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This proceeding is part of the follow-on cost M%in which the Commission is addressing issues
that were not resolved in the first generic cost proceeding, Iﬂ/ocket Nos. UT-960369, et al., and new
issues that have arisen since the conclusion of that initid proceeding. In this part of the follow-on cost
docket, Part D, the parties and the Commission are addressing: (1) additiond costing and pricing issues
that arise from the FCC's UNE Remand Order;* (2) additional costing and pricing issues for elements and
sarvices not previoudy addressed in cost dockets; (3) the rights and obligations of the incumbent locd
exchange carriers ("ILECS') and compstitive locd exchange carriers ("CLECS') relating to line sharing in
connection with digital subscriber line service ("DSL service'), including collocation issues and packet
switching; and (4) issuesraised by WorldCom in connection with access to databases, operator services
and directory assstance, and customized routing.

In the UNE Remand Order, the FCC re-defined the unbundled network elements ("UNES') that
ILECs are required to provide under the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“"the Act"). The order
responds to decisions from the United States Supreme Court and the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit that required the FCC to reconsder the list and definitions of the UNEs that it initidly
required ILECsto provide under the Act. While some of the network e ements that the FCC classified
as UNEsin the UNE Remand Order were addressed by this Commission in the first generic cost
proceeding, severd of them are new dements that the Commission and the parties did not previoudy
address.

For each of the network eements or services discussed bel ow, the Commission should accept
the costs and prices that Qwest has proposed. Qwest's proposal's are based upon a proper application
of the FCC's mandated costing methodology known as TELRIC, or totd element long run incremental
cogts, and are consgtent with the Eighth Circuit's pronouncements relating to TELRIC. 1n addition,

Qwest's proposed costs and prices for these network e ements incorporate this Commission's previous

! In the Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. 96-98, Third Report and Order and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Rel. Nov. 5, 1999) ("UNE
Remand Order").

QWEST’ SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
' 1 Seattle, WA 98191

Telephone: (206) 398-2500
Facsimile: (206) 343-4040
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rulings relating to the inputs and methodologies that ILECs and CLECs are required to usein their cost
sudies. In contrast to Qwest's proposals, the CLECS proposals are uniformly based upon unredlistic
assumptions about the costs that Qwest must incur to provide these network eements and, therefore, do
not reflect a proper application of TELRIC. Adoption of the CLECS proposalswill deny Qwest the cost
recovery to which it is entitled under section 252(d)(1) of the Act.
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Section 252(d)($)<gffg;]e Act requires state commissions to establish rates for interconnection and
unbundled network eements that afé,‘;éust and reasonable.” As Qwest has emphasized previoudy, this
right of cost recovery reflects the careful 6:4@1ce that Congress struck in passing the Act. Whiletaking
the extraordinary step of requiring ILECs like Q\ﬁ%to turn over pieces of their networks to compstitors,

Congress sought to ensure that the ILECs would be proﬁé:l% compensated for this mandated use of their

2
prOpeI‘ty O(//_(

To that end, section 252(d)(1)(A)(i) of the Act specificaly mgﬁe@&s just and reasonable rates for
interconnection and access to unbundled eements that are to be “based on thgfcgst (determined without
reference to rate-of-return or other rate-based proceeding) of providing the mtercorfnectl on or network
element.” Inthiscase, the CLECS rate proposas do not redistically reflect the costs that Quest will
incur to provide UNEs and, therefore, violate this "just and reasonable” requirement.

Inlowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 219 F.3d 744, 751 (8" Cir. 2000) (“lowa Utils. I1"), the Eighth
Circuit Court of Appeals vacated 47 C.F.R. 8 51.505(b)(1), which required that TELRIC should be
based on “the use of the mogt efficient telecommunications technology currently available and the lowest
cost network configuration, given the existing location of the incumbent LEC’ swire centers.” In doing so,
the court held that this rule violated the plain meaning of section 252(d)(1)(A)(i), and it rgjected the

proposition that costs should be based * on the cost that some imaginary carrier would incur by providing

QWEST’ SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
' 5 Seattle, WA 98191

Telephone: (206) 398-2500
Facsimile: (206) 343-4040
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the newest, mogt efficient, and least cost subtitute for the actud item or eement which will be furnished
by the ILEC pursuant to Congress mandate for sharing.”?

The Supreme Court recently reversed the Eighth Circuit in Verizon Communications, Inc. v.
FCC,? to the extent that it invaidated TELRIC as amethod for setting wholesale rates under the Act, and
affirmed the FCC' s definition of TELRIC as the appropriate pricing standard. Neither the Eighth
Circuit’s decison nor the reversal by the Supreme Court has a significant impact on Qwest’s costs
reviewed by this Commissionin Part D. Qwest prepared its cost studies submitted in thisdocket in a
meanner that is fully consstent with the FCC' s application of TELRIC. Despite suggestions by some
CLECsto the contrary, the FCC rules have never required that an ILEC develop costs for the UNES it
provides on the basis of a non-existent, fantasy network. Thus, Qwest specifically designed its cost

studies based on the “mogt efficient technology proven” to be “ operationally feasible, currently

nd 115_

available,”" and “ compatible with the most basic geographical design of the existing network,
the definition of TELRIC supported by both AT& T and the FCC.

Qwest has presented testimony from witnesses with recent, hands-on experience ingaling
network facilities in Qwest’ s region, witnesses who understand wheat is actualy required to build an
efficient network usng currently available technology. Qwest’s models and studies use assumptions
consistent with these standards and supported by comprehensive evidence. Accordingly, Qwest’s cost
dtudies are consarvative in their estimates of codt.

The rulings of this Commission in prior wholesae cost proceedings aso provide substantial

guidance in addressing the cost and pricing issues that this docket presents. Qwest's cost studiesrely

2 d.
® 152 L. Ed. 2d 701, 2002 U.S. LEXIS 3559 (May 13, 2002).

* Reply Brief of AT& T Corp. at 16-17, AT& T v. lowa Utilities Board, (U.S., July 23, 2001) (Nos. 00-590, 00-511, 00-555,
00-587 & 00-682) (emphasis added). See aso, Reply Brief for Petitioners WorldCom, Inc., et d. at 6-7, WorldCom, Inc. v.
Verizon Communications, Inc., (U.S,, July 23, 2001) (No. 00-555) (* TELRIC rates are cal culated on the basis of the most
efficient technology that is generally available and actually in use”). The FCC also has emphasized that TELRIC be
based “on actual prices of equipment that iscommercially availabletoday.” Reply Brief for Petitioners United States
and FCC at 6, Verizon v. FCC.

> Brief for the Petitioners FCC and the United States at 9, Verizon Communications, Inc. v. FCC, (U.S., Apr. 9, 2001)
(Nos. 00-511, 00-555, 00-587, 00-590 & 00-602) (emphasis added).

QWEST' SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
3 Seattle, WA 98191
Telephone: (206) 398-2500
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sgnificantly on the Commission's prior rulings and use specific inputs that the Commission has required in
its previous orders. For example, Qwest's studies are consistent with the Commission's endorsement of
TELRIC and use vaues that the Commission has prescribed or endorsed for cost of money,

depreciation, fill factors, common costs, attributed costs, and expense factors.

2 7‘

18,

Inthe UNE Ref%gsﬂs@rder the FCC established a comprehensive list of eementsthe ILEC is
required to unbundle® Some of ?ﬁ’&@gnmts on this list have been the subject of prior cost docket
proceedings before this Commission. Otl%such as packet switching, are a issuein this proceeding.
and Inits Line Sharing Order, the FCC establlsh%b@at the "high frequency portion of theloopisa
network element that must be unbundled.” In awbsequ%ggrder relaing to Southwestern Bell
Communications ("SBC") application under section 271 of the %g entry into the Texas long distance
market, the FCC addressed the CLECS request to be able to provide &a@serwces over the same loops
they are using to provide service to their customers through UNE-P. The FC@’@;}ncl uded that ILECs

"have an obligation to permit competing carriers to engage in line splitting over the UﬁE— P wherethe
competing carrier purchases the entire loop and provides its own splitter."”® The FCC confirmed this
obligation in its recent order that reconsidered its original Line Sharing Order.”

On May 24, 2002 the Court of Appesalsfor the Didtrict of Columbiaremanded the FCC's UNE

Remand Order and vacated and remanded the Line Sharing Order.'® Because no mandate has been

® Thelist of elementsis set forth in 47 C.F.R. §51.319.

" In the Matters of Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability and
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket Nos. 98-147
and 96-98, Third Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-147 and Fourth Report and Order in CC Docket No. 96-98 at 1 16
(Rel. Dec. 9, 1999) (“Line Sharing Order”).

® |nthe Matter of Application by SBC Communications, Inc. Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Texas CC Docket No. 00-65, Memorandum Opinion and Order at
1325 (Rel. June 30, 2000) ("SBC Texas 271 Order") (emphasis added).

° In the Matter of Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability and
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Third Report and Order
on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 98-147, Fourth Report and Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 96-98,
Third Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 98-147, Sixth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in
CC Docket No. 96-98 at 119 (Rel. Jan. 19, 2001) ("Line Sharing Reconsideration Order").

1% United States Telecom Ass'n v. FCC, 290 F.3d 415, 2002 U.S. App. LEX1S 9834 (D.C. Cir. May 24, 2002)

QWEST' SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
4 Seattle, WA 98191
Telephone: (206) 398-2500
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issued, and the FCC has not yet conducted follow-on rulemaking, Quest will continue to provide line

sharing and unbundled packet switching during this interim period. Once the remand and subsequent

court proceedings are complete, Qwest will follow those future rulings.
Q e

Q9
As Qwest has observed previoudy, the Commission is experienced in these cost docket

proceedings, and iswell aware that its decisions on the issues presented must be consistent with the law

and with the generd policies of the sate and the federal government to advance competition in the local

telecommunications markets. The Commission has, to date, been quite successful in achieving these

outcomes, and has promoted competitive entry and competition in the state to the benefit of Washington

consumers.

[11. 0,
Qwest filed TELRIC studies for numerous UNé\?and collocation servicesin Part D. These

sudies provide cost data underlying the pricing of many of the SGAT UNE recurring and nonrecurring
rate eements. (Ex. T-2020, p. 2). The cost study work papers include both paper and el ectronic copies
of each cost study. The dectronic documentation was provided on compact disc. (Ex. 2021). This
exhibit includes dl cost study caculations (e.g., Excel spreadsheets) and methodology descriptions. In
addition, the work papersinclude al of the supporting investment and expense cost models (aong with
user manuals) used to caculate investments and expensesin the studies. (Ex. T-2021, p. 3).

The Qwest TELRIC sudiesidentify the forward-looking long run direct costs that would result

from the provison of an interconnection service or network dement, plus the incremental cost of shared
facilities and operations. These Sudies identify total element costs — the average incrementd cost of
providing the entire quantity of the dement. The assumptions, methods, and procedures used in Qwest
cost studies are designed to yield the redistic, most efficient forward-1ooking costs of replacing the entire

telecommuniceations network (i.e., replacement costs). (Ex. T-2020, p. 4).

QWEST' SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
5 Seattle, WA 98191
Telephone: (206) 398-2500

Facsimile: (206) 343-4040
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Nonf’éoym ng codts are the one-time costs associated with establishing a service or providing a
UNE. These costs?m;;dly arise from specific activities or transactions that Qwest must performin
responseto aCLEC order‘fér@wce or for aUNE. Qwest has presented nonrecurring cost studiesin
this docket relating to the followi rf@i ces and network dements. the resale customer transfer charge;
certain collocation eements, including CLEC to CLEC connections, various unbundled network
elements, including the UNE platform, and; inquiry and field verifications for poles, ducts, and conduits.

The development of Quwest's nonrecurring cost studies begins with input from subject matter
experts concerning the types of tasks and activities that are necessary to establish a service or to provide
aUNE. These subject matter expertstypically are engineers or product managers. After these experts
identify the tasks that Qwest must perform, they estimate the time needed to perform each task and the
probability that the task will have to be performed. They provide these estimates using forward-1ooking
assumptions and relying on their extensive experience with the tasks and activities that are associated with
asarvice or anetwork element. (Ex. T-2020, p. 16)

The times and probability estimates that the subject matter experts develop are multiplied by the
appropriate labor rate associated with the activity. The resulting figure represents the direct costs of the
activity. Qwest's nonrecurring studies add to this amount the Commission's gpproved loadings of 19.62
percent and 4.05 percent. This same methodology underlies nonrecurring charges that this Commission

has previoudy approved.™*

G 4/ Y
8 % y

Z 0% o

provisoning and ingtallation activities based on time estimates and probabilities of occurrence of the tasks

performed to accomplish each function. The time estimates and probabilities for each task are presented

" See generally Eighth Supplemental Order: Interim Order Determining Pricesin Phase |I; and Notice of Prehearing
Conference, Docket No. UT-9603609, et al ., 1 444-482 (May 11, 1998) ("Eighth Supplemental Interim Order").

QWEST' SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
6 Seattle, WA 98191
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in detail in the ENRC work papers. The ENRC calculates the direct nonrecurring costs for each UNE
and interconnection service based on time estimates to perform tasks, probabilities that tasks will be
performed, and |abor rates associated with each job function. ENRC then applies expense factors to the
direct nonrecurring costs to provide the TELRIC for each UNE and interconnection service. Findly, an
alocation of common cogts is assigned to each nonrecurring cost dement. (Ex. T-2020, p. 13).

Other than the adjustments discussed below to comply with Commission orders, the ENRC
contains inputs based on Qwest’s current experience in processing orders and provisioning network
plant. The Qwest nonrecurring TELRIC studies identify the forward-looking, nonrecurring codts that
Qwest islikely to incur in provisoning UNEs. These studies consider the actud processing and
provisoning activities that are either in place today or scheduled to beimplemented. The studies do not
“assume away” Qwest’sred cogts by modeling theoretica provisioning methods based on future
hypothetica technologies or networks that are not deployed in Qwest’ sterritory. They do include
changes anticipated by subject matter expertsin processing and provisoning. They dso include certain
assumptions and expectations for mechanization due to the further development of OSS interfaces for use
by the CLECs. If the Studies use these assumptions, they produce results, as delineated in Exhibit 2050
that properly reflect the TELRIC principles. (Ex. T-2020, p.16). These results should be used by the
Commission to set nonrecurring prices for UNES and interconnection services.

2 %%,/

Two separate‘li@es are presented in this case concerning the use of factors. Fird, thereisthe
issue of the use of the previoudy-approved 19.62% and 4.05% to account for attributed and common
costs. Second, there isthe issue of the use of direct expense factors to account for product management,
sdes, and business fee expenses. All of these factors are used in both the recurring and the nonrecurring
cost studies submitted by Qwest in this proceeding, as they have in past proceedings.

Various parties chalenged or questioned Qwest’ s use of the previoudy-approved factors for
attributed and common costs. However, no party submitted a different proposa for these factors.

Qwest has consstently used these factors since they were gpproved in Docket Nos. UT-960369, et al.,

QWEST' SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
7 Seattle, WA 98191
Telephone: (206) 398-2500

Facsimile: (206) 343-4040
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(17th Supplementa Order, 1435). The Commission approved not only the use of the factors, but the
actua factor valuesaswell. The Commisson recently gpproved the continued use of those factorsin this
docket, in the 13th Supplemental Order in Part A.*> As noted, no party has proposed a different vaue
for attributed or common costs, and Qwest is not proposing any adjusment at this stage of the
proceeding either. Thus, Qwest believes that the continued use of the Commission-ordered vaues for the
attributed and common factors is appropriate in Part D aswell.

With regard to the other expense factors, including factors for product management, sales and
business fee expenses, WorldCom asks the Commission to require Qwest to update al of its expense
factors and include those updated values in a compliance run of the cost studies. Qwest opposes this
suggestion asill timed and unwarranted.

As Ms. Gude explained in both her rebutta and supplementa rebutta testimony, changing cost
factors from those that were devel oped, reviewed, and applied in determining costs in earlier phases of
this proceeding crestes an unacceptable lack of continuity between Qwest’s cost studies and pricing
methods and those studies and pricing procedures already addressed by the Commission. (Exs. T-2210,
pp. 5-9 and T-2212, p. 3). Additionaly, WorldCom's suggestion that cost factors be updated “ mid-
stream” does not address or remedy potentia pricing incons stencies that would be created with regard to
the prices established in earlier phases of the proceeding.

