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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record. W're
here this nmorning for our fourth day of hearing in
dockets UT 003022 and UT 003040, Qwest 271 SGAT, S-GA-T
proceedi ng.

And since we have a few -- or one or two new
faces this nmorning, let's take appearances.
First, | am Ann Rendahl . I'mthe

Admi ni strative Law Judge in this proceeding. And to ny
right is Chairwoman Marilyn Showal ter, and Conm ssioners
Ri chard Henstad, and soon to join us, Patrick Gshie.

Ms. Anderl .
MS. ANDERL: Thank you, Your Honor. Lisa
Ander |, inhouse attorney for Quwest.

MR, KOPTA: Gregory Kopta, Davis Wi ght
Tremai ne on behal f of ELI, and with respect to certain
i ssues, AT&T.

MS. FRIESEN. Good norning, Your Honor. Letty
Friesen for AT&T. And Letty is L-e-t-t-y, and ny | ast
nane is F-r-i-e-s-e-n.

MS. SINGER NELSON: M chel Singer Nel son on
behal f of WorldCom and with ne is Tom Di xon, al so
representing Wirl dCom as a witness.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Is that for the change

management di scussion this afternoon?

MS. SINGER NELSON: Correct, yes.

MS. DOBERNECK: Megan Doberneck, Covad
Communi cat i ons Conpany.

JUDGE RENDAHL: We're continuing our discussion
of conpliance issues, Qmest's conpliance with Comm ssion
orders in terms of its nodification to its SGAT. W're
using a matrix that includes Quest's efforts in
conpliance, and its fourth revision of the SGAT, and any
conments filed by the CLECs in those issues. And we got
t hrough page 12, and Ms. Anderl has an update.

MS. ANDERL: Yes, Your Honor. Wen we closed
yesterday we were discussing Covad's objection to SGAT
section 9.2.2.3.2. And that was a provision which Quest
had inserted in the SGAT that stated if a specific order
were placed that required a copper | oop and there were
none avail able, Qwest would reject the order instead of

holding it.

Qnvest is willing to change its position on that
i ssue, and will nodify that SGAT section to indicate
that order will be held in queue with other |oop orders.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you for working
cooperatively.

Then the next page where there's an issue is on
page 14; is that correct?



MS. ANDERL: Yes. Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Now, the first issue on that
page | have a question about, the section -- the SGAT
section, and that is 9.23.3.11.7 for the record. And
guess there's a concern as to whether it appears that
| SPs were excluded. And the question is whether that
was unintentional, or the reasoning behind that.

M5. ANDERL: Your Honor, that is a section that
was in conpliance with the 20th suppl emental order at
paragraph 704. And that ordering paragraph states that
Qnvest nust nodify its SGAT to allow CLECs to order UNE-P
voi ce service for Quest's DSL customers.

And | have not yet had an opportunity to go
back into the body of the order and verify whether there
is a nore broad discussion in the order, including |SPs.

However, we believe that |anguage as witten
currently is conpliant with the ordering paragraph
And.

If there's -- if there are other requirenents,
that that's potentially an oversight in the SGAT
conpl i ance | anguage. But we have not been able to find
t hat .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

MR, KOPTA: If | might, | amnot aware of
anything in the order that discusses ISP in this

particul ar context. And so having | ooked at this again,
we share the concern, or at |east the question that you
raised in terns of whether and when this is appropriate.

I don't know the circunstances in which Qnest
woul d be providing the DSL service to the ISP instead of
to the end user custoner that's going to be using that
particular |ine, and perhaps this is a resold
circunmstance in which Quwest is providing a service for
the 'SP who is then turning around and providing it to
t he end user.

But even if that were the case, | don't know
why there would be any reason why that woul dn't al so be
available if the CLEC is providing the underlying voice
servi ce.

And this ties in with the issue we're going to
tal k about in a nmoment, but | am not aware that that
order addressed that particular issue.

M5. ANDERL: And the | ast sentence of the SGAT
section that is apparently of concern is apparently, in
my mind at |least, to protect against our signing a
contract for service or relationship that we have with
the internet service provider to another carrier with
whom the internet service provider does not have an
agreement .

I need to double check on that piece of it, if



that's the concern. The potentially confusing thing
about the ISP/DSL issues is there's lots of different
pl ayers; CLECs, Qwest, the end user, and |ISP. And each
m ght have different contractual relationships with each
ot her, and sonetinmes the ISP relationship is with the
end user. Sonetines it's with Quest, and | am not sure.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, thanks for that
clarification. That hel ps.

And then | think the next issue is one that
Covad had proposed sonme | anguage on. And the question
is whether there's agreenent on that | anguage or other
| anguage.

