrment at 6:00 p.m, you probably need to break
before that?

MS. TENNYSON: Twenty m nutes before.

JUDGE BERG Okay. Well, we're going to go
till 5:40. Is that all right? Al right. M.
Kopta, let's take you first, and then Ms. Tennyson
| apol ogi ze, Ms. Tennyson and M. Kopta. |
overl ooked your cross-examine tine with this witness.

MR, KOPTA: Not a problem

CROSS- EXAMI NATI ON
BY MR. KOPTA:
Q Good afternoon, Ms. MIlion
Hel | o.
Q Doesn't seem to meke nuch difference
MS. ANDERL: No, it doesn't.

Q My questions are going to focus on a couple
of exhibits, so you m ght want to have them handy.
The first is Exhibit 2050, which is the |atest
proposed prices, and the second exhibit is Exhibit
2026, which is Qunest's direct CLEC-to-CLEC

i nt erconnecti on cost study.
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A I have it.

Q Okay. Let's start with Exhibit 2050, and
I'"m | ooking on the first page, at |ine nunber 8.8.3.

A | have that.

Q Ckay. And these are rates for various size
cables for cable racking per foot; is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q And to the extent that you know, how much
of the cable racking between the two CLEC | ocations

in the central office does this charge apply to?

A How much of the cable racking?
Q Sure.
A It applies to -- it applies to all of the

cabl e racki ng between one CLEC and another on a
per-foot basis.

Q Well, and that's maybe the source of ny
concern, because you're fanmliar with the collocation

cost study, are you not?

A Yes.
Q And as part of the space construction
charge for a CLEC, cable racking -- a certain anount

of cable racking is included with the construction of
t he physical space if you have caged col |l ocation
isn't that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.
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1 Q So the CLEC has already paid for that cable
2 racking, hasn't it?
3 A It's paid for the cable racking associ ated
4 with its collocation space.
5 Q Right. 1It's not just over the cage, but
6 it's also a certain nunber of feet outside of the
7 cage, isn't it?
8 A Well, it's cable racking that takes the
9 CLEC s cable to specific points in the centra
10 of fice, such as sone sort of connecting frane or to a
11 power board or that kind of thing. It doesn't
12 necessarily anticipate the cable racking, though
13 t hat goes from one CLEC | ocation to another CLEC
14 | ocation across a central office or wherever that
15 connection m ght be.
16 Q Now, and |I'm just focusing on nmaybe
17 breaking it down into piece parts.
18 A Okay.
19 Q That there's a certain anmobunt of cable
20 racking that the CLEC has paid for as part of its
21 space construction when it gets physical collocation
22 in a Qwest central office.
23 A. Yes, that's absolutely correct.
24 Q Okay. And would | be correct that if the

25 CLEC has already paid for that cable racking, that
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this charge, if it was going to use sone of that
cable racking to get to the other CLEC, that Qnest
does not -- would not propose to charge this cable
racki ng per-foot charge with respect to that cable
racki ng?

A. I"'mreally not sure how to answer that
guestion, and the reason is because the cabl e racking
that goes into the collocation space assumes somne
sort of average nunber of feet of cable racking that
applies to a collocation, and in Washington, |
believe that the Comm ssion deternined that that was
going to be 56 feet of cable racking. But that's not
specific cable racking that the CLEC is using; it's
an average nunber of feet that's in the collocation
study. And this charge applies on a per-foot basis
for specific racking that's utilized between the CLEC
space and anot her CLEC space, assuming that that's
going to be shared cable racking 95 percent of the
tine.

So when you paid for cable racking in your
col l ocation, even though you ended up with specific
cabl e racking associated with a specific collocation
the rates that we devel oped didn't pay for that
speci fic cable racking; they paid for an assunption

about sonme average nunber of feet of cable racking
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that you would utilize associated with coll ocation
and it didn't contenplate the additional cable
racki ng that you would need to connect from one CLEC
to another across a central office.