Finaly, the Part B Order™® also addressed the issue of “wholesale cost factors’, which is another
way of referring to the product management, sales and business fee expenses. In Part B, WorldCom and
the Joint CLECs chalenged these factors, contending that they were unreasonably high. In the Part B
Order, the Commission held that Qwest’ s proposed application of wholesale cost factors was

reasonable, and approved the application of those factors. (Part B Order, 1139). Those are the same

2 1n the Matter of the Continued Costing and Pricing of Unbundled Network Elements, Transport, and Termination,
Docket No. UT-003013, Thirteenth Supplemental Order; Part A Order Determining Prices for Line Sharing, Operations
Support Systems, and Collocation, (January 31, 2001) (“Part A Order”), at 1 261.

3 In the Matter of the Continued Costing and Pricing of Unbundled Network Elements, Transport, and Termination,
Docket No. UT-003013, Thirty-second Supplemental Order; Part B Order; Line Splitting, Line Sharing Over Fiber Loops;
OSS; Loop Conditioning; Reciprocal Compensation; and Nonrecurring and Recurring Rates for UNEs, (June 21, 2002)
(“Part B Order”).

QWEST’ SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7™ Ave., Suite 3206
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factors that were used in Part A and that are proposed in for usein Part D (Tr. 4326), consistent with
Ms. Gude' s testimony that the factors should be applied consistently throughout a proceeding. Thus, the
Commission should approve the use of those factorsin Part D aswell. Parties who wish to revist this

issue should be instructed to do s0 in Docket No. UT-023003.

3 4,

General Zrcf\ agments to Work Times. Qwest reviewed its cost studies for compliance with the
Commission’s previous di r&h:v)es and adjusted the timesin the current studies to reflect those required
by the Commission in the Novemt% 1999 filing, in compliance with the 8th Supplemental Order.** As
was the case in Part B, Qwest has determined to adjust the nonrecurring costs submitted in thisfiling so
that they are condstent with al of the other nonrecurring codts previoudy submitted in the compliance
filing."> Qwest has made these adjustments in spite of its belief that those prior Commission requirements
reduced order processing times in ways that are not consstent with Qwest’ s actual experience. As
Qwest has dready explained in Part B, these reductionsin order processing times reflect hypothetical
efficienciesin order processing that Qwest does not currently experience, and that may never be
achieved. Qwest has made these concessions in order to minimize the areas of dioute over its
nonrecurring costs during this phase of the proceeding.

The“ Sx-Minute” Issue. Qwest has adjusted the interconnection service center (“1SC”)
processing timein its cost studiesto reflect only six (6) minutes for each of the nonrecurring charges
where the | SC function isincluded in the cost, except in the case of CTC and UNE-P POTS. For those
elements, the current flow-throughs reflected in the ENRC result in processing times well below six (6)
minutes. (Ex. T-2020 p. 15). AsQwest has pointed out previoudy, this reduction in the ISC work time
isincons stent with Qwest’s actud experience in processing orders, and with its forward looking

edimates. Qwest notes that the Commisson recently ruled on thisissue in Part B. However, the Part B

4 Eighth Supplemental Order: Interim Order Determining Pricesin Phase |1; and Notice of Prehearing Conference,
Docket No. UT-960369, et d. (May 11, 1998), at 1474 (“8th Supplemental Order”).

> Qwest’ s nonrecurring charges reflect a 15% probability that an order will require manual plant line assignment.
Finally, for disconnections, the nonrecurring costs assume that at the central office frame two (2) minutesisrequired to
analyze an order, and three (3) minutesis required to remove ajumper.
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order was entered after the hearings were held in Part D, and Qwest therefore Smply reiteratesits Part B
position here.

One aspect of this debate that isimportant to note, however, is that Qwest has indeed kept its
commitment to reflect lower work times in its studies when those lower work times were consstent with
Qwest’ s experience and with forward looking assumptions. Thus, Qwest’s estimates have dropped from
45 minutes to 24 minutes for some orders (Tr. 4318). Additionaly, Qwest’ s proposed nonrecurring
rates for UNE-P have declined significantly from the origind Part B proposal. Thus, Qwest believes that
the Commission can have confidence that Qwest will accurately and diligently reflect forward looking
assumptionsin its nonrecurring studies, and that the Commission need not resort to artificia reductionsto
reflect unredistic expectations with regard to provisoning.

WorldCom's Proposed 50% Reduction to Work Times. WorldCom has proposed, though the
testimony of Mr. Morrison, and to some extent Mr. Lathrop, that Qwest’ swork time estimates be
reduced by approximately 50% to reflect WorldCom' s estimate of work times that would be experienced
in aan environment with a“forward looking OSS’. (Ex. T-2270, p. 7, et seq.). Qwest adamantly
opposes such an arbitrary reduction, which is not supported by the facts and which is inconsstent with
TELRIC pricing principles.

Mr. Morrison’ swildly unredistic estimates and work time reductions should be regjected for a
least 5 reasons. Firgt, Mr. Morrison is not currently performing any of the tasks about which he makes
recommendations. Second, Mr. Morrison provided no analysis or rationde for many of his adjustments,
and could not identify even when asked directly which work times he reduced and why (Tr. 4935).
Third, the specific components of WorldCom's claimed “forward looking OSS’ do not function as
WorldCom states they do. (Ex. 2182, pp. 14-15). Fourth, WorldCom's claimed “forward looking
OSS’ does not meet the standard for developing a forward-1ooking economic cost under the Act and the

FCC rules. Findly, Mr. Morrison's assumptions and assertions regarding flow through capability are
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inaccurate, unredlistic and mideading.® The third, fourth, and fifth points warrant further discussion, and
are addressed individualy below.

The specific components of WorldCom's claimed “forward looking OSS’ do not function as
WorldCom states they do. WorldCom claimed that a forward-1ooking OSS would contain automated
metalic cross connect devices, specifically the SMART-MDF. (Ex. 2295) WorldCom claimed thét this
equipment would reduce manud order provisoning and avoid the need to digpatch technicians for certain
types of orders. However, the rebutta testimony of Mr. Craig establishes that this equipment does not
function as WorldCom claims it does, does not meet basic DSL circuit requirements, may require
additional manud intervention, and falled fidd trids. (Ex. T-2182, pp. 14-15, Tr. 4659)

WorldCom' s proposed reduction of 50% for al nonrecurring work times is based on the
deployment of the equipment described above, aswell as additiona assumed “work force management”
sysemsthat it clamswould be used in aforward looking network. WorldCom reedily admitsthat al of
Qwest’s OSS are forward looking as currently deployed (Tr. 4911-2). Y et WorldCom a so contends
that additiond efficiencies could be introduced. However, WorldCom's clamed “forward looking OSS’
is not deployed by any carrier (Ex. T-2298), and has not been shown in this proceeding to be currently
available for deployment (Tr. 4959, it is*evolving technology”). Furthermore, WorldCom conducted no
andyss whatsoever to determine the costs of deployment, and presented no evidence that its proposal
was “least cost” (Tr. 4910). Even on direct examination, Mr. Morrison emphasized only that he believed
his proposal represented a “forward looking efficient network”, not one that also adheresto the “least
cost” requirement of TELRIC (Tr. 4962-3). Thus, WorldCom’s proposa regarding “forward looking
OSS’ fails to meet the requirements for being considered as a part of a TELRIC cost study.’

WorldCom' s assumptions and assertions regarding flow through capability are inaccurate,
unredigtic and mideading. They plainly fail to recognize that Qwest's flow through assumptions are

'8 |n this context, flow-through represent the percentage of orders from CLECs that are received into Qwest’ s ordering
system in electronic format and are able to be processed electronically, without the need for manual intervention from
Qwest employees. The reciprocal of that represents the percentage of ordersthat “fall out” of the systems, requiring
manual intervention from Qwest employees.

47 C.F.R. § 51.505 (b)(1) requires consideration of the most efficient technology currently available and the lowest
cost network configuration.
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dready forward looking and reflect higher flow through percentages than Qwest currently experiences.
(Exs. T-2049, pp. 5-6; T-2200, pp. 13-14, 17). In histestimony, Mr. Morrison makes various dams
about flow through capability and manua handling of orders. That testimony was offered in support of
the proposition that Qwest’ s systems are not sufficiently automated and involve too much manua
processing. However, as pointed out by Ms. Albersheim, these dlegations confuse the issue, and fail to
make a necessary distinction between ordering and provisioning. (Ex. T-2200, pp. 9-10). A correct
discussion of flow through is generdly limited to the ordering process, not provisoning. As further
pointed out by Ms. Albersheim, WorldCom mischaracterizes Southwestern Bell’ s testimony regarding
flow through rates that can be attained. WorldCom cites this testimony in support of its proposed 2% fall
out rate (98% flow through), but it is clear that the 2% applies only to orders for residential resde and
ample business sarvices. (Ex. T-2200, p. 11). Thisraeisvery much in line with Qwest’'s own
assumptions regarding Smilar types of orders. (Ex. T-2049, p. 6, describing assumptionsin Qwest’s
nonrecurring CTC and UNE-P cost studies of 99% dectronic order submission and 95% flow through).
Indeed, the Colorado Commission recently concluded that TELRIC does not require an RBOC to base
its nonrecurring cost models on unredigtic levels of eectronic flow through which would only be achieved
in anided network (T-2200, p. 14). WorldCom's demand that the Commission order Qwest to employ
such fantastic assumptions should be rejected.

c?j Q.

\~/

/
Qwest uses subject r‘?@a;er experts (SMEs) to estimate times for work items. This methodology

has been criticized by various pa‘tleﬁ’@d was recently questioned by the Commission in the Part B
Order. However, aswill be described and explained below, this methodology is the most rdliable one for
estimating forward looking work times. It is not a dap-dash exercise, nor does it involve “guessing” to
arive & an accurate estimate. The process under which the SVIEs operate is controlled and defined, and
produces reasonable work times on which the Commisson can rely. Indeed, the methodology of using
subject matter expertsin order to estimate work times is one that WorldCom has employed in this very

proceeding, except that Mr. Morrison cannot |egitimately be considered an “expert” with regard to dl of
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the items about which he offers an opinion. Additionaly, this methodology isrelied upon by both AT& T
and WorldCom in the preparation and presentation of their own nonrecurring cost mode (Tr. 4856), a
mode not presented in this proceeding.

In providing estimates of work times, Qwest’s SMEs are Smply reporting to a cost andy< their
estimates of the times and probabilities for specific work functions based on instructions thet those
estimates be forward-looking. Neither Mr. Lathrop nor Mr. Morrison is currently performing any of the
activities they evaluate (Tr. 4841, 4857-60, and 4868) whereas Qwest’s SVIES have both current
experience and knowledge of Qwest’s forward-1ooking plans.

Qwest has provided detailed backup that includes the estimates for each task of the time and
probability of occurrence for every nonrecurring charge. (Ex. C-2024) This backup often includes the
name of the person or persons providing the estimate, performing the work or supervising people who
perform thework. (Ex. T-2052, p. 4) Qwest explained to WorldCom and Mr. Morrison during a
Qwest/New Mexico Technical Conference held on February 7 and 8, 2002, that its SVIEs do not work
aonein providing estimates for the cost sudies. The explanations provided at the informal conference
were confirmed in responses to formal datarequests. (Ex. 2053). The responses are equaly applicable
in Washington. (Ex. T-2052, p. 4). While the SMEs are typicaly experienced a performing the
activities, or supervise people who perform the activities, they are indructed to obtain the information
from experts who actudly do the work, are proficient a performing the tasks, and have a minimum of one
to two years experience performing the work. The SMEs and technicians collaborate to develop the
documentation provided to the cost analyst for cost support. The experts opinions of the estimates are
determined based on key assumptions for the nonrecurring cost sudies, including the requirement that the
estimates be forward looking for 12 to 18 months. (Ex. 2053, New Mexico Staff Data Request #03-
005).

The process of determining time and probability estimates, as mentioned above, is often a
collaborative process wherein a group of experts and technicians meet to discuss the tasks and work

activities performed. (Ex. 2053, New Mexico Staff Data Request # 03-017 and 03-018). During that
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collaborative process each participant provides input, the estimates are determined, and the data resulting
from the group's consensus is provided to the cost andyst. These discussons may result in both arange
of times and averages agreed upon by the group to develop the find estimate in the collaborative process.
The SMEs ultimately provide average times and probabilities to the cost analys, but this does not mean
that ranges are not examined in determining those averages. (Ex. T-2052 pp. 4-5).

9 %

/}7@
Time and motion st?f@'}%ha/e been proposed by some parties as an gppropriate way to estimate
/¢

work times associated with nonret(:zﬁm%acti vities. Qwest does not agree that the use of time and motion
studies provides any materid benefit in esimating work timesfor TELRIC sudies. Qwest explainedinits
rebuttal testimony that time and motion studies essentidly produce an andlyss of historic or embedded
costs, which is not the cost analysis that the Commission has determined is gppropriate for determining
wholesade costs under the Act. (Ex. T-2052, p. 6).

Mr. Morrison proposes two possible solutions for the Commission. First, he suggests that the
Commission require Qwest to use properly designed time and motion studies to establish the work times
used in developing the nonrecurring charges. He does not attempt to identify in histestimony what he
believes condtitutes a* properly designed time and motion” study, nor does he explain how such studies
conform to the FCC's forward-looking TELRIC rules.

Qwest discontinued its practice of conducting time and motion studies years before the passage
of the Act, in the face of pressures to reduce costs and diminate activities that were viewed as not adding
aufficient value. Thisis, in part, because time and motion studies are mogt effective in measuring
repetitive, assembly-line type functions. Quwest’ swork activities are often complex and variable and thus
difficult or impossible to measure through direct observation. For example, Mr. Hubbard describes a
variety of circumstancesin which the actua activities that take place during cooperative testing of aloop
are very different from one test to another (Ex. T-2154, pp. 2-7). Performance of time and motion
sudies for these activities would require a great dedl of time to capture the variety of scenariosthat arise

during cooperative testing. Even then, observations recorded during a snapshot in time might not provide
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an accurate reflection of the activities actudly taking place in the red world. Therefore, Qwest believes
that it is more reliable and cogt- effective to use the forward-looking estimates provided by its experienced
SMEs. Based on their experience, the SMEs are able to devel op average times that more accurately
reflect the overdl result of avariety of tasksincluded in Qwest’s nonrecurring cost studies than would be
produced through time and motion studies.

Time and motion studies are by definition backward |ooking and based only on practices and
processes that have existed historicaly. Time and motion studies do not meet the FCC' s requirement that
TELRIC studies be forward-looking. In contrast, Qwest’s methods develop nonrecurring costs based on
forward-looking probabilities and time estimates. Qwest’s SMEs base their estimates both on their
considerable experience and their day-to-day work in the centers where the work steps are performed,
aswdl asther involvement in evauating and implementing future process and system improvementsin
their groups. The times estimated include anticipated process efficiencies and mechanization for a12 to
18 month horizon, and are based on averages for particular functions. (Ex. T-2052, pp. 6-7).

4 Z

As described abO\Z',Q@%gibel ievesthat the best way to estimate work times for purposes of
conducting a TELRIC andysis of nc%%(t;)rri ng cogtsisto rely on the subject matter experts who regularly
perform the tasks. Qwest understands the Commission’'s desire to have some sort of an externa check
or vaidation of these estimates. Qwest hasindicated that it looks at other nonrecurring rates proposed
by other companies as one tool, but that such an exerciseis difficult because each carrier structuresiits
nonrecurring rates differently, and captures different tasks in particular dements (Tr. 4321-2). Qwest has
dready explained why time and motion studies are not an appropriate estimating tool, and, for the same
reasons, does not believe that they would be an gppropriate vaidation tool either.

< oy
. A \%‘({%
y

Asdiscussed durin B of this docket, the activities required to process a cusomer transfer in

the resdle environment are virtual ﬁt\%pme as those required to convert an existing POTS customer
(S3
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from Qwest to aCLEC viaUNE-P. Therefore, Qwest has submitted new rates for the resale cusomer
transfer charge (“CTC”") that reflect the expected (improved) flow-throughs discussed below with regard
to UNE-P. Therates differ from the comparable UNE-P rates by the amount of the approved OSS cost
for resde functionaity that is currently included in the CTC charge. WorldCom asked for darification
that the CTC would only be assessed in aresae environment and not for UNE-P services. Qwest
clarified that in Ms. Maone stestimony (Ex. T-2131, p. 5). Qwest does not believe that the CTC is
otherwise disputed, and asks the Commission to approve the rates asfiled.
o] 4
Qwest has propose??hg adjacent collocation be priced on an individua case basis (“1CB”).