MS. ANDERL: Yes, Your Honor. Covad raised two
i ssues about this particular SGAT section, which is
9.4.3.2.1. Covad represented to nme yesterday that the
proposed anendment in their comments really only
addressed hal f of Covad's concerns. W're willing to
accept the proposed | anguage that Ms. Doberneck advises
me they no | onger have any other concerns wth.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So the |anguage that Covad
proposed in its exhibit -- is that 15307?

MS. ANDERL: Yes, it is.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Wi ch page?

MS. DOBERNECK: 7, at the bottom rolling to
page ei ght.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That | anguage is acceptable to
Qnest ?

MS. ANDERL: Yes. And we will include it in
the next update, and our comments.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Is it appropriate to include it
inthe filing on May 10 that we tal ked about yesterday?

MS. ANDERL: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's do that.

M5. ANDERL: | am planning on including all of
the agreed | anguage so that people see it sooner, rather
than later, and make sure they can verify that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. And on the next
i ssue down, | have a question as to whether -- and this
is section 9.24.1.1.1.1. And a question as to whether
that section should include a reference to resold |ines.
It doesn't appear to do so. |It's mny understandi ng of
the requirement in the 20th Suppl enmental Order was that
Qnest nust nodify its SGATs to allow line splitting on
resold |lines and other conbi nations.

MS. ANDERL: And | think that we will add the
reference to resold lines. | amnot aware of why that
is not inthere. And if it presents any problenms --
which | have not been able to check with the subject
matter expert on this, but | don't think it does present
any problems -- and we will advise you through the



filing if there are concerns that | am unaware of today.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. And then there were
no other contested issues that | could tell in the
remai nder of the matrix, but | have a few questions for
clarification.

MR, KOPTA: Just as a clarification, they may
not be contested. But we discussed yesterday about sone
of the filings that were made on April 11, that that
woul d be considered at the next set of hearings. And
there is at | east one other issue.

JUDGE RENDAHL: \Which page does it appear on on
the matrix?

MR, KOPTA: It appears on page 9, under section
271-72 issues, and has to do with the nmerger of LCl and
QCC.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That would be the first issue
on page 19?

MR, KOPTA: Yes. And if we were going to
provi de any comrents, we would do it by the May 6 date
t hat we discussed.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | discussed -- | can't remenber
if it was on the record or off the record, but | think
May 6 appears to be an appropriate date, because we have
a prehearing to mark exhibits on May 8. So to the
extent you file anything in response to the April 11th

status report filings by Qwmest, those should come in on
the 6th to allow us to include themin the May heari ng.
MR, KOPTA: That's ny understandi ng, thank you,
Your Honor.
MS. FRIESEN. Thank you, Your Honor. | have
one ot her issue before you leave the matrix. |
menti oned during the prehearing conference that AT&T

was -- section 5.8.4, and | think you have the relevant
section, which is 5.8.4 on your matrix. In addition to
the indemification -- which | understand from Ms.

DeCook you have punted that issue out pending a
reconsi deration on the order?

JUDGE RENDAHL: That is the third issue that
appears on page 15 of the matrix. And upon review that
issue is subject to the reconsideration order. So that
is deferred to the May hearing.

M5. FRIESEN: So that would include 5.8.4 as
wel | ?

JUDGE RENDAHL: To the extent -- | do not
recall that that is part of the reconsideration order,
so let's be off the record for a nonent.

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Let's be back on the
record formally this time. Wile we were off the record
we di scussed the second and third i ssues on page 15



referring to sections 5.8.4 and 5.9.1.2, that they are
related and reflect the 31st supplenental order on
reconsi deration are deferred to our May hearing.

When we're tal king about issues in that order
on reconsideration, the |last issue on the matri x on page
15, Qwest indicated that it will conply with the
requirenent to file new product offerings with the
Conmi ssi on as SGAT anendnents and a query on my part.

Is that satisfactory to the other parties, or
is there a need to reflect that sonmehow?

MS. FRIESEN:. Speaking for AT&T, | believe
that's satisfactory. W exami ned the SGAT this norning
and determ ned that sections 1.7.1.1 and section 1.7.1.2
will assist in the endeavor to have Qmest conply. So we
think nothing needs to be altered in the SGAT.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

M . Kopt a.

MR. KOPTA: No, | think that should cover it.

I mean, obviously there's the |arger issue of SGAT
amendnents and how that's going to be dealt with. But
that's not on the table. At least with respect to this
one particular issue, | agree with Ms. Friesen the SGAT
contenplates that Qwest will file this sort of thing,
and that's good enough for us.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. | think there may be one

other issue that | have, and that is on the bottom of
page 18 of the matrix. And this addresses SGAT sections
6.4.1 and 12.3.8.1.5.