Q Well, but I"'mstill alittle confused,
because | think you agreed that the CLEC has al ready
paid for a certain amunt of cable racking. And ny
concern is that if the CLEC has paid for sone of the
cabl e racking that is being used to connect to a
different CLEC within the sane central office, that
application of this charge, the cable racking
per-foot charge would be recovering for costs that
Qwest has already recovered by charging the CLEC for
that cable racking as part of physical collocation?

A. Well, but, again, the cable racking that
was part of the 56-foot assunption, which was
consi derably | ess than what Qwmest assuned in its
study was the length of the cable racking, was to get
the CLEC s cables fromthe coll ocation space to the
power source and fromthe coll ocation space to an
| CDF or an MDF or something like that, but not
necessarily for cable racking that is utilized, then
fromyour collocation space to another collocation
space. | guess | don't see those as the sanme thing.

Q Well, et me try and use an exanple. Let's
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take a straight line from for |lack of anything else,
the battery distribution fuse bay, the BDFB, to a
collocation cage, and let's say that there is another
CLEC that is partway up that straight |ine.

Now, if the two CLECs want a CLEC-to-CLEC
di rect connection and the CLEC has already paid --
the farthest CLEC fromthe BDFB has paid for at |east
56 feet of the cable racking to get toward t he BDFB
then hasn't Qmest already recovered all of the costs
of the cable racking that would be used to connect
those two CLECs in that scenario?

A Well, but, again, what Qmest has recovered
is an average anount of cable racking for the CLEC
that's not specific. And now you' re asking to use
specific cable racking and we're charging you for the
use of that specific cable racking.

Q So you don't see that that's double
recovery of cost to use the -- charge the CLEC for
cabl e racking as part of its physical collocation,
and then to charge themagain for using the cable
racki ng for CLEC-to-CLEC connection?

A No, | don't.

Q Let's nmove to Exhibit 2026, and
specifically there, 1'd like you to | ook at pages 11

t hrough 12.
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A. I"msorry, would you tell me that nunber
agai n?

Q Exhi bit 2026.

A 2026, okay.

Q Pages 11 through 12.

A Hmm | apologize, | was |looking in the
wrong bi nder

Q If | have ny nunbers right, | believe this
is TKM32, if that hel ps.

A. Oh, | had it out. |'msorry.

Q That' s okay.

A Yes, | have it.

Q Okay. We're | ooking at pages 11 and 12 of
23.

A | have that.

Q And specifically, | want to talk about the
two shaded bl ocks that you have on those two pages.
Let's |l ook at page 11 first. Am1| correct that the
shaded bl ock on page 11 represents the nonrecurring
and recurring charges for new cable racking or costs?
Let's not say charges; let's say costs.

A Well, | would agree that these are | oaded
costs related to cable racking. | don't believe that
they translate to charges or rates. The

nonrecurrings that are represented here don't
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translate to nonrecurring rates per foot associated
with the cable racking element on nmy Exhibit 2050.
The recurring rates are part of what forns the basis
for the recurring rates, though

Q Right. And just to clarify that point, if
you add, for exanple, in the DSO cabl e racking
per-foot $77.83 under the nonrecurring with the -- if
you | ook on page ten, again, the shaded total | oaded
cost for the engineering, $808.71, if you add those
two together, you end up with the nonrecurring rate
that you have in Exhibit 20507

A The flat charge, yes, | would agree with
t hat .

Q Ckay. And then, under the existing cable
racki ng headi ng, which starts on page 11, but
actually the shaded portion is on page 12, there are

no nonrecurring costs, but there are recurring costs;

correct?
A. Yes, | would agree.
Q And again, doing sone addition, am!|

correct that if you take, again, using the DSO cable
racki ng as an exanple, if you take the recurring cost
under the existing cable racking shaded portion and
add that figure to the recurring cost under the new

cable racking in the shaded portion, that you would
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end up with the rate that's in Exhibit 2050 for DSO
cabl e racking per foot?

A Yes, you're correct. And the new cable
racking is that assunption of one additional foot of
cabl e racking, and the existing cable racking is the
shared -- the rate for the shared cable racking that

al ready exists in the office that you're going to

utilize --
Q Okay.
A -- for that connection

Q And again, I'ma little bit puzzled,
because you're adding the costs of new cabl e racking
with the costs of old cable racking to apply the
rate, but again, isn't that overrecovering for
what ever cabl e racking you're applying it to, whether
it happens to be new cabl e racking or existing cable
racki ng?