The rationae for that proposa |s%§‘tﬁ%&d has yet to receive arequest for adjacent collocation and
therefore does not have experience in pen‘oﬁfh @9 the work activities necessary to provide the service.
Standard costs and prices thus cannot yet be devel oped. Qwest does not believe that any party disputed
ICB pricing for this particular eement, and while Qwest is mindful of the Commission’s reluctance to
authorize thistype of pricing, it gppears as though this e ement is one which supports such pricing, at least

for now.

24
c,770
Remote Terminal Coﬁ%;;al on offers space in available remote cabinets on a Standard Mounting

Unit (“SMU") level. AnSMU is a%e%ard measurement of vertical space, in this case 1.75 inches,
within a hardened cabinet. The CLECs a?’@@@gged aflat rate on the basis of the number of SMUs their
equipment occupies within acabinet. The Remote Fgymina Collocation cost study (Ex. 2030) includes
two cost dements: collocation space, and the feeder dlstrPﬁ]@on interface (“FDI”) terminations. The
codt study identifies the materid, engineering and ingdlation I&O@@@Qs associated with various
equipment components (e.g., the cabinet, remote DSL pad, power pedestal, €fc). needed to provide the
remote termind collocation eements. The Commissionapproved factors are applied to the direct costs
to derive the TELRIC and TELRIC plus common cost.
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Collocation Space. The nonrecurring collocation space eement includes the cost of the cabinet
Space, the cost of the cabinet, and al of the work and materials associated with placement of the cabinet
and providing access to power. The cost Sudy identifies the cost of materias, engineering, solicing,
ingdlation and rights of way.

FDI Terminations. The nonrecurring FDI terminations (per 25 pair) eement includes the costs
associated with augmenting the FDI to provide the requested terminations. Thisincludes the materid,
engineering and splicing cogts associated with ingtaling a Serving Area Interface (“ SAI”) 25 pair block,
and the materia, engineering, splicing and ingalation costs associated with the cable, conduit and
innerduct required to connect the FDI to the remote collocation cabinet.

The Virtud Remote Termind study provides the nonrecurring rates for the maintenance of a
CLEC scollocation at aremote termina on an as-needed bass. The Virtuad Remote Termind cost study
(Ex. 2029) includes aflat rate for the service order and follow up for each job associated with remote

collocation and half-hourly rates for engineering, maintenance, ingtdlation and training.

9
‘(\‘
CLEC-to-CLECI n{éq)nnectl on dlows one CLEC to directly interconnect with another CLEC

within the same Qwest centrd offi ce@?oqg’l EC-to-CLEC connections are dso available when a CLEC
with multiple collocations in the same offi ce@%q&s to connect those collocations. CLEC-to-CLEC
Interconnection may involve physica to phys cd,osoplﬁfygcd to virtud, or virtud to virtud collocation. The
types of CLEC-to- CLEC connections are CLEC-to-CLEC Direct Connection and CLEC-to-CLEC
Cross-Connection. CLEC-to-CLEC Direct Connections will include both recurring and nonrecurring
cods. Only the nonrecurring eements are discussed in this section of the brief.

Direct Connection. CLEC to CLEC direct connection involves placement of a cable between
the collocations of each CLEC. The CLEC ordering the direct connection will be charged design,

engineering and ingdlation flat charges. These nonrecurring charges cover order processing,

8 A CLEC can a'so order CLEC-to-CLEC cross connections, using an intermediate distribution frame. This
arrangement utilizes Commission-determined rates for Interconnection Tie Pairs (I TPs), the costs of which were part of
the Collocation study presented in Part A of this docket (Ex. T-2100, p. 11).
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development of the price quote, and the hoursto engineer and inddl cable racking. Additiona
nonrecurring charges are assessed, if applicable, for virtual connections. This nonrecurring charge covers
the labor that connects a cable to avirtua collocation but not the cableitsdlf. If two virtud collocations
are involved, two Virtual Connections are charged. Pricesvary by type (eg., DSO per 100 connections,
DSL1 per 28 connections, and DS3 per each connection). Findly, there is anonrecurring charge, if
gpplicable, for each cable hole. This nonrecurring charge is incurred per occurrence. It coversthe labor
and materid that is required to open and close holes or dots between floors or through interior walls
designed to be compartmentalized. These holes and dots are closed with gpproved firestop materia that
meets OSHA standards and Qwest policy. (Ex. T-2100, pp. 10-11).

Qwest’ s assumptions for nonrecurring engineering time included 10 hours of engineering time,
divided into three parts— 2 hours for the Collocation Project Management Center, 5.5 hours for
Common Systems Planning and Engineering, and 2.5 hours for Forms/Follow-up. WorldCom challenged
Qwes’ s assumptions, claming that overal, these functions should only take 8 hoursto complete. This
meatter was discussed at lengthin the testimony and at hearing. However, a bottom, the issue is whether
the Commission will rely on estimates provided by people who actudly perform the work and have direct
experience with the functions necessary to design and engineer these connections, or will rely on
WorldCom' s speculation that the time estimates are too long, for reasons which are either never
articulated, or are smply wrong. For example, Mr. Lathrop opines that the 5.5-hour estimate should
redlly be 5.0 hours, because dl of the tasks listed “ should take no more than five hours” (Ex. T-2250, p.
6). However, the only support for this opinion is the (inaccurate) supposition that “ Qwest does not
necessarily conduct an ‘in-person’ walk-through” of each centra office. AsMr. Hubbard explained,
Qwest does indeed conduct such awalk-through each and every time, not only for CLECs, but for
Qwest’sown projectsaswell. (Ex T-2151, p. 8). Mr. Lathrop’s other proposed adjustments suffer
from the same flaws — they are unsubstantiated speculation by a witness with no experiencein the

process. Indeed, to the extent that Mr. Lathrop offers specific adjustments to any work times associated
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with collocation activities, it should be noted that Mr. Lathrop has not toured a Washington Centrd Office
in a least seven years. (Ex. 2264).

Cross Connections. The CLEC-to-CLEC cross connection nonrecurring charge covers
Qwedt's costs for processing the order and designing and ingtalling the cross connection between the two
CLECs. WorldCom a o criticizes the work time assumptions for these activities, claiming that the
Commission should require Qwest to develop separate charges for manua and mechanized orders,
eliminate costs associated with checking or verifying data, and reduce work times associated with both
the design function and with activities that WorldCom claims can be performed in combination with other
activities. Some of these proposals are based on the genera work time reduction arguments thet are
discussed above in connection with WorldCom' s proposed 50% reduction in work times, and should be
rejected as described in that discussion.

Qwest disagrees with WorldCom' s proposals. The reductions proposed by WorldCom are
highly speculative and unsubstantiated. For example, WorldCom criticizes the amount of time Qwest
edimates for circuit design, claiming that Qwest has used atime estimate for designing a high capacity
circuit (which is correct) and suggesting that a CLEC to CLEC connection circuit is somehow smpler to
design. This suggestion is not borne out by the record, however. Mr. Hubbard explained that even
though the CLEC provides the design layout to Qwest, Qwest till engagesin the circuit design and
engineering process as for any other high capacity circuit. (Ex. T-2151, p. 11). Mr. Lathrop assigns 20
minutes to open/create CPD, (reduced from Qwest’s estimate that the time could vary from 30 minutes to
two hours). He does not provide any information on why WorldCom rejected the estimate that was
supplied in response to a WorldCom discovery request (Ex. 2156). According to Mr. Lathrop the
CLEC to CLEC product is smple and should not require a substantial amount of time to complete.
However, the cost estimates cannot only consider one scenario (i.e., the Smplest and least expensive) if
there are other scenarios that should reasonably beincluded. WorldCom failsto consider that the
CLECsinvolved could resde on different floors within a central office or in different locations on the

same floor, and a complex route would have to be constructed, which would result in a much grester
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work time. Thetimesin Qwest’s cost Sudy reflect the average time associated with each function,
looking at al the possibilities. WorldCom'’s proposd is the best case scenario and would force ahighly
unredlistic assumption that every job is best case.
Exhibit 2050, Section 8.8, shows Qwest’s proposed rates for CLEC to CLEC connections. The
cost study is presented as Exhibit 2026.
S $

The space availabil @q;harge gpplies on anonrecurring basis to each request for a space inquiry
2

report. The space inquiry report is é’ reggrt that provides CLECs with information regarding the existing

collocation conditions within an office. Tk@tqgort provides the CLEC with (1) the number of collocators
in an office, (2) the amount of collocation space a?%@ble in an office, (3) a description of the measures
under way to make additiona space available for collocation, and (4) the modifications in the use of
space since the last report. The charge for the space inquiry report applies on a* per office’ bass each
time areport is requested.

The nonrecurring costs for the space availability report are based on costs Qwest incursto
determine if collocation space is available. The study (Ex. 2025) identifies the costs associated with work
performed in the Common Systems Planning Engineering Center (“CSPEC”) and the Infrastructure
Avallability Center (“1AC”). Thetasksthat are involved in developing and preparing these reports
include verifying exigting conditionsin the centra office, identifying available space and processing the

report.
Y, $
2 s
Collocation Space C%hgnl ng will permit CLECs, Qwest, and Qwest affiliates to option space for

I,
future collocation needs. Space r@@agon options provide the CLEC with aright of first refusa on

%
collocation space when requests are made b@&egher parties with firm collocation orders. This option
alows the CLEC to guarantee that space will be available when it is needed even if the CLEC has no
immediate collocation plans. However, if another party then makes a firm request for collocation, the

CLEC may decide to exercise its option and make its own firm request for collocation, or give up the
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spaceif it is not able to make use of the space at that time. Optioned space is offered to CLECs for
caged, cageless, and virtua collocation arrangements. Space can be optioned for transmisson equipment
for up to 1 year, circuit switched equipment for up to 3 years, or power plantsfor up to 5 years.

The nonrecurring codts for space optioning are based on costs Qwest incurs to administer
collocation space option requests. The study (Ex. 2028) identifies costs associated with gpplication
processing, feasbility determination, common space engineering, records management, and adminitration
of the fird right of refusa process.

WorldCom identified severa concerns with Qwest’s space optioning proposd. Mr. Lathrop
pointed out a probability error in the origind cost study. Qwest corrected that error and submitted a
revised rate in Exhibit 2050. However, Mr. Lathrop’s other criticism is not well taken. He suggests that
Qwest should credit some of the engineering time associated with space optioning to any subsequent
request for actua collocation. Qwest disagrees with this proposal. A credit would only be appropriate if
the engineering activities for space optioning were duplicative of engineering activities performed for an
actua collocation, and they are not. Therefore, no credit is warranted.

The space optioned is not specifically assigned nor space designated to a pecific CLEC within
the centrd office. That is, thereis no guarantee of specific spacein a centrd office based on aCLEC
having an option on space. The CLEC is merely guaranteed that an amount of desired space will be
availableif and when the CLEC isready to collocate. Therefore, as other CLECs collocatein a
particular office and space fills up, before Qwest would place a CLEC in the last available space, a
CLEC that holds a space option is provided with aright of first refusa opportunity to decide whether to
proceed with its collocation plans or give the space up to the other CLEC. During the period of time
between the request for a space option and the time a CLEC collocates in a centra office, severd years
could pass, new collocation arrangements could be in place, and any information gathered originaly for
the gpace option would no longer be vdid. Furthermore, athough engineering for a generic, non-specific
Space may require some of the same tasks, the engineering conducted once Qwest receives a firm request

for collocation is very specific to the circumstances of the request. Thus, it would be inagppropriate to
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credit any of the engineering time resulting from a space option request to the engineering time necessary
for a collocation request.

Q)

°\7/
Qwest submitted noﬁi’@g_.gm ng cogts for ingtalation and disconnection of high capacity loopsin

Part B. The Part B Order, at paragraap 150, accepted these nonrecurring charges, and Qwest has
recently filed compliance tariffs reflecting tﬁ@ ratas19 Qwest does not believe that these rates are

specificaly at issue here, but reservesthe right to F%@nd to any other party’ s brief on thisissue.

2] G

When an exigting g)\ﬁf@end user or a CLEC end-user changesto another CLEC using this
option, Qwest will disconnect the Io‘@p@d deliver it to the requesting CLEC via an Interconnection Tie
Pair ("ITP") to the demarcation point. Thls%gl on offers the CLEC the ability to coordinate the
converson activity, thus alowing the CLEC sengfﬁsa theablllty to minimize any service interruption.

The nonrecurring charge for thistype of ingallati éfmj@govers the additiona cogs that Qwest
incurs associated with the activity of coordinating the installation Wi ' <t/he CLEC. TheCLECisadeto
designate an gppointment time for the ingalation. At that time, the Qw?st Implementor/Tester will
contact the CLEC and ask if the CLEC is ready for Qwest to proceed with the conversion activity —
other words, for the ingtdlation activity to take place. If the CLEC isready, Qwest will perform the “lift
and lay” and then advise the CLEC when the "lift and lay" procedure is complete. This coordination
takes place in Qwest’s Coordinated Cut Center (“QCCC”), a center specifically designed to handle
coordinated requests from the CLEC.

2 e%} //%/)
Oneof the IﬂSId|6tIO?’?§p’[IOﬂSH%Q\N€St offersis abasic inddlation with cooperative testing.

The times and activities required to accompl |sﬁ°0@peratl ve testing are essentialy the same asthose

required for performance testing. The Smilarity in th@,work depsisevident in the “ Ingalation Option
6‘0

Comparison” chart contained in Mr. Hubbard' s testimony. (@g?;l'-2151, p. 22).

"9
9 The compliance tariffs were recently approved in the 33rd and 34th Supplemental Ordersin this docket.
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The nonrecurring study for the costs associated with performance testing was submitted in
Docket Nos. UT-960369, et d., resulting in an gpproved tariff rate that is currently in effect for Basic
Ingtallation with Testing. Quest explained the cost information upon which it was relying for the
cooperative testing charge. Additionaly, in response to Covad' s data request, Qwest provided the
relevant section of the compliance cost study filed May 18, 1998 in support of that rate. (Exs. 2065 and
T-2049, pp. 37-38).

Covad disputes Qwest’ s proposed charges, essentialy arguing that it is“forced” to order
cooperative testing in order to ensure delivery of a“good loop.” (Ex. T-2350 p. 5). Covad clamsthat if
it did not order cooperative testing, it would be provided with an unacceptable level of defective loops by
Qwest. Thus, Covad concludes that it should not be charged for cooperative testing, because Qwest has
an obligation to deliver a“good loop”. Covad's argument isincorrect for at least two reasons. First, and
most important, Covad' s argument is not supported by the facts in thisrecord. Second, Covad's
argument ignores the principle that the cost causer (i.e., the CLEC who demands testing) must pay for the
costs incurred.”

As Qwest will demondrate herein, cooperative testing is an ingtdlation option that alowsa CLEC
to perform its own tests on aloop and to decide whether the loop mests its specifications. Qwest’s cost
moded assumes that Qwest performsits own testing on the loop to ensure continuity prior to contacting
the CLEC for cooperative testing. The reasonableness of this assumption is borne out by red life
experience. Further, Covad has not demonsirated, and indeed cannot demondirate, that Qwest failsto
deliver a“good loop” in response to any Covad orders for ingtalation without cooperative testing. Thisis
true because Covad does not place orders for basic ingtalation without cooperative testing, and itsclaim
that Qwest would not ddliver a*“good loop” under those circumstances is mere speculation. It isaso true
because Qwest’ s records reflect a sgnificant percentage of loops where Qwest identified and repaired a
fault in the loop prior to contacting Covad for cooperative testing. The fact that Qwest’sand Covad's

technicians sometimes work together on an ingtdlation away thet is not identica to the assumptionsin the

% 47 CFR. §51.507(a).
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cost model does not mean that the modd isflawed. Qwest’s proposal for cost recovery for cooperative
testing is reasonable and should be approved.

The Nature of Cooperative Testing. The CLEC's specifications may be different than Qwest’s,
depending on the CLEC' s use of the loop. If the CLEC desires aloop that meets Qwest's standards and
does not need to test for its own standards, it can Smply order basic ingtallation with performance testing.
Qwest will then test the loop, provide the results and repair any faults. At the end of the process Qwest
will ether provide aloop that meets the requested specifications for the loop or affirm that no loop exists
on that route. Under this option, after receiving the loop, the CLEC can send it back if it fails those tests,
and request either adjustments of the loop ddlivered or a substitute loop. A fundamental purpose of
cooperative testing is to expedite resolution of any issues found by the CLEC and to dlow a CLEC to
determine for itsalf whether aloop meetsits own specia needs.

Contrary to the suggestionsin Mr. Cabe's and Mr. Donovan's testimony, cooperative testing can
provide substantial benefits that go beyond the basic performance testing Qwest performs by itself on
loops. Thistesting could include, but is not limited to, a Qwest technician, at ether the centrd office or in
thefield, placing tone on the line or placing a short across the circuit a the CLEC srequest. Thiswill
alow the CLEC to conduct testing from varying locations within the circuit and for the CLEC to vaidate
that the loop will meet the technica parameters of the service it intends to provide to the end user. These
additional work steps are over and above those involved in the basic ingtdlation option. In this case, the
additional work includes a cal to the CLEC to perform the cooperative testing and the performance of
the tests themselves. The testing that is being performed is the testing of two networks, the "loop™ network
of Qwest, and the additiona network of Covad. When Qwest performs the testing ahead of cooperdtive
testing, Qwest is only testing the "loop" network. The coopertive testing adds the CLEC network and
the Qwest network together, thus creating a whole network.

One of the documents provided in response to Covad' s data request No. 60 (Ex. 2155)
illugtrates this point. This document shows that the loop met specifications when tested by Qwest, but
when Covad added its network, the cooperétive test showed that the loop was too long with both
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networks. Qwest then added Total Reach (central office extension technology to extend the loop) to the
loop and it was accepted by Covad. Thisisnot an error in the testing process on Qwest's part, nor does
it establish that Qwest missed issues or failed to perform the necessary tests prior to cooperative testing
(Ex. T-2154, p. 2).

Cooperative Testing with Covad. Qwest provided information for cooperative testing on
Covad orders that were completed in the month of January 2002 (Ex. C-2366). Of the [confidentia
number] orders for cooperative testing, Qwest identified and fixed [confidential number] loops (27%)
prior to the cooperative test with Covad. (Confidentia numbers can be found in Ex. CT-2151, p. 23).
Thisinformation establishes that Qwest is properly conducting pre-tests on the loops prior to contacting
the CLEC for cooperdtive testing.

Covad' s assartion that Qwest uses cooperative testing as a means of compensating for
inadequate basic ingdlation is smply wrong. The performance test that Qwest performs on dl loopsis
designed to test the facility and its ability to transport a specific Sgnd. The performance tests are
conducted only on that portion of the loop that is actualy a part of Qwest's network, and establishes that
the loop mests industry standards.

In genera, and Covad appears to be no exception to this rule, CLECs smply place every order
with cooperative testing and ask Qwest to re-perform the performance test with the CLEC on the line.
Thisisthe most popular of the cooperative tests requested and is generaly not performed any differently
with the CLEC on the line than it is Qwest contacts the CLEC. The second most popular requested test
isa"loop-back” test. Thisdlowsthe CLEC to includeits network in the facility and to ensure continuity
from the CLEC switch out. Thisisafull facility test (which means that both the CLEC network and
Qwest network areincluded in the test). Cooperative testing is solely at the CLEC's direction. (Ex. T-
2151, p. 24).

Mr. Cabe has selected and highlighted only a very few loop orders out of the significant number

that were reviewed and provided in discovery. He uses these orders as proof of what Covad apparently

QWEST’ SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7™ Ave., Suite 3206
o5 Seattle, WA 98191

Facsimile: (206) 343-4040

Telephone: (206) 398-2500



© 00 N o g A~ w N P

N NN NN NN P B P B B PP PP
o g & W N B O © © N o o » W N P O

camsisapersstent pattern. However, these orders do not support Mr. Cabe's conclusions. For
example

Exhibit C-2359 shows that Qwest performed its origind test prior to the cooperative test with
Covad. At that time, Qwest detected a defective buried service wire in the network and placed the order
in jeopardy while the wire was being replaced. When the cooperative test was performed, it was
discovered that there were two cross-connects that needed to be placed within the centrd office. It
cannot be determined why the cross-connect issue was not discovered at the same time as the defective
wire. What can be determined is that Qwest does perform pre-testing, or the defective wire would not
have been discovered. Thisis not a Situation where Qwest failed to test the loop.

Exhibit C-2360 isaportion of atest record that was provided in discovery. Therecord
demondtrates that a problem was found during cooperative testing (a"bad heet coil). Covad clamsthat
Qwest overlooked this problem. However, Mr. Hubbard explained how this could have occurred in a
manner consistent with Qwest performing a pretest (Ex. T-2154, p. 4). During a pre-test, the central
office technician has to remove the heat coil to place atest cord in the same place that a heet coil goes.
Thus, the defective heet coil would not have been discovered until the cooperative test. As Qwest
explained, if this had occurred in aretail environment, the same thing would likely have happened, except
that the end-user customer would have discovered that there was a problem with the line (Tr. 4521). In
ether case, thiswas Smply one of those occasionsin the network where something went wrong in away
that could not have been predicted or discovered before it happened.

Exhibit C-2361 is another portion of atest record. Thisrecord illustrates a Stuation where a
Qwest technician was performing a pre-test and thought the testing showed some bridged tap (“BT”) on
theline. The technician then contacted Covad and asked the Covad technician to verify if Covad
detected service-afecting BT on theline. The Covad technician could not see any BT and accepted the
loop. It isnot necessarily quicker to contact Covad in thistype of Situation, as Mr. Cabe asserts, to have
apre-test done by Covad. Qwest was dready testing the line and wanted to know if Covad detected the
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sameissue. Thisisanorma variation from the process modeled in the cost Sudy, and certainly is
cong stent with a conscientious technician wanting to verify that the loop would work.

Testing in the Field v. Cost Model Assumptions. Mr. Cabe references four other ordersin his
testimony (Exs. C-2362-5). Indl the ordersthat Covad had in January, Mr. Cabe has found afew that
may have been completed out of process or were not documented correctly. Qwest strives to make sure
that the technicians work within the process (Tr. 4525). Sometimes within the course of testing Qwest
does contact the CLEC and request that the CLEC test aloop prior to the cooperative test date to
ensure that the loop would work to the CLEC' s specifications. Ms. Million addresses the difference
between a cost model and real world experiences, and describes how a cost mode is based on averages
of work completed and how, sometimes, the real world deviates from acost modd. (Ex. T-2052 p. 6).

Finaly, but perhaps most importantly, there are two points essentid to the integrity of Covad's
arguments, and on both of those points, the conclusons weigh in favor of Qwest’s position. Covad
clamsthat it orders coopertive testing because it will not get a“good loop” if it only ordersabasic
ingtalation. However, Covad was unable to establish that loops ordered without cooperétive testing
failed, because Covad' s witness on this subject had no knowledge about whether Covad ever ordered
loops without cooperative testing. (Tr. 5008). Further, Covad's expert agreed that there were many
loop orders on which the pre-testing, testing, and delivery process worked exactly as Qwest described it,
including ddlivery of a“good loop” for cooperative testing (Tr. 5010-11). Thus, it isclear that the
anomal ous examples Covad sdlected as evidence that the process did not work as described were just
that — anomdlies, not characteristic of the cooperative testing process.

Y, 1, T

Qwest proposes a nd?mecmi[rl ng charge for ingtalation and disconnection for DS3 to DS1

multiplexing. When aCLEC ordersﬁ@ to DS1 multiplexing from Qwest, the CLEC isrecaiving a
"gand-done’ multiplexer. "Stand-aone’ rﬁ&nsthat al 28 DS1's and the DS3 must be provisioned to
terminate within a CLEC's collocation facilities. Because the CLEC is ordering a stand-adone multiplexer

and is not ordering unbundled e ements at the same time, Qwest must process the request for DS3 to
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DS1 multiplexing as 29 separate orders. Therefore, a single multiplexing charge is assessed for the 29
Separate orders. (Ex. T-2100, p. 21).

Multiplexing was aso consdered in Part B, & different transmisson levels (DS1 to DO in Part
B, compared to the higher speeds presented here). In paragraph 162 of the Part B Order, the
Commission approved Qwest’ s nonrecurring rates for multiplexing. The nonrecurring study presented in
Part D was conducted in the same manner as the Part B study, and these rates should be approved as
well.

4 Do

Qwest has withdrawn ﬁ@proposd for UDIT/EUDIT ratesin this proceeding. (Ex. E-2129,
erratato Kennedy testimony deleti ngi’%g 17 line 7 through page 21 line 16 of Ex. T-2100). Qwest has
complied with the Commission’sorder in Dgf:ket Nos. UT-003022/003040, where the Commission
required Qwest to iminate the distinction between UDIT and EUDIT pricing, and has filed compliant
ratesin both its SGAT and its wholesdle tariff, WN U-42, Section 3.1 L. Assuch, Qwest does not
believe that there are issues that need to be decided in Part D in connection with UDIT/EUDIT.

7, NN,

R 0}’

Qwest’ s dark fiber rate de‘?ﬁ%s in Part D provide CLECs the option to obtain single strand

increments for al unbundled dark fiber ratefelﬁnentsflled on aper-pair bassin Part B of this docket (i.e.
fiber loop, transport, cross connect and termi natfgrﬁg )Qwest is aso introducing nonrecurring charges for
field verification-engineering and dark fiber splice. Feld verification - enginearing isastep in thefied
verification/quote preparation (“FV/QP’) process that identifies additional engineering record searches
for splice locations and splicing availability. Thisrate is charged up front but deducted from the FV/QP
when asingle spliceis available and the CLEC requests Qwest to move forward with the process. (Ex.
T-2100, p. 22).

2% Oq,/r
A,
Qwest will accommd aCLECsrequest for access to a Qwest fiber UNE-loop or subloop.

In doing so, Qwest will prowdeaﬂﬁ@qstubfrom an accessible splice point when unspliced fiber (non

s,
0§9)
7
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ribbon) is available. If space permits, the CLEC may use this fiber stub for making itsfiber splice. (Ex.
T-2100, p. 22). A nonrecurring charge applies for Dark Fiber Splice.

wy L

v,
The unbundled local l%gsm switching dement includes the facilities connecting the trunk

digtribution frames to the tandem sﬁff(&a and al functions of the switch itsdlf, including those fadilities thet
establish atemporary transmission path b%t\ﬁ@ two other switches. Thelocd tandem switching
elements aso include the functions thet are centrdlzég inlocal tandem switches rather than end office
switches, such as cdl recording, the routing of calsto operator services, and signaling converson
features. (Ex. T-2130, p. 3)

Nonrecurring charges apply if the CLEC chooses to purchase use of aDS1 trunk port,
terminating at a DS1 demarcation point on aloca tandem switch.?* Each DS1 tandem trunk port
includes a subset of 24 DS0 channels capable of supporting local message type traffic and incurs a
nonrecurring charge to establish both the first and each additiona trunk group member. Thoserates are
shown in Exhibit 2050 at Section 9.10. (Id., p. 4).

o %r

Accessto unbundled I’&%szvitchi ng encompasses line-sde and trunk-sde facilities, plusthe
features, functions and capabiilities of the switch. The features, functions, and capabilities of the switch
include the badic switching function, as well as the same basic capabilities that are available to Qwest’s
end-user cusomers. Unbundled loca switching also includes accessto vertica features that the switchis
cgpable of providing, aswell as any technically feasble customized routing functions. (Ex. T-2130, p.4).
Specific nonrecurring charges for various aspects of the local switching eement are discussed below.

2! |_ocal tandem switching is billed on a per-minute-of-use basis in accordance with the rates previously ordered by the
Commission in Docket Nos. UT-960369, et .
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2

e

Certain of the verti % 'f@ures require additiona activities by Qwest personnd in order to
become activated in the switch. Tﬁé(e‘rore nonrecurring charges have been developed in the ENRC (Ex.

2023) to reflect the additiona costs that res?wbyom those activities.
O \7@
9 S

A nonrecurring subﬁu)ent order charge applies to recover the cost of processing an order when

a CLEC requedts additiond vemcd 6’wa;;ch featuresto an exiding port. The chargeisligted in Exhibit

9@
2050, Section 9.11.1.4. (S
9060
S,

s X
7 oy, “z

Qwest proposes nor{ragjrrl ng charges for theflrst port and each additiond port. The
nonrecurring charges are included m‘E»;hl bit 2050. Basc Rate Interface Integrated Services Digitdl
Network (“BRI-ISDN”) isadigita archlteﬁlsge that provides integrated voice and data capability on a 2-
wireloop. A BRI-ISDN Port isaDigitd 2B+D (i@gerer Channdsfor voice or dataand 1 Delta
Channd for 9gndling and D Channdl Packet) line-sde switch connection with BRI-ISDN voice and data
basic dements. Smilar to the andog line port, the digita line port includes vertica switch featureslisted in
Exhibit 2050. In addition to the basic vertica switched features, the premium digita line port provides
Centrex Management System, Conference Cdling - Meet Me, Conference Calling - Preset, and
Conference Cdling - Station Did. Each of these functionsis described in more detail in Exhibit T-2130.

V) Q@k

Qwes offersthe folld\m,;}g types of trunk ports:

DSI Local Message Trunﬁ@&(t A DS1 trunk port isaDSL1 trunk side switch port that is
extended to the trunk main digtributing fraﬁé@d is connected to the demarcation point through an ITP.
Each DS1 trunk port includes a subset of 24 DSO é@nels capable of supporting loca message type
treffic.

Unbundled DSL PRI ISDN Trunk Port (Supporting Direct Inward Dial/Direct Outward
Dial/Private Branch Exchange (* DID/DOD/PBX”)). A DS1 Trunk Port isa DS1 trunk-sde switch
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port terminated a a Digita Cross Connect Panel (“DSX1”) or equivaent. Each DS1 trunk port includes
asubset of 24 DSO channdl's capable of supporting DID/DOD/PBX type traffic.

DS3 and OCN Trunk Ports. These may be ordered viathe Special Request Process.

Qwest proposes the nonrecurring charges for trunk ports aslisted in Exhibit 2050. Thereisa
nonrecurring charge for the digita trunk port, aswell as nonrecurring charges for the establishment of the

first and each additiona message trunk group member associated with the digital trunk port.

Y R 22
S *Z

The nonrecurring chﬁﬁ are supported by Exhibit 202/3 Qwest does not believe that any party
contested its proposa for DO andl 8§/tgunk ports, but will address thisissue on reply if necessary.

s
7
Z Q’/ 6} <2
Q‘ 6‘0

Customized routing éﬁ@$&s the CLEC to o?rect particular classes of callsto specific outgoing

trunks that will permit the CLEC to 6{@/ ideits own interoffice facilities or select among other providers of
interoffice facilities, operator services and cﬁzﬁegtory assstance. Customized routing is a software function
of aswitch that dlowsaCLEC to dagnateapa’tjcular outgoing trunk that will carry certain classes of
traffic originating from the CLEC' s end users. For example, this product alows a CLEC the ability to
haveitsend users originating Directory Assistance (“DA™) and Operator Services (“OS’) cdls routed
differently than Qwest end users when both parties originate cals from the same Qwest end office switch
and did the same digits. Customized routing may be ordered as an application with Resade, or
Unbundled Loca Switching and UNE-P combination services.

Customized routing applications are unique to each CLEC. However, Qwest has developed a
“slandardized” offering for which it proposes that it assess nonrecurring charges based on the
development and ingtalation of customized line class codes. For Directory Assistance or Operator
Services routing only, Quwest will assess a nonrecurring charge for the development of a customized line
class code, and a second nonrecurring charge per ingdlation per switch. All other customized routing is

designed to specifically meet the requirements of each CLEC and is charged on an individua case basis.
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Customized routing, if provided by the ILEC, exempts the ILEC from the requirement to offer
operator services and directory assistance as UNES. In the UNE Remand Order, the FCC Stated clearly
that OS and DA to no need to be provided on an unbundled basis when the ILEC offers customized
routing.. Qwest's customized routing offering in this case meets that requirement. Additionally, it is
clear that the FCC did not specify in its order that access to customized routing had to be provided at
dandard TELRIC rates. While the custom nature of customized routing makes a solid case for ICB
(individua case basis) rates, Qwest has submitted standard nonrecurring rates for developing line class
codes on a per-line-class-code bas's, and ingaling line class codes into switches on a per-switch basis.