A I don't believe so. It is a weighted
anmount per foot for cable racking new and a wei ghted
anount for cable racking new -- or existing. That
gi ves you a per-foot rate for the cable racking that
is going to go between the two CLEC | ocati ons.

Q Well, let nme break it down a little bit,
then. Let's -- well, Qwmest assunes that new cable

racking is only going to be required in five percent
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1 of the cases and that, in those five percent, it
2 woul d be approxi mately 20 feet. Does that reflect

3 the assunptions in the study?

4 A No, it's 20 feet five percent of the tinme.
5 Q Right.

6 A For a total of one additional foot.

7 Q Okay. And so you've included a

8 nonrecurring cost that represents that one foot in

9 t he charge for everybody?

10 A. For the design, yes.

11 Q Right. So you're spreading the cost of

12 t hat occasi onal occurrence over everyone?

13 A Yes.

14 Q So then, if the corresponding recurring

15 rate is eight cents and it's only going to happen no
16 nore than five percent of the tine --

17 A. Well --

18 Q -- why wouldn't you only have one f oot

19 assuned for new cable racking for recurring, as wel
20 as for nonrecurring?

21 A Well, you do have that assunption in the
22 devel opnent of that eight-cent cost, because that's
23 one foot of dedicated cable racking versus on the --
24 on page 12, a per-foot cost for shared cabl e racking.

25 And so you do have an assunption -- if you | ook up
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above, under the assunptions, you have an assunption
that, five percent of the time, you're going to need
20 additional feet, which calculates out to one foot,
and then that translates into a cost for new cable
racki ng.

Q Well, let nme ask it this way. 1Is the
slightly nore than eight cents per-foot recurring
rate, does that reflect the entire recurring costs
for one CLEC s use of new cabl e racking?

A. What it reflects is the recurring rate
assum ng one foot of -- per foot of cable racking,
assum ng one additional foot of cable racking new.

So in other words, if you | ook up above there, where
it's got the expense, the expense per foot is
actually $58.49 per foot. The eight-cent recurring
cost assunes that you're going to buy cable racking
on a per-foot basis, but you're only going to have
new cabl e racking one foot of the tine. There's only
going to be one additional foot of new cabl e racking.
In other words, if you were going to
i nclude the cost of new cable racking -- |'m not
explaining this very well, and | apol ogi ze, but the
rate would be nmuch higher than eight cents per foot
if you were assumi ng that you were going to buy 20

feet of new cable racking. The eight cents reflects
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the fact that you assume that there's only one foot
of additional cable racking in that per -- recurring
per-foot cost that we've devel oped.

Q So really, this should be 20 tinmes higher
if -- let's just assume that 100 percent of the tinme

you installed new cabl e racking.

A It would be $58.49 per foot.

Q On a recurring basis?

A That woul d be the expense anount.

Q On a recurring basis?

A No, not on a recurring basis, but that

woul d be the expense amount per foot.

Q Right. And so what I'mgetting at is, as |
read this cost study, what it |ooks like to nme, and
granted, there is not a whole | ot of explanation
here, but what it |ooks Ilike to me is that the cost
of one foot of new cable racking, the recurring cost
of one foot of cable racking, new cable racking, is
eight cents. And are you saying that that's not what
this says?

A Yes, that's what |'m saying, is that's not
what this says. It doesn't -- it's not eight cents
for one foot of new cable racking. The per-foot cost
of cabl e racking, assum ng one foot of new cable

racking, is eight cents.
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Q Well, let me ask it this way. Wy are not
the nonrecurring and the recurring charges in
parall el , because |'m assum ng that the nonrecurring
$77.83 represents one foot of new cable racking, and
that goes into the charge. Wy is it that the
recurring cost of eight cents does not al so represent
one foot of cable racking and go into the charge?