These charges are developed in the ENRC, Exhibit 2023. 1t will be up to the CLEC to
determine how many line class codes are necessary and in how many switches it wants them ingtaled. All
other customized routing will continue to be priced as ICB. With standard TELRIC pricing of customized
routing in place, it is difficult to imagine how the rates for Operator Services and Directory Assstance
could gtill be amatter for debate.

Qwest’ s nonrecurring charges for its slandardized offering recover costs associated with the one-
time activities necessary to develop and deploy aline class code (“LCC”) asfollows. When a CLEC
requests Qwest’ s customized routing, it provides information necessary for Qwest to establish and deploy
an LCC by end officelocation. Thisinformation includes: 1) the type of calswill be alowed or blocked
(such aslocd, IntraLATA, InterLATA, Operator Services, Directory Assstance, toll free, 976 and 911);
2) the originating class of service desired (such as measured or flat rate); 3) the terminating class of
service desired (such as multiparty service); and, 4) the routing and screening data (such as billing and
diding plan) the CLEC wantsto use.

Qwest then develops and assigns the unique three digit dphanumeric LCC that can only be used
by the requesting CLEC for its end user cusomers. The LCC will reference dl the above information
and determine the correct routing for any given end user customer cal. Upon completion of LCC
development, the CLEC specifies individua Qwest switches for deployment. Each Qwest switch hasan

2 UNE Remand Order at 1441, 442; 47 C.F.R. §51.319(f).
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embedded software matrix of data parameters used in processing callsthat are unique to that switch.

Data parameters that gpply to LCCs are routing, trunking and screening. Therefore, when implementing a
new Line Class Codein a Qwest switch, Qwest isrequired to change the existing switch specific
routing, trunking and screening deta®® Each data parameter must be modified to correctly provision the
new LCC and is unique to the switch where the LCC is to be implemented.

Notwithstanding Qwest’ s offering, WorldCom continues to make an issue of customized routing.
WorldCom clams that Qwest has failed to meet its needs for customized routing, athough up until afew
weeks before the Part D hearing, WorldCom had never requested any form of customized routing from
Qwest. At thetime of the hearing, WorldCom had requested customized routing, but WorldCom's
request was not for Qwest’ s standardized offering. As Mr. Craig explained, what WorldCom requested
was “411 presubscription”, something entirely different from customized routing. (Tr. 4729). 411
presubscription is an industry-wide issue that the FCC is currently considering. 1d. Nevertheless, Qwest
has committed to work with WorldCom to seeif thereis away to implement atype of customized routing
over WorldCom'sfeature group D (“FGD”) trunks. AsMr. Craig o explained, Qwest iswilling to
implement the terms of WorldCom' s interconnection agreement. That agreement provides that
WorldCom may useits unique FGD trunks for customized routing (Ex. 2057; Tr. 4730-1). Thusfar,
however, WorldCom has requested customized routing over shared trunks, not unique trunks. Thus,
there are significant issues that remain to be resolved between the parties. Additiondly, WorldCom's
proposed solution for customized routing was shown at the hearing to require significant additional
investment per switch, and ultimately would only work on Lucent switches. (Ex. 2194; Tr. 4741-4).
Fewer than haf of Qwest’s centra officesin Washington contain the Lucent 5E switch that WorldCom's
proposal addresses. (TR. 4744).

Contrary to WorldCom'’ s assertion, there isno “standard” timeframe for Line Class Code

deployment. Since the cods to develop and implement customized routing will vary gregily from switch

% cCurrently, Qwest has four different switch types manufactured by three different switch vendors deployed
throughout its network. Each of the four switch types require different implementation intervals depending on the
number and combination of different parameters that must be accessed before the appropriate data can beinput. (Ex.
T-2182,p. 9)
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to switch, and by specific CLEC request, standardization of pricing at this stage would be premature and
therefore ingppropriate. Additionaly, WorldCom may be confused as to the function of Line Class
Codes. Line Class Codes only determine what digits can and cannot be dialed by the end user customer,
how to route dided digits, and how to bill the end user customer for the digits dided — as suggested by
the name, line class codes are a line-side attribute of the network.

Feature Group D, onthe other hand, is a trunk-sde switching arrangement that functions
independently of Line Class Codes. Fegture Group D is a service generdly associated with equa access
arrangements. It is an originating switched access service that dlows end user customersto accesslong
distance providers networks, or Interexchange Carriers on ether a pre-subscribed basis (1+ diding) or
by diding 1010XXX.

Implementation of customized routing onto FGD trunks would face certain obstacles that would
need to be addressed by Qwest and the requesting CLEC. FGD uses industry standard Equal Access
SS7 sgnding protocols. Customized routing, on the other hand, routes CLEC Operator Service and
Directory Assstance cdls usng industry standard traditional signding. These differencesin sgnding
create incond stencies when gathering data for accurate ordering, provisioning, billing, and maintenance of
these facilities. Of mgor concern to Qwest, and of major impact to WorldCom, would be the fact that
FGD trunks generdly terminate at an Access Tandem and not at the end office as would be the case for
customized routing. Qwest’s customized routing functions occur at the end office and at present these
cdls can not be “tandemed.” Qwest is unaware of any signaling technology that would dlow for the
routing of these types of cdlsto any type of tandem switch. Thus, WorldCom would have to extend its
FGD trunks beyond the access tandem to the end office at substantial expense to WorldCom. These are
some of the issues that Qwest iswilling to discuss with WorldCom in order to attempt to implement

WorldCom' s nonstandard request for customized routing across FGD trunks.

Y Q

”’b

Common Channd Sﬁ?‘g;ng/Sgndlng Sydem 7 (“ SS77) provides multiple pieces of sgnading
information viathe SS7 network. Tﬁ’s;ggndmg information includes, but is not limited to, specific

Q//O
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information regarding calls made on associated Feature Group D trunks and/or LIS trunks, Line
Information Database (“LIDB”) data, Loca Number Portability, Custom Loca Area Signaling Services
(CLASS), 8XX st up information, cal set up information and trangent messages.

Nonrecurring charges for CCS/SS7 include: (1) Common Channel Signaling Access Service
(“CCSAC”) Options Activation charge for basic trandations and (2) CCSAC Options Activation charge
for database trandations. Both activitiesincur nonrecurring charges for the first activation and for each
additiona activation, per order.

Advanced Intelligent Network (“AIN”) isacall-related database platform that enables
telecommunications companies to provide customized incoming and out-going cal management services.
Qwest offers AIN Customized Services, AIN Platform Access and AIN Query Processing, as described
more fully in Exhibit T-2130, pp. 13-15. The nonrecurring rates for AIN Customized Services and AIN
Patform Access will be determined on an individua case basis. Chargeswill be assessed in accordance
with the specific service requested by the CLEC. 1CB pricing is appropriate for AIN services because
the feature functiondity of the service is defined by the CLEC.

y

Miscdllaneous noﬁren%qgl ng charges are intended to cover the costs of additional engineering,
labor and testing when incurred by @@g at the request of the CLEC. Miscedlaneous charges may be
assessed when, &t the direction of aCL Eé\\ W@g:k activity isrequested that is not part of the nonrecurring
charges normaly associated with a product. Gener’@]y, overtime charges will apply when the CLEC
requests that work be performed by Qwest technicians before 8:00 am., after 5:00 p.m., or on a
Saturday. Premium charges will apply when the CLEC requests that work be performed by Qwest
technicians on a Sunday or holidays. (Ex. T-2100, pp. 23-24).

Qwest proposes to introduce an additiona dispatch charge, date change and design change
elements. A nonrecurring charge would apply when, at the request of the CLEC, a Qwest technician is
dispatched an additiona time to a CLEC designated location. A date change nonrecurring charge would

apply when the CLEC changes a previoudy established due date for service. Such a change necessitates
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the issuance of anew service order. A nonrecurring charge would apply when a design change occurs
that requires an engineer’ sreview. Such design changes may include a change of end user premises, the
addition or deletion of optiond fegtures or functions, or a change in the type of transport termination.
(Id., p. 25).

Qwest will bill gppropriate maintenance of service charges for dispatched work done by Qwest
where the trouble is found to be on the end user’ s sde of the NID or the trouble isfound to be in the
CLEC's portion of the network. Miscellaneous charges may a so be assessed when the CLEC authorizes
Qwest to repair the trouble on the CLEC' s behdf. Qwest will charge the CLEC the appropriate
additiona labor charges from thislist of miscellaneous charges in addition to the maintenance of service

charge.

Y % U’bé

UNE-Pinvolvesthe prO\?t%pn of UNE combinationsto CLECs. The UNE platform conssts of
ether 1) UNEsdready exiging in combl nc-yéon to serve exigting customers, or 2) combinations of UNES
not previoudy combined to serve new customer§a For example, UNE-P POTS sarvice includes the
aggregation of UNES that comprise basic exchange service, including the unbundled loop, shared
trangport and switching.

Y G2

ES ('0/;1/
Qwest presented some ngn@:urrl ng rates for UNE-Pin Part B of this docket. Since then,

Qwest has developed nonrecurring costs Q)g\énaﬂy other types of UNE combinations. In addition, the
rates proposed for UNE-P POTS (existing ser\ﬁ&g) in Part B were based on the Commisson’s
previoudy established rates for the Customer Transfer Charge, less an amount the Commission alowed
for resale Operationa Support Systems (OSS) costs. Those rates for UNE-P POTS did not reflect the
flow-throughsin the ordering process that Qwest expectsto achieve. Therefore, Qwest submitted new
rates for UNE-P in order to better reflect its forward-1ooking expectations with regard to OSS in these
nonrecurring rates. That particular rate element has aready been approved in the Part B Order, as
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Qwest agreed to accept Commission consderation of the rate element in the earlier part of the
proceeding. (Part B Order, 1 142-3).

Qwest has prepared a nonrecurring cost study that identifies the costs associated with the
provison of UNE-Pfor POTS (including Centrex, PAL and anadog PBX), PBX DID Trunks, ISDN-
BRI and ISDN PRI. In addition, this study identifies the nonrecurring costs associated with providing
combinations of design type services. These costs are summarized in Exhibit 2050, and are caculated in
the ENRC study, Exhibit 2023. This cost study identifies the nonrecurring costs incurred by Qwest to
convert existing customers to UNE-P and the nonrecurring costs to provide new UNE-P service.

The UNE-P POTS nonrecurring cost study identifies the nonrecurring costs incurred by Qwest to
convert an existing POTS service customer to UNE-P POTS. The cogts are identified separately for
mechanized and manual®* orders and include the order-related costs incurred by the ISC. For
mechanized UNE-P POTS orders, ENRC assumes that orders will flow-through eectronicaly 95% of
thetime,

The UNE-P Exigting nonrecurring cogts for the PBX DID, ISDN BRI and ISDN PRI dements
are cdculated in asmilar manner, but include additiona work activitiesin the 1ISC, aswdll asthe design
center. For example, asmall percentage of ISDN BRI orders require manua handling by the design
center. These eements do not have a separate manua and mechanized cost, and there is no flow-through
assumed for the ISC in the study. Instead, Qwest has assgned Six minutes of order processing timein the
ISC, in order to be consstent with previous Commission decisons on thisissue. Time estimates provided
by Qwest’s SMEs indicate that the amount of time in the ISC for processing orders for these dementsis
expected to range from 25.5 to 28.5 minutes for the first dement ordered. (Ex. T-2020 p. 11). Thisis
due to the complexity of the services being ordered. Although the ENRC reflects sx minutes for these
functions, the back-up documentation (Ex. C-2024) provides detailed support for the activities and

estimates of time that Qwest expectsit to take to process orders.

# Mechanized orders are those orders Qwest receives from the CLECs el ectronically, while manual orders are those
orders Qwest receives from the CLECs viafax.
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The UNE-P POTS nonré\%,;lng cost study identifies the nonrecurring costs incurred by Qwest to

provide new service via UNE-Pto aCLE@\ I n this case, the customer location does not have existing
sarvice. The costs are identified separately for rsﬁ@gaﬁl zed and manud orders with a 95% flow-through
assumption for mechanized orders. New UNE-P PO‘IZS sarvice includes the order-related costsincurred
by the 1SC and Loop Provisoning Center (“LPC”), dong with the cost to place jumpersin the centra
office, and to dispatch field technicians, if necessary. (Ex. T-2020, p. 12).

Thisrate dement is one of these sngled out by WorldCom for chalenge in Mr. Morrison’'s
testimony. Mr. Morrison's proposed adjustments to the work timesfor “UNE-P POTS New” illustrate
just how unsupported WorldCom’s proposa is. In Ex. C-2271, Mr. Morrison presents a Spreadsheet
with adjustmentsin column “F’ showing proposed 50% reductionsin work times. However, when
asked, Mr. Morrison could not specify whether Qwest’ swork times were overstated, or if the probability
of occurrence wastoo high. (Tr. 4934-5). Nor did he offer any reasons for the proposed reductions,
ether in histestimony or during the hearing (Tr. 4936). Thus, Qwest is unable to more specificaly
respond to this proposa, other than to reiterate the discussion in support of Qwest’s use of subject matter

experts who are actudly familiar with the tasks in order to properly estimate work times.

¥ Y »
Qwest will provide lffﬁbwdled packet switching ("UPS") pursuant to the FCC rules® These
UPS channds are available only wh%@?west isproviding asmilar service to its own retail cusomers
through remote DSLAMs at the end of Qw%\fl ber feeder. In addition, there must be no space for a
CLEC to collocate asmilar DSLAM and no alter%ye DSL service through adirect copper loop
between the customer and the CLEC. Thediscussion the is limited to the nonrecurring rates for

unbundled packet switching. Covad's claims with regard to whether Quwest has chosen the least cost

% ExT-2130 at pp. 19-20. InUnited States Telecom Ass'n v. FCC, 290 F.3d 415, 2002 U.S. App. LEX1S9834 (D.C. Cir.
May 24, 2002); the D.C. Circuit recently remanded these rules to the FCC. Because no mandate has been issued, and
the FCC has not yet conducted follow-on rulemaking, Qwest will continue to provide line sharing and unbundled
packet switching during thisinterim period. Once the remand and subsequent court proceedings are compl ete, Qwest
will follow those future rulings.
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network design will be addressed in the section on recurring charges for unbundled packet switching,
below.

Nonrecurring cogts for the work activities involved in provisoning the DSI/DS3 ATM switch
interface port(s) necessary to connect the unbundled packet switch customer channel are calculated in the
ENRC (Ex. 2023). Nonrecurring costs are also calculated for work activities necessary to connect the
unbundled packet switch customer channd and the distribution subloop at an established FCP
arrangement. The nonrecurring charges vary depending on the way the CLEC chooses to purchase the
distribution subloop. Ms. Maone discusses three possible alternatives the CLECs have to purchase
distribution plant, either from Qwest or from another CLEC. (Ex. T-2130 pp. 18-19). Qwest proposes
anon-recurring charge for each of the three distribution loop options. The proposed recurring rates and
non-recurring charges may be found in Exhibit 2050.

Ms. Million discusses the nonrecurring costs for the work activities involved in provisoning the
DS1I/DS3 ATM switch interface port(s) necessary to connect the unbundled packet switch customer
channd (Ex. T-2020, p. 30). Thereisaso adiscusson of the activities necessary to connect the
unbundled packet switch customer channd and the distribution subloop at an established FCP
arrangement. The costs for this element are based on three possible dternatives the CLECs have to
purchase distribution plant, either from Qwest or from another CLEC. These dementswereincluded in a
supplementd filing in the nonrecurring cost study labeled Exhibit 2048.

% Q';@o

Qwest believesthat ﬂﬁQFCC sUNE Remand Order exempts Operator Services and Directory

Assgtance from TELRIC pricing agwgnbundled network element so long as Qwest provides CLECs
with access to customized routing.”® If an g’m@t is exempt from TELRIC pricing under the FCC's
rules, Qwest believesthat it has the right to price %h sarvices at market rates. Qwest has submitted

standard nonrecurring rates for customized routing, developed in accordance with TELRIC principles.

% UNE Remand Order at 1441.
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Thus, the rates for Operator Services and Directory Assistance are not properly an issuein this
proceeding.

Because Qwest provides access to customized routing, and because operator services and
directory assistance are compstitive services, the FCC's UNE Remand Order exempts OS and DA from
TELRIC pricing asaUNE. Thisexemption extends, aswell, to cal branding for those services. If the
FCC determines, asit hasin the case of OS and DA, that TELRIC pricing is not required the ILECs are
free to establish market pricing for aservice.

Therefore, Qwest has submitted a market rate for the cal branding and set-up associated with
OSand DA inits SGAT. Egablishing anon-TELRIC based rate for cal branding is entirely appropriate
under the FCC'srules. The $10,500 rate for call branding is the result of aretail study based primarily
on the charges Qwest incurs with an outside vendor each time a CLEC requests the service. Qwest has
not provided this study or the attendant documentation in this proceeding because it considered this
sarvice to be the subject of market, rather than TELRIC, pricing.

X,
Theissuesthat arise Qnder this heading are discussed in Section 111.B.3.t) Directory Ligtings,

/
2
below. %

Y O,o&
Qwest isnot aware o‘?‘ @y issues that arise independently under this heading that have not already
been addressed in section bb. Dlrecgfory Assistance/Operator Services, above. Qwest reservesthe right

to address any such issues raised by other partiesin the reply brief.

% %
Qwest filed revised r(éi@for al of these dementsin this proceeding. Some of the rate elements
were considered in Part B aswell. CF‘IJ@};\/ever as Qwest reviewed these ements, it determined that
updates were necessary. The update enconﬁb@d al nine of the nonrecurring chargesin this category
including those that were previoudy submitted in % B. Product management and network convened a

Y
group of SMIEsto discuss the activities necessary for ea:Fﬁgggctl on, the times required to perform the
\’0
7
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activities and the probability that the activities would occur. Qwest’s analys's has enabled it to develop
and produce costs for these e ements as presented in Exhibits 2046 and 2050.

Access to poles, ducts and rights-of-way (“ROW”) provides CLECs the ability to attach facilities
to Qwest-owned or controlled poles, ducts, and ROW in order to provide telecommunications services.
Accessis available on afirgt-come, fird-served basis to existing facilities that are not alocated for repair,
emergency or projectsin progress. The nonrecurring charges are associated with the nonrecurring
activities that occur when Qwest acts on a CLEC' s request for access and checks its databases and field
locations to ascertain the availability of space at the location or route requested.

WorldCom chalenges Qwest’s cost study asiit relates to poles, ducts, and rights-of-way. Just as
with the collocation rate dements, Mr. Lathrop reduced the time for certain functions that Qwest
performs. He provided no information to back up his clams— only his opinion that Qwest has oversated
the times, without any experience in conducting the activities at issue.

Set forth below is a description of the stepsthat go into each function as it relates to poles, ducts,
and rights-of-way. Thereafter, Qwest will address specific adjustments and recommendations proposed
by WorldCom.

The nontrecurring elements associated with the poles, ducts and ROW products are:

Pole Inquiry Fee, per inquiry;

Innerduct Inquiry Fee, per inquiry;

ROW Inquiry Fee;

ROW Document Preparation Feg;

Field Verification Fee, per Pole;

Field Verificaion Fee, per Manhole;

Panner Verification, per Manhole;

Manhole Veificaion Inspector, per Manhole; and
Manhole Make-Ready Inspector, per Manhole.
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Pole Inquiry. This processinvolves the necessary step of having Qwest’s CPMC review the
CLEC srequest for completeness. During this task, Quwest prints all associated e-mails and formsfrom
the CLEC to start aworking file. The CPMC searches the database for the appropriate CLLI code.
Theinformation is entered into a database and anew job is crested. The new job includes dl Billing
Account Number (“BAN”) information, CLEC information, and due dates. The Qwest CPMC will dso
provide the wholesale account team with the name and the contact number for the appropriate loca field
engineer for joint vaidation of the polesand route. All of thisinformation is then sent to the design
engineer in the field. Once the design engineer receives the package from the CPMC, the engineer
reviews the package and coordinates with the CLEC to set up ajoint meeting.

The project management center also makes a telephone cal to the appropriate design engineer to
make sure the engineer has received the work package. The project management center acts asthe
liaison between not only the design engineers, but also the wholesde account team members for status,
answering questions, escdating, and solving any issues that may arise.

Qwest developed the nonrecurring charge for an inquiry to be on a per-inquiry basis as opposed
to per-mile as previoudy structured. While some of the work timeswill vary depending upon how many
poles are in the request, or the distance of the request, many of the activities and work times are driven by
the fact of arequest, regardless of the distance. Thus, for the records inquiry, a per-inquiry rate structure
better reflects the costs incurred.

ROW Inquiry. The ROW inquiry processinvolves Qwest’s review of arequest for completeness
and resolution of any discrepanciesin therequest. The CPMC will print dl e-mails and forms associated
with the request. The CPMC will create alog in the database and creste anew job. Thenew jobis
assgned a data base number and dates are established in the computer aswell. All of thisinformetion is
then sent out to the ROW agent for the particular arealin question. The ROW agent accesses available
job-filesin the document retention database. The ROW agent locates records, makes copies, and sends

those copies back to the CPMC. The records that could appear in the retention database are records
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such as. private ROW, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, and Forest Service
documents.

The CPMC also makes atelephone cal to the appropriate ROW agent to make sure the
engineer has received the work package. The CPMC acts as the liaison between not only the ROW
agents, but aso the wholesae account teams. The labor associated with the liaison position requires, as
stated above, phone callsto ROW agents and account team members for status, answering questions,
escaating, and solving issues that arisein generd.

ROW Document Preparation Fee. The nonrecurring cherge reflects an estimated amount of
time necessary for Qwest to prepare a quit claim deed when requested by the CLEC.

Innerduct Issues. Qwest provides CLECs space in innerduct for the purpose of placing fiber
facilities to tranamit tedecommunications services. Access to duct or conduit can aso be arranged for
copper facilities. Duct or conduit provides asingle, enclosed raceway used for conductors, cable, and/or
wire, including riser conduit between floorsin abuilding. The duct or conduit may be in the ground,
following dtreets, bridges, public or private ROW, or may be located in a portion of a multi-unit building.
Within amulti-unit building, the duct/conduit may traverse the building entrance facilities, building entrance
links, equipment rooms, remote terminas, cable vaults, telephone closets or building riser. Innerduct isa
pipe that fitsingde the duct or conduit. Three innerducts are pulled into a duct/conduit so the duct may
typicaly carry threefiber cables. Usualy, one 4-inch duct accepts three 1-1/4” innerducts. (Ex T-2154
pp. 8-9). CLECs have the option of ether placing the innerduct in an empty duct or conduit, or having
Qwest placeit.

Innerduct Inquiry. Theinnerduct inquiry feeis anon-refundable pre-paid charge used to
recover the costs associated with performing an interna record review to determine if arequested route
and/or facility isavailable. Qwest’s CPMC will complete the database inquiry and prepare a
duct/conduit structure diagram (flatline) thet shows distances and access points (such as manholes).

Qwest’'s CPMC will print out adl e-mails and forms associated with the request. Qwest must
search outside plant records, using the CLEC' s attached map, to find the CLLI and to insure that al of
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theinformation is correct. The information is entered into a database and anew job is created. The new
job isassgned a database number; thisincludes al BAN information, CLEC information, and due dates.

Once the information has been vaidated and deemed correct, Qwest searches databases and/or
paper records for the route in question. If Qwest determines that the customer’ s specified route is
available, Qwest creates arough draft of the requested route and a spreadsheet showing al manhole
numbers, the distance between each manhole, and the location of the manhole asit Sits on the route
according to the street intersections. Thisinformation, the rough draft and the spreadsheet, will then be
created eectronically.

Qwest’s CPMC will return the results of the innerduct inquiry to the CLEC viathe wholesdle
account team. The CLEC has 30 days to proceed to the next step, field verifications of manholes. As
with poles, the innerduct inquiry fee is per-inquiry, not per-mile.

Field Verification, Pole. This nonrecurring charge is a non-refundable pre-paid charge that
recovers the estimated actual cost for afield survey verification required to determine the availability and
scope of any required make-ready work.

Thefidd verification dement involves identification of the pole number, street code, ownership of
pole, and determining space availability on the pole. This verification provides and describes the
necessary work required, cable rearrangement, anchoring (stedl anchor that runs approximately 6 feet into
the ground), guying (wire, sized appropriately, from the pole to the anchor), pole replacement, and
documenting the results of the pole fidld ingpection. The CLEC may dect to do the fidd verification itsdlf
by indicating thet preference on the forms submitted to the CPMC.

Field Verification, Manhole. The engineer and technician will take steps to open each manhole.
Thisincludes pumping the manhole free of water, purging it of gases, setting up equipment and work area
protection including establishing traffic controls, placement of cones and traffic control signs, etc.

The technician will remove the manhole lid and ventilate the manhole with a blower. The
technician will then test for explosive gaseswith agas meter. If the manholeisfilled with water, it will be

pumped clear. Then, the fidd engineer will take the blank template, or butterfly drawing, to sketch the
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duct gructure on each manholewal. Thisisthe processthat is repeated for each manhole within the
specified route. (Ex. T-2154 p. 14).

Once the sketches are completed, the engineer will return to the office and convert al butterfly
sketches to permanent drawings and return these drawings to the OSP tactical planner. The OSP tactical
planner will review each drawing. The planner islooking for innerduct availability or/and conduit
availability; the planner also researches an available path associated with the CLECs origina requested
route. The planner will look at the butterfly drawings, these drawings will indicate vacant and occupied
innerduct, conduits, and knockouts. Then, the planner will evaluate any outstanding jobs that could be
utilized using spare innerducts throughout the entire CLEC requested route. (Id., p. 15).

The results of this research are forwarded to the CPMC. The CPMC receives the package and
assesses for innerduct and conduit availability by reviewing the information provided by the Tecticd
Panner. The CPMC createsaFidd Verification report that portrays the results of the Field Verification.
Thisreport includes: sections where innerduct is and is not available; where a conduit is or is not
available; where innerduct placement would be required; or a section where conduit and innerduct is not
available, referring to a blocked section. This report also includes the distance between manholes, and
the number of core drillsrequired. The CPMC then forwards this report to the customer via the account
team.

If aCLEC dectsto do the work itself, Qwest will send a contract inspector to inspect the work
of the CLEC. In other words, the contract ingpector will verify that the manholeis opened and closed
properly using appropriate safety standards.

In the Part B Order, the Commission ordered that Qwest cannot ingpect every manhole dong a
requested route, holding that such ingpection is unnecessary. However, in its petition for reconsderation,
Qwest described the problems that would be created for both Qwest and the CLEC if inspections were
not performed on each and every manhole dong the route. Qwest will not repest that discussion here,

but encourages the Commission to consider those issues here as well.
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Planner Verification. Thisisanonrecurring charge that covers the cost for Qwest’ stactical
planner. When the CLEC usesit own contractor to perform the field verification and provides the
butterfly drawings, Qwest's tactica planner reviews records and produces afind field ingpection report of
avalability. (Ex. T-2102 p. 5).

Manhole Verification Inspector. Thisisanonrecurring charge assessed per manhole. When a
CLEC peformsthe field verification step of an innerduct request, a Quwest inspector is present
throughout the verification to ensure that manholes are opened and sealed properly and that work safety
standards are followed by the CLEC'sworkers. (1d.).

Manhole Make-Ready Inspector. This nonrecurring charge per manhole recovers the cost for a
Qwest inspector to be present during the placement of innerduct by a CLEC. The inspector will ensure
that manholes are opened and sealed properly, that the innerduct materials used by the CLEC's workers
meet the appropriate standards and that work safety standards and guidelines are followed. (1d.).

Through the testimony of Mr. Lathrop, WorldCom challenges the necessity of records and field
verifications, claming that Qwest’ s eectronic records should be up to date, and that a search of those
electronic records should be sufficient. Alternatively, WorldCom does not object to both database and
fied verifications, but claims that Qwest should not be dlowed to charge the CLEC to essentialy update
Qwest’ s own records.

WorldCom'’ s arguments are not well taken. Qwest's records regarding the availability of space
and facilities are accurate and rdliable, but that does not diminate the need for field verifications. Aswith
the records of any company that maintains large inventories of a product, there inevitably will be
occasions where the records do not completdly reflect conditionsin the field. No industry that has large
inventories of products has an infdlible record kegping system; human intervention and human ingpection
are an essentid part of inventory-based businesses. As Mr. Hubbard described, this can be illustrated by
agmple, non-telecom transaction such asin avideo renta store. The store's database may show that a
movieis available but “fidd” or “shelf” review by a person sometimes reveds that, for some reason, the

movie does not exist on the shelf. Of course the CLECs may point out that the video store does not
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charge separately for the “field verification”, but that is Smply arate design issue that has no bearing on
theissuesin this docket. No one would serioudy argue that the video store does not somehow recover
those costs — the cost recovery is smply included in the overdl fee for the video rentd. That rate design
however is not available to the CLECs— Qwest cannot recover the cost of field verifications for CLECs
only from those CLECs who choose to |ease space on poles or in innerducts, as that rate design would
bein violation of the Act and FCC rules® Clearly, costs are incurred by Qwest during the “field
verification” process. How adifferent kind of business might recover smilar types of costsisirreevant,
because the Act gives clear guidance as to how Qwest isto recover the cogts of opening up its network
for CLECs.

A telephone network is complex and the chalenges of tracking inventory in this environment are
Subgtantid. That iswhy Qwest itself has used field verifications for years for its own needs and jobs. The
fidd verification provides areliable method for verifying records and qualifying actud insde and outsde
plant facilities. Thefied verification aso ensures that the facilitiesin question for use are not damaged. I
Qwest were to Smply rely on its unverified records, the potential negative impacts on a CLEC would be
substantial. For example, if a CLEC desires space in aconduit and asks Qwest to make it available on a
gpecific date in the future, the CLEC will likely make business plans that will be impacted if the date is not
met. If Qwest’ s records show that the conduit is available, but no verification is made, both Qwest and
the CLEC could be negatively impacted if it found that the records were in error or that the records were
correct but that field conditions, such as a crushed section of the conduit, prevented the use of the
innerduct. The same andlysis gpplies to space on apole line. Relying on records does not replace
verification by aqudified personto “go see” Fidd verifications cearly add information to the
provisioning process that records aone do not provide.

Qwest provides access to poles, ducts and ROW to CLECs with workable and reasonable
methods of accomplishing interconnection with Qwest’s network. The Qwest architectures provide

CLECs access in anondiscriminatory manner. Moreover, Qwest’s testimony establishes that the

7 47 CF.R.51.507(a).
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assumptions used in the cost study are consstent with, and reflect, the efficient, red-world tasks that

engineers and other personnel must perform to provide poles, ducts and ROW.

H &

Qwedt’s edti mate/)o%<> ﬁ’ﬂge needed to complete a bona fide request (*BFR”) processis based on
the experience of its SMEsIin andy%ng requests by CLECs for services or arrangements that it does not
currently provide. Qwest has gained agreaﬁdeal of experience in this process over the past severa years
asitsligt has grown to hundreds of different serwcézbased primarily on requests from CLECs. The
estimates provided by Qwest’'s SMEs represent the average amount of time spent on each particular
activity. Because of the varied and complex nature of the requests from the CLECs and Qwest’ s recent
experience in addressing those requedts, the time estimates contained in the BFR nonrecurring study
provide the most accurate prediction of the cost Quwest will incur to process such requests.

Once again, WorldCom recommends that the Commission adjust times based purdly on
conjecture that it should take less time to perform such an analyss. However, WorldCom provides no
evidence from anyone who has ever been involved in such activities or who has any persond familiarity
with Qwest’s processes. Absent more than Mr. Lathrop’s speculation that these activities should take
lesstime, it is ingppropriate for the Commission to reduce the time estimates produced by the SMEEs
performing the work.

The only type of request handled through the BFR process is one where there is a question of
technicd feasbility. Most requests are technicdly feasible and no technica feasibility andyssis required.
Therefore, these new requests would be processed as specid requests, not under the bona fide request
process. If thereisatechnica feashility issue (atechnology never deployed in the network before), by its
very nature, many people will be consulted - actud "thinking” timeis required for creative solutions to
emerge to new questions. Severa conferences will be held to determine how to provision the request, as

well as meetings and calls during the process. Thus, Qwest’s estimate of time is reasonable.