A I"mstruggling with how to explain this to
you. If you |look up above at the material and | abor
cost for cable racking, and you' ve got an expense
anount for new cable racking that's broken down at
58.49 a foot. Up above, you've got aerial support
and cabl e racking that go into the investnent cost
that develop that -- the rates for recurring for
exi sting and new cabl e racki ng, and those assunptions
take into effect that you're only going to have one
foot of additional new cable racking, and that eight
cents would be a much higher rate if you were
assum ng new cabl e racking on a per-foot basis for
every foot of cable racking that you put in.

The nonrecurring cost, if you're installing
a foot of cable racking, it only happens one tine.
And while this | abel says per foot, it's clearly not
per foot; it's just that $77 nonrecurring charge

i ncluded with the engineering. And so they're on
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di fferent bases, | guess. The nonrecurring charge is
the one-tine charge to install an additional foot of
cabl e racking; the recurring charge is what the
recurring charge would be if you assume one
addi ti onal foot of new cable racking in your tota
per-foot price for cable racking.

Q So does the eight cents, then, represent
the recurring cost to one CLEC of one foot of new
cable racking? | guess that's as sinply as | can ask
it.

A It's the per-foot cost that you get
assum ng that you're going to have -- across an
assunption of 219 feet. It's the cost you get per
foot, assum ng one of those feet is going to be one
foot of new cabl e racking.

Q Wel |, where did the 219 feet conme fronf

A Down bel ow here. Well --

Q Two hundred and 19, | believe, is cable
capacity.

A Excuse ne, that's cable capacity.
apol ogi ze. There's a per-foot -- or there's a foot

assunption in here. There's an assunption about the
total nunber of feet you' re going to have. One of
those feet is going to be new cable racking. That

applies at eight cents per foot, and the existing
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applies at two cents per feet, based on the
assunption of the distance.

Q Well, let nme try asking it differently.

The assunption on at |east page 11 is that there wll
be 20 feet of new cable rack --

A. Five percent of the tine.

Q -- five percent of the tinme. Let's assune,
for purposes of this exanple, that a CLEC-to-CLEC
direct interconnection requires 20 feet of new cable.
At a recurring charge of eight cents per foot, would
Qnest, over those 20 feet of new cabl e racking, would
Qnest recover all of its recurring charges at eight
cents per foot times that 20 feet?

A. No, because the assunption is only for one
foot of new cable racking. The 11 cents in total for
20 feet -- per foot for 20 feet of cable racking
assunes that, of that 19 feet, one of those feet is
going to be a new foot of cable racking. |In other
words, the assunption for the one foot of new cable
racking is already in the rate that devel ops the
ei ght cents per foot of cable racking.

Q Well, if that is, in fact, the case, then
there's substantial information that's not in this
cost study, isn't there? | nean, how do | determ ne

how t hat eight-cent figure is cal cul ated?
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A. Well, if you had the electronic version of
this study, the fornulas are in the study in all of
the work pages that -- or workbook sheets that you go
fromone sheet to another and it shows you the
assunptions that are part of this and the fornmnul as
and the calculation of the assunption of the nunber
of feet and so forth.

Q So would the same thing be true, then, for
t he existing cable racking, that this al nost three
cents per foot does not recover all of the non -- or
the recurring costs per foot of existing cable
racki ng?

A The existing cable racking assunes that
there's a shared -- that the use is for shared cable
racki ng, and there's an assunption about the distance
of the cable racking, and I'mnot seeing it here, but
I have seen it in the study itself, in the electronic
version, and it assunes that that's shared cable
racking, and so it applies or devel ops the three
cents on the basis of that sharing.

Q So by addi ng the new cabl e racking
recurring charge with the existing cable racking
recurring charge, that incorporates an assunption
that is in the electronic work papers that 19 feet is

going to be existing and one foot is going to be new?
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1 A Yes.

2 Q Is that essentially what --

3 A Exactly.

4 Q Okay. So there is not a parallel between

5 the recurring and the nonrecurring costs under the

6 new cabl e racking. They're calculated differently?

7 A That's correct.

8 MR, KOPTA: Okay, thank you. Those are ny

9 guesti ons.

10 JUDGE BERG All right, then. | think this
11 is a good tine to take a break. And let's be off the
12 record.

13 (Proceedi ngs adjourned at 5:38 p.m)
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