QWEST’ SOPENING BRIEF Qwest
JULY 23, 2002 1600 7" Ave., Suite 3206
’ 48 Seattle, WA 98191

Telephone: (206) 398-2500
Facsimile: (206) 343-4040



© 00 N o g A~ w N P

N NN NN NN P B P B B PP PP
o g & W N B O © © N o o » W N P O

¢

.
/
2 7

Qwest use%éy &verd different investment models to cdculate UNE investments. UNE investments
represent the capital expenditures that would be necessary in order for Qwest to replace its network
fadilities. Thisincudesthe dollars that represent the individua pieces of equipment that make up the
network (e.g., in the case of transport, fiber cable, conduit and eectronic equipment) as well asthe costs
to ingdl the equipment. Although this Commission has dready determined rates for many UNES
including the basic loop, transport and switching eements, the models that produce those rates dso
provide investment inputs to Qwest’ s other cost sudies and models. For example, OCn (Optical Carrier
number) capable loop investments are developed in the Network Access Channd (NAC) modd using
invesment inputs from the Loop modd. (Ex. T-2020, p. 5). The UNE TELRIC sudiesfiled in this
proceeding cal culate costs using the following investment modeds:

Loop Module (LoopMod);

Switching Usage Mode (SUM);

Switching Cost Model (SCM) Features Module;

Dark Fiber Module;

OCn NAC Modd!;

OCn Extended Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (E-UDIT) NAC Modd;
Sgnding (SIS) Modd; and

Wholesale Cost Program (also referred to as “WINPC3”).

Exhibit 2021 contains el ectronic copies of each Qwest investment mode, along with the modd
documentation. The documentation describes the methodology used in each modd, dong with
ingructions on how to run the mode. The documentation for each TELRIC study describesthe
investment models used in the caculation of costs for each dement. (Ex. T-2020, pp. 5-6).
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The discussibn of factors contained in Section 111. B. 2. is equaly applicable to the issue of

factors asthey apply to recurring costs. Thus, Qwest will not repeet that discussion here.

3 9

Q‘q&.
(@)
¥ Og}%
Channel Regenerd#é W.(vi&et provides channd regeneration without additiona chargeto the
CLEC if such regeneration isn ét\o meet the ANSI standard for the particular facility requested.
%

Qwest dso offers channel regenerdation as éwéggi ond sarvice that a CLEC may request even though
regenerationis not required to meet the ANSI standards. (Exs. T-2150, p. 12, T-2151, pp. 2-3).

Under those circumstances, the costs described by Ms. Million would be used to establish the price for
regeneration. In response to Staff’ s testimony, Qwest modified its cost study to revise how it recoversits
costs for channel regeneration (Exs. T-2049, pp. 2-3, 2051). With that modification, Qwest does not
believe that there are any diouted issues remaining regarding channel regeneration.

Fiber Terminations. Qwest did not file anonrecurring cost study for OCn terminations because
Qwest has dready included the nonrecurring charges for OCn terminations in its recent filing of the
collocation tariff. In Part A the Commisson ordered Qwest to make a compliancefiling usng Verizon's
proposed rates for DSO, DS1 and DS3 terminations.?® When Qwest made its compliance filing it
submitted Verizon'srates for fiber terminations, dong with the rates for D0, DS1 and DS3 terminations.
Qwest believes that Verizon's nonrecurring charges for Fiber terminations and OCn terminations are
equivaent eements. Therefore, Qwest did not submit a cost study for OCn terminations.

However, Verizon'srates for fiber terminations do not provide any recovery for the recurring
costs associated with the equipment on which the fibers terminate. Therefore, Qwest is submitting a cost
study (Ex. 2031) that develops arate for recovery of the cost of the fiber distribution frame (FDF) and
fiber digribution panel (FDP) upon which the fibers terminate, and the fiber jumpers necessary to make

the connections. When Qwest examined the Verizon cost sudy Qwest was unable to find a comparable

% Part A Order at 1371
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recurring rate that included such equipment costs. Discussions with Verizon confirmed that no such
recurring cost was included in the study Verizon filed in Part A (Tr. 4308). Thus, Qwest introduces an
additiona dement that dlows for recovery of FDP costs not included in the rates filed in compliance with

the Commission order in Part A.

9

R Zey
o @
There are two recurr?ﬁgézharges associ ate&wg;h remote collocation and remote adjacent

collocation — collocation space and 924, terminations. Th&%udl es supporting those charges are discussed
in connection with nonrecurring charges, above. Collocation sp@e <gharg&s are assessed on a per-SMU
basis. The recurring cost includes maintenance costs associated with thl%w pment, plusasmdl portion
of the power pedestal. The recurring FDI termination cost includes the maintenance costs associated with
this equipment

5

“(\‘
Qwest proposes a reﬁm‘gl ng charge for cable racking. The charge is a per foot, per month charge

that recoversthe cost of the racki ng %te support the cabling, but not the cabling itsdf. Pricesdso
vary by the type of cabling supported (e.g. fQSO DS1, DS3 and fiber). WorldCom challenged Qwest’'s
assumptions with regard to cable racking, claimi ng%?@ they were not forward looking. However,
WorldCom isincorrect. Mr. Lathrop states that a forward-1ooking approach would be based on “best
practices space planning and designed to incorporate a multi-tenant environment.” (Ex. T-2255, p. 6).
He suggests that one would never have to assume additiona cable racking for CLEC to CLEC direct
connections. However, even if Quwest rebuilt every one of its centrd offices from the ground up, there
would still be instances where CLECs that wanted to connect to each other might not be located in
adjacent collocation spaces with sufficient existing cable racking between them. Qwest does not control
which CLECs decide to connect to which other CLECs, nor doesit control when a CLEC decidesto
collocate in a particular central office. Qwest’s study makes a reasonable forward-1ooking assumption
that one additiona foot of cable racking would be needed. This one foot of cable racking is assumed to
be shared by three CLECs, and isincluded in the flat charge for CLEC to CLEC direct connection.
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Thediscusson in Ms. Million's rebutta testimony (Ex. T-2049), and Mr. Hubbard' s rebuttal
tesimony (Ex. T-2151), was intended merely to provide an example of the reasons why two CLECs
might not be located adjacent to each other in acentra office, and additional cable racking would be
required. Itisirrdevant whether the CLECs are on the samefloor, or different floors, or in building
additions. Qwest’s cost study assumes that, regardless of where they are collocated, CLECs will use
shared cable racking for their direct connections 95% of thetime. Shared cable racking is charged
monthly on arecurring basis per foot of cable racking used per cable. For the remaining 5% of the time
Qwest assumesthat it will provide additiona dedicated cable racking to enable the CLECs to complete
their connections between their collocation spaces. Qwest’ s assumption resultsin one additiond foot of
dedicated cable racking per direct connection, which is assumed to be shared by three CLECs. (Ex. T-
2049, pp. 25-27). Thisisareasonable assumption in aforward-looking centra office environment.

WorldCom adso clamsthat because Quwest ignored the actua deployment of fiber to collocation
arrangements in devel oping collocation cogts and that Qwest is inconsstent with its gpproach to
developing cable-racking costs. This, WorldCom claims, is because Qwest ignored the centrd office
model used to develop space rental costs when it developed the cable racking costs. However, the
centra office model used for collocation rent cost has no connection to the assumptions in the CLEC to
CLEC direct connections costs for cable racking. Nor should it, since the development of costs for
dedicated cable racking is entirdly unrelated to space rent. It is not inconsstent for Qwest to include
cogtsin the CLEC to CLEC direct connection study that are not included in its collocation study.
Qwest’ s gpproach to these costs is both consistent and careful to include only those costs that have not
been addressed elsewhere in Qwest’s sudies.

Qwest’s collocation study wasfiled in Part A of this proceeding and any participant in the cost
docket has had ample opportunity to examine that study. No fiber cable racking was included in Qwest’'s
collocation cogts, and that information was available in the proceeding and included in Qwest’s previoudy
filed evidence. Itisentirely appropriate for Qwest to include costs in the dements submitted in Part D
that were excluded from the dements reviewed in Part A. (Ex. T-2052, pp. 16-18).
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The recurring chargef?og spa:e optioning is $2.00 per square foot. The recurring rate is known as

the space option fee. The space op%@‘m fee is based on the amount of space being optioned on per-month
and per-square foot basis. This charge wa§<%ggeed to inthe 271 workshops. As such, thereis no cost
study that supports that charge.

S e

OCn capable loops 5‘6@ gital transmisson paths that transport bi-directiond high capacity

SONET (Synchronous Optical Netvﬁb}@ sgnds a varying rates of sgnaing capacity. For example,
OC3isaSONET channd equa to three D@% The transmission path runs from a Qwest serving wire
center network interface to the end user network interface located at the end user’ s premises within the
sarving area of the wire center. The ingtaled investments for OCn loops are caculated in the NAC
model with investment inputs for fiber from LoopMod. The cost study for OCn capable loopsisincluded
as Exhibit 2037.

Y Q

e,
0,
Qwest’s cost study suprﬁmng itsrate for OC-48 UDIT is congstent with the cost studies

submitted in Part B for OC-3 and OC %@JDIT The rates for the lower capacity UDITs were accepted
J

in the Part B Order, 11 244-6. Qwest does not believe that the OC-48 UDIT rate was chdlenged in

Part D. For both of those reasons, the OC-48 rates should be gpproved as well.

Q) (/,\/}
See discussion underf'Sg;tlon l1ILA.4k. above.
@,
4) &, )
O "l/

Qwest filed a study gfquortl ng its c6sts and pricesfor unbundled dark fiber. (Ex. 2038). Qwest
does not believe that any party took |@e with any specific aspect of this study, and therefore will not
discussit in any detail, but reservestheri g)ﬂf’Qaddress the issue on rebuttd if necessary.

&
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Verticd switch feetlfrll’éfrge software attributes of end office switches. Qwest isproposing alist

of vertical featuresthat are avalable%@_ECsthat purchase aline sde port. AsMs. Million describesin
her testimony, the unbundled line port has afé(ym ng charge to recover the cost of the port previoudy

established by this Commisson. Ms. Millionis mor%ggg an additiona dement of recurring cost to
recover the previoudy-unaccounted for capitaized Iease cost (Ex. T-2020, p. 27).

In addition to a basic andog line-side port, Qwest proposes to offer a new premium 6-way port
for use primarily by Centrex customers. In addition to the cogs for 6-way ports, this new premium port
includes cogts for Centrex Management Systems (“CMS”) and certain other features used for Centrex
sarvices: The premium port rate isincrementd to the analog line-side port rate so no additional costs for
vertica features are included. However, like the analog port, the premium port would dso include the
capitalized lease cogts associated with vertical festures. Thus, the premium port is calculated by adding
the analog port rate of $1.85 to the incrementa port rate of $2.00, for atotal of $3.85. The development
of the premium port increment is presented in Exhibit 2033.

As described in the 8th Supplementd Order in UT-960369, et d., the $150 investment per line
used as the basis for developing Qwest’ s switching costs originated with an FCC Staff andysis of 1995
switch investments® That study relied on ILEC depreciation studies showing |LEC switch investments
to determine total switching costs. However, the fixed and per line cost that the Commission used from
the FCC Staff’s study did not include Qwest’ s capitaized lease cogts that represent the right-to-use fees
Qwest pays for the additiond software needed to provision verticd featuresin the switch. Thisis
because the depreciation studies used in the FCC Staff’ s study include switching costs recorded as
invesments, while the capitaized lease costs were recorded as expense a the time of the andysis. Thus,
the cost of the port derived from those depreciation studies excludes the capitalized lease costs for
software that is criticd to the functiondity of the vertical features.

# 8th Supplemental Order at 1299.
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Qwest has developed a separate study (Ex. 2032) that estimates the capitalized |ease costs
associated with vertical features on a“per port” basis. Qwest proposes that the capitalized lease costs
be added to the existing andog line-side port rate of $1.34 per port. Thiswill result in anew port rate of
$1.85 that more appropriately reflects the costs of the port and vertica features. In response to Bench
Request #48, Qwest explained why it believes that the annua charge factor of 22.95% that the

Commission used in Docket Nos. UT-960369, &t dl., did not include recovery of the right-to-use fees.*

2

e

One additiond feet%(é\,sg:LASS Cdl Trace, would not have been captured in the Commission’s
method of determining switching cosfq The Commission’s method, which used the FCC Staff's
depreciaion studies for switching |nvestmoen§9youl d not have reflected the dements presented in the
CLASS Cdl Trace study (Ex. 2035) for at least Mo reasons. Firgt, the CLASS Cdll Trace cost is
developed on a“per event” basisto perform traces on cals on an as needed badis; it is not a monthly
recurring charge. Second, the majority of cogisfor this service are based on the labor expenses of the
people performing the traces, and the cost to store the data needed to complete the trace. (Ex. T-2020,
p. 29). Thus, those costs would not be captured in an investment amount. Findly, the amount of
switching cost included in the study is reated to recorded announcements that Quest does not believe is
reflected in the rates determined by the Commission.

£ Q@/}

Thedigitd Ilnesdeﬁoﬁg supporting BRI ISDN, will be offered in both a basic and premium port.

Therate for the basic digita Ilnes§é°qaprt includes a port rate of $8.33 developed in the cost study (Ex.
2034), and the capitalized lease cost of $O ﬁsgeveloped in Exhibit 2032 for atota of $8.83. The
premium digitd line-side port is caculated by addlﬁggjwe basic port rate, including capitaized lease costs)
of $8.84 to the premium increment of $2.00 developed in Exhibit 2033, for atotal of $10.84.

¥ There appear to be two bench requests numbered 48 — oneissued in Part B earlier this year, and the second issued
during the hearing in Part D. The reference hereisto the second Bench Request #48.
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7 Q.
The recurring raIZ af\e,gupported by Exhibits 2039 (DS1 Trunk Port cost study), 2041 (PRI
ISDN Trunk Port cost study), and ?@‘4%(DI D/PBX Trunk Port cost study). In response to an inquiry
from the Bench, Qwest explained that that ﬁ?d\@es not believe that the port investment sought to be
recovered through these charges was included in tPf@J?CC data origindly used to cdculate switching costs
(Response to Bench Request #49). Qwest does not believe that any party contested its proposal for

recurring rates for digital trunk ports, but will address this issue on reply if necessary.

% R 2 /\"o
The recurring rates a%g.:pporteﬁﬂbg Exhibit 2040. Qwest does not believe that any party
contested its proposa for DS analog trunk port%gm will address thisissue on reply if necessary.
Additiondly, the response to Bench Request #49, dlscuég@ immediately above, aso appliesto thisrate

dement.

Y &

Qwest has not pr(;vpo% g1y specific monthly recurring charges for the customized routing
solutions it is currently offering. As’@!scussed above, Qwest’s customized routing proposa involves the
development and programming (ingtalation) of customized line class codes in one or more centra office
switches. Under this proposd, the CLEC will dso need to obtain transport of the routed callsto a
dedtination of the CLEC'schoosing. (Ex. T-2182, pp. 4-6). The CLEC may useits own facilitiesto
provide that trangport, or may lease capacity from Qwest. If the CLEC chooses to lease capacity, it may
request DS1 or DS3 level transport at rates previoudy established by the Commission.

Additiondly, the requesting CLEC must have purchased unbundled switching from Qwest or bea
resdller of Qwest facilities. The CLEC must aso have trangport facilities and trunk ports on these
facilities between the Qwest switch and the desired end location. This combination of trunk ports and
transport is commonly referred to as dedicated Interoffice Facilities (*10F’). (1d.)

Unbundled switch line ports are typically connected to an unbundled loop and provideaCLEC's

end user customers access to the basic functionality of a Qwest end office switch. It dlowsa CLEC to
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purchase switching functiondity without purchasing an actud switch. When a CLEC purchases
unbundled switching from Qwest, the same Qwest end office switch serves CLEC end users and Qwest
end users. It isthe switch hardware and routing capability that are used to implement customized routing.

Unbundled switch trunk ports alow CLECs the option of providing their own message trunks, or
communication paths, between switches. With the implementation of customized routing, this
communication path can be established between a Qwest end office and the requesting CLEC' s switches.
These interoffice facilities provide the path over which a cal usng customized routing travelsto its end
destination.

Other customized routing proposals may or may not have recurring charges associated with them.
Qwest will develop those solutions and that pricing on an ICB basis, since * customized” routing is by its
nature specific to the demands of the customer requesting the service and cannot be priced on a

standardized basis.

9 G

Recurring rates fc:f (f@r@;non Channd Signding/SS7 are sat forth in Exhibit 2050 at Sections
9.14.3 through 9.14.7. All of the rgf%are assessed on a per-terminating-cal basis. These rates are
described in the testimony of Ms. Mdone, %@T—ZlSO pp. 11-12), asfollows:

Integrated Services Digital Network lgés\;ePdgocg; (ISUP) Sgnal Formulation Charge - a set-
up charge to formulate the | SUP message at a SS7 Servic&Point or Signaling Service Point (SP/SSP).

ISUP Sgnal Transport Charge — a set-up charge to transmit signding data between the local
Signding Test Point (STP) and an end office SPISSP.

ISUP Signal Switching Charge — a per terminating call set-up request charge to switch an SS7
message at the local STP.

TCAP (Transaction Capabilities Application Part) Sgnal Transport Charge — a set-up
charge to tranamit Sgnaling data between the loca STP and the regiona STP.

TCAP Sgnal Switching Charge — a set-up charge to switch an SS7 message a the local STP.
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WorldCom questioned the gpplicability of these chargesin its testimony and at the hearing.
Qwest further explained the applicability of these chargesin response to WorldCom' s Record Requigition
2502, stating that Qwest did not intend to assess the SS7 charges to CLECs who purchase the local
switching UNE, including purchase of UNE-P. Qwest believes that this addresses WorldCom' s issues
on these rates.

Vo) /M/,.

Through the tedti monyéc\jfyl r. Lenmkuhl, WorldCom is teking itsfifth run in the last two years &
persuading this Commission to order[@yest to provide bulk access to the inter-network caling name (or
“CNAM” or “ICNAM") database (Ex. T-2§2§; pp.11-22). The ICNAM database allows a CLEC to
secure the listed name information for a requested telg efahone number in order to ddiver that information to
the CLEC'send users. It iscommonly used in conjunction with caler ID (Ex. T-2131, p.11).

In Docket Nos. UT-003022/UT-003040, the Commission has aready determined four_times
(as recently as February 2002) that CLECs are not entitled to bulk access to call-related databases.™
WorldCom has not identified any new FCC authority that in any way changes the outcome on thisissue.
In Mr. Lehmkuhl’s direct testimony (Ex. T-2320, p.21) and through its cross-examination of Ms. Maone
(Tr. 04430-6), WorldCom rdlies on aMarch 2001 order of the Michigan Public Service Commisson as
support for its demand for bulk access. However, the Commission has dready reviewed that decison
and determined that it merely states a conclusion without explanation and, as such, “provideslittle
guidance for this Commission in determining whether accessto the [ICNAM] database should be on a

n32

per-query or bulk transfer basis.

¥ The ALJ and the Commission rejected WorldCom’s demand for bulk access to the ICNAM databaseinthe ALJ's
draft initial order, the ALJ srevised initial order, the Commission’sfinal order and the Commission’s order on
reconsideration on Workshop Oneissues. See Docket Nos. UT-003022/UT-003040, Revised Initial Order (August 31,
2000), 1111 155-158 (recounting the ALJ s determination in the Draft Initial Order), 162; Commission Order Addressing
Workshop One Issues: Checklist Items No. 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12 and 13 (June 11, 2001), 1/ 57-58, 78-79; 25" Supplemental
Order, Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Petitions for Reconsideration of Workshop One Final Order
(February 8, 2002), 1 27-32, 47-48, 57-59.

% 25" Supplemental Order, Docket Nos. UT-003022/UT-003040, 11 28-29, 57.
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Moreover, in its Connecticut 271 Order, the FCC validated providing access on a"per dip"
basis.®* WorldCom's argument that "it may be more economical" to alow full database access (Ex. T-
2320, p.15) has dready been rgected by the FCC, which stated that "the cost incurred by arequesting
carier to self-provison or use dternative databases does not gppear to materidly diminish the carrier's
ability to provide the services it seeks to offer.'®*

This docket was opened for the purpose of setting rates for UNES. It is not the proper forum for
litigating, or in this case re-litigating, terms and conditions. The Commisson has dready decided four
times that bulk accessto the ICNAM database is not required as aterm or condition of the SGAT and

that per-query access is consistent with Qwest’slegd obligations. Thereis no reason presented in this

proceeding to dter that resullt.
a
4 S

An EEL isameans B%gyhlch aCLEC may access an end user customer not located in the same
Qwest wire center in which the CL@Q; located. An EEL isacombination of aloop and dedicated
interoffice trangport fadilities. The EEL may%g) include multiplexing or concentration capabilities. EEL
Trangport congists of the dedicated interoffice facilities between Qwest wire centers. Qwest offers
recurring fixed and recurring per mile chargesfor OC-3, OC-12, and OC-48. Qwest isintroducing OC-
48 fixed and per mile recurring charges for four separate mileage bands. Qwest's recurring rates for the
lower capacity EEL s were accepted by the CLECs in Part B (Part B Order, 1216). Theratefor this
higher capacity offering was developed in the same way asthe rates in Part B, and should be accepted as
well.

2 &,

%,
In the UNE Remancfi’ @rgler at paragraph 313, the FCC required packet switching to be

unbundled in certain ci rcumstances%)gn Qwest does not provide CLECs access to remote termingl
/7/

¥ |nthe Matter of Application of Verizon New Ygr%nc Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Enterprise Solutions,
Verizon Global Networks Inc., and Verizon Select Inc., for Authorizationto Provide In- Region, InterLATA
Servicesin Connecticut, CC Docket No. 01- 100, Memg%réggm Opinion And Order (Rel. July 20, 2001), at Appendix D,
159. 2,

4

3 UNE Remand Order, at 1 415.
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collocation. That aspect of the UNE Remand Order, aswell as other requirements, was reversed and
remanded by the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals on May 24, 2002, after hearings were concluded in this
matter.®> Nevertheless, the requirement to offer unbundled packet switching under the conditions
established by the FCC is Hill in place pending review. Since no party has offered an dternative
proposd, or any meaningful criticism of Qwest’s proposal, Qwest recommends that the Commission
adopt Qwest’ s proposed costs and prices for the recurring rate elements associated with packet
switching.

Inits UNE Remand Order, the FCC found "one limited exception to [its] decison to declineto
unbundle packet switching.'® The FCC then laid out its criteria: where the ILEC has deployed digital
loop carrier (DLC) systems, no spare copper facilities are available, and the incumbent has placed its
DSLAM in aremote terminal. The FCC went on to find that the ILEC will not be required to offer
access to unbundled packet switching "if it permits a requesting carrier to collocate its DSLAM in the
incumbent's remote terminal, on the same terms and conditions that apply to its own DSLAM.'®’

In the Situations where Qwest is required to offer packet switching, Qwest provides unbundled
packet switch interface ports at either aDS1 or DS3 leve in the centrd office. The ports are the physical
entry points into the Asynchronous Transfer Mode (“ATM”) Cdl Relay Service Network and include the
electronic equipment used in connecting the channel to the ATM Cell Relay Service Network. In
addition, the service includes an unbundled packet switch Customer Channel that provides the path from
the remote Digital Subscriber Line Access Multiplexer (*DSLAM”) to the interface port, including all
functiondity of the DSLAM. If the CLEC chooses to provide its own facility from the DSLAM to the
central office, Qwest offers an dternative to the Customer Channd that only providesthe DSLAM
functiondity. The recurring costs for these dements are caculated in Exhibit 2036, and the results are
summarized in Exhibit 2050.

% United States Telecom Association v. FCC, 290 F.3d 415 (D.C. Cir. 2002).
% UNE Remand Order at 1313.

¥ 1d.
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Covad is gpparently seeking a broader offering of this UNE, and perhaps other UNEsin
connection with the "line sharing over fiber" issues raised here and in Part B. Here, however, Qwest is
providing cogts for a UNE consgting of the following physicd facilities an ATM port, avirtud channd
between the centrd office and the remote collocation (DA, or distribution areq) hotel, and DSLAM
functiondity at the DA hotd. The ATM port and the channel between the centra office and the DSLAM
can support multiple loops between the DSLAM and CLEC customers (Exs. T-2020, p.30, and T-
2130, p. 17).

Qwest estimated the efficient replacement cost of overlaying remote DSLAMs on the existing
network and ingaling integrated cabinetsin some areas to provide UPS to al customers served by aloop
with fiber feeder running to aDLC termind. The DSLAM placed in the DA hotel then convertsthe
digital fiber sgnd to copper for thefind leg to the customer. Qwest based its study on the actua cost of
ingaling remote DSLAMs in environmentally sound cabinets to provide UPS for customers served by
DLC. Aspointed out by the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals® these recent experiences are the best
guide for the efficient cost of replacing the network. Qwest's study indicates that the cost of a customer
channdl is $21.38, DSLAM functiondity is $18.00, and the ATM port is $109.89 (Ex. 2050).

Covad clamsthat Qwest should have used a different design to provide UPS in which the
DSLAM isaline card in an NGDLC, which provides adigitd signd over the copper between the DLC
and the customer premises without the expense of building aDA hotd or ingdling a tandalone DSLAM.
Covad, however, offered no cost study to support the claim that this architecture would be chegper than
the overlay solution, but instead relied on generd claims about the faling cost of digita
telecommunications equipment (Ex. T-5043, and T-2370, pp. 9-11). Thus, this Commission camot
conclude that Covad' s proposed network architecture isindeed least cost.

Unbundled Packet Switching only covers the feeder portion of the loop - from the CLEC
demarcation point in the central office out through, and including, the Feeder Didribution Interface (FDI).

¥ AT&T Corp. v. FCC, 220 F.3d 607, 617 (D.C. Cir. 2000).
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A CLEC may choose from the following three distribution loop options when requesting unbundled
packet switching:

A CLEC can purchase the distribution subloop to provide service to the end-user
custome.

Another CLEC (CLEC2) can purchase the entire UNE loop, and the CLEC purchasing
UPS (CLEC1) can purchase digtribution from CLEC2.

For loops over which Qwest provides voice service, a CLEC can line-share, but only
over the distribution subloaop.

Covad opposes Qwest’ s recurring costs, claiming that Qwest’ s architecture is not the least cog,
forward looking choice, and that Qwest should have instead assumed NGDL C (“next generation digital
loop carrier”) architecture. However, Covad did not propose any costs in support of its proposal. Thus,
the Commission cannot conclude that Covad' s proposal isthe lower cogt dternative. Qwest did present
information upon which the Commission can rely. That information establishes that Qwest reviewed
various aternatives, and concluded that its proposal met TEL RIC requirements and establishes costs for
the least cogt, forward looking solution to provide unbundled packet switching under the limited
circumstances where Qwest is required to do so (Ex. C-2074).

V] Q;

’/’

Recurring rates assoélatﬁd with the provision of directory assstance and operator services by
Qwest to CLECs are et forth in cfﬂgos SGAT (Exhibit A, Section 10.4 and 10.6) and tariff (WN U-
42, Section 3.3 A. and B). Asdiscussed aﬁéw%ln connection with the nonrecurring charges associated
with branding, directory assistance and operator %lces are not UNES, are not required to be
unbundled, and are not subject to TELRIC pricing. Neverthdess, at this particular time, Qwest’ s tariffed
rates are indeed based on a Commission order in Docket Nos. UT-960369, et a., and were determined
to be TELRIC rates at the time they were ordered and approved. (See, response to Bench Request
#55). Qwest isnot proposing to change those rates in this proceeding. However, based on Qwest’s
offering of customized routing, it is clear that Qwest is not required to make directory assistance and
operator services available as UNEs. The only requirements applicable to Qwest in the provisioning of

these servicesis that Qwest provide nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance and operator cdl
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completion services in accordance with 47 U.S.C. 8271(c)(2)(B)(vii)(1) and (I1), and that Qwest’s
pricing of these services be fair, just and reasonable in accordance with the UNE Remand Order, 11
441-2.

Y Qs

Directory assstmce%sg ng (“DAL”") information congists of name, address and telephone number
information for al end users of Q\N& and other LECsthat are contained in Qwest’s directory assstance
database and, where available, relaed e ements required in the provision of directory assstance service
to CLEC send users. (Ex. 2059, Section 10.6.1.1) Qwest is proposing the use of market-based pricing
for the provison of DAL information (Ex. T-2131, p. 11).

Through the testimony of Mr. Lehmkuhl, WorldCom erroneoudy argues that the FCC declared
the DAL database a UNE in the UNE Remand Order (Ex. T-2320, p. 5). Thisisnot the case. The
body of the UNE Remand Order does not identify the DAL database as a UNE and does not order
ILECsto provide DAL a TELRIC pricing. Instead, it discusses DAL in conjunction with OS'DA
sarvices more generaly and holds that ILECs need not unbundle OS/DA aslong asthe ILEC adso
provides CLECs with customized routing.* As discussed above, customized routing is available to
CLECsin Washington.

Despite advocating that the Commission adopt “cost-based” pricing for DAL, WorldCom could
not explain what it means by cogt-based,® did not offer its own cost model* and did not offer evidence
that Qwest’s proposed market-based prices are discriminatory.** Thereis no evidentiary basisin the

Part D record from which the Commission could conclude that Qwest’'s DAL rates are discriminatory.

¥ UNE Remand Order, 11 438-464.

0 On cross-examination, Qwest repeatedly asked Mr. Lehmkuhl what he meant by his repeated call for cost-based
pricing in his testimony. He was unable to explain with any specificity what he and WorldCom meant by that and
whether that meant TELRIC or something else. Tr. 4977-80.

1 1d., at 4983.

2 WorldCom relies on the DAL Provisioning Order as support for its demand for “ cost-based” rates and as support
for its generalized assertion that “IL ECs continue to charge CLECs and competing DA providers like WorldCom,
discriminatory and unreasonable ratesfor DAL.” (Exhibit T-2320, p. 6) That order provides WorldCom no assistance.
The FCC specifically refused to impose a specific pricing structure for DA or DAL, does not refer to DAL asa UNE and
does not provide analysis from which this Commission could determine that Qwest’s DAL rates are discriminatory. As
to thelast point, one example of discriminatory conduct offered by the FCC in the DAL Provisioning Order isthat one
LEC allegedly charges aninitial access fee of $25,000. No such allegation has or could be made vis-a-vis Qwest and
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Inits UNE Remand Order, the FCC recognized that obtaining customer listing was one of the
costs of sdf-provisioning directory assistance services™ The FCC rejected the argument that sdlf-
provisoning directory assstance sarvice, including obtaining customer ligings, "would involve substantial
and materia cost and delay competitive entry into the local market."** The FCC's recognition that there
are dternatives available to the use of Qwest's customer listing negates the need for regulated prices.®

Qwest's use of market-based pricing is appropriate.

(g Qy Ovr

Qwest did not proGposJe: cn%‘o%udles for these rate eements in this phase of the proceeding. As
Qwest explained in Ms. Million’ statlmdmg (Ex T-2020, p. 32), Qwest has not completed work on cost
studies supporting those rates and is not seeki n&b@ommlsson determination on thisissue a thistime.
Qwest isworking to change the cost study to reflect changes and updates to the product going forward.
Therefore, Qwest’ s position isthat this study should be deferred to a later docket. Qwest aso believes
that the study for “Daily Usage Record File’ should be deferred to alater proceeding. Qwest does not
object to WorldCom'’ s proposal to include this rate element in Docket No. UT-023003.

V.
%

Qwest does not take a pogtion at thistime on th@l@es raised in connection with Verizon's
proposalsin this phase of the docket.
11111
11111
11111
11111

V. CO/I/O
< on

thus this entire discussion is simply an attempt by WorldCom to pér’suade this Commission, based on anecdotal
“evidence” of actions by other LECsin other regions, that Qwest’ srates are discriminatory.

43 UNE Remand Order, 450.

“1d.

5 |d., 7455.
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For the reasons stated, Qwest requests that the Commission adopt the costs and rates that
Qwest has proposed.
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 23nd day of July, 2002.

QWEST

LisaA. Anderl, WSBA # 13236
Adam Sherr, WSBA # 25291
Qwest

1600 7" Avenue, Room 3206
Seattle, WA 98191

Phone: (206) 398-2500
Attorneys for Qwest
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