And, again, these have to do with contacts, |
think i nadvertent custoner contacts w th Quest
concerning CLEC custoners that inadvertently contact
Qunest. And a concern is that in |looking at the SGAT,
Qnest may have put some | anguage from anot her state,

t hi nk Montana, that nmay be redundant, but not
contradictory. And | just wonder if that should be
del eted, or any comrents the parties have on that?

MS. FRIESEN: Your Honor, could | ask for sone
clarification? | amnot entirely famliar with what the
Mont ana | anguage is, or where it resides in section
6.4.1 and/or 12.3.8.1.5.

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

(Di scussion off the record.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the record.
In section 6.4.1 of the Exhibit 1503, on page 55 there's
a footnote that references sone Montana | anguage. And
guess the question is, is this entirely necessary, or
can we live without it here in Washi ngton?

Ms. Anderl .

MS. ANDERL: It was an offer by Qmest for



pur poses of consistency across the region. | think

For the nobst part our call centers handle calls on a
regi onal basis, and not -- obviously, they will know
which state they are dealing with when a call cones in.
But for consistency of nessaging, | think we have nade

the offer to include this here in an attenpt to bring
everyt hing consi stent across the region

If the Commi ssion does not want to see this
| anguage here, we certainly don't insist on it. But I
think the footnote indicates it's just an offer

JUDGE RENDAHL: Comrents by ot her parties?

M5. FRIESEN: | hate to be the densest rock
here, but apparently | am because the whol e paragraph --
| think this is where | am struggling. Footnote 17
suggests that perhaps the entire paragraph, or maybe
just the strike-out is what is com ng out of Mbntana.
But a lot of this |anguage is famliar frombefore. So
that is what | need clarification on. Wich part of
this paragraph is comng from Montana?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Maybe this is sonmething that
you and Ms. Anderl can take up at a break and clarify
your sel ves, and determ ne between yoursel ves what you
think is appropriate and bring it back to us on the My
10 filing.

MS. ANDERL: We will be happy to do that.

M5. FRIESEN: That's great. Thanks.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Wth that, we're done with the
cl ean-up issues, and we can turn back to the page 1 of
the matrix. These are issues that we deferred to this
norning, and | understand it's the first issue on page
1, and the second issue on page 2 that we need to
address this norning. Are these issues that can be
addressed collectively, or do we need to address themin
order?

M5. FRIESEN: | amsorry. | was taking notes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: The first issue on page 1, and
second i ssue on page 2, which is what you were flown in
to address, Ms. Friesen.

My question is directly to you: Do we need to
address this together, or do we want to address them
separatel y?

M5. FRIESEN: | would like to address them
separately, and | would |like to take them out of order
if that's okay. |Issue 7.3.1.1.2 first, and then segue

into the 7.1.2. 1.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off the record for a
nonent .
(Di scussion off the record.)
JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the record.
Ms. Friesen, why don't you begin your



di scussion on the second issue on page 27

MS. FRIESEN. Thank you, Your Honor
Conmi ssioners, in the 26th Supplenmental Oder it
instructed Qvest to nmodify the SGAT section 7.3.1.2, and
that's reflected in our brief, if you flip back a few
pages.

What this applies to, and what the order said
is for Qwest to apply proportional rates to CLECs using
facilities for both interconnection and special access
services, i.e., apply TELRIC rates for the portion used
for interconnection and private line tariff rates for
those sections used for special access.

What this refers to is when a large carrier
such as AT&T, buys DS3 trunk group request out of access
tariff or private line tariff, we will cordon off sone
pi eces, sone pieces within to use for interconnection
trunks.

And Quest attenpted to nodify its SGAT to allow

us to do that. But the nodifications that it has made
certainly make it inpossible for us to do that. And |et
me explain, if I may. | think if you use the exanple
that | just brought up, the DS3 -- let's inmagine that it

has 28 DS1 channels. And eight out of those 28 DS3
channel s have been set aside as interconnection trunks.
It's AT&T's position that those ei ght channels

in the DS3 trunk group can be designated as

i nterconnection trunks and would be billed at rates
reflecting TELRIC. Wth respect to the renmining 20
channels within the DS3 trunk group, it's AT&T' s
position that those are either used for inter or
intrastate service, depending on where you buy it, as
those woul d be billed as such

In reality, the remaining 20 some will be
spares, and sone will be inter or intrastate circuits
and billed as such. And they think we should be billed
fairly, according to the tariffs.

What Quest's tariffs do is bounce you back and
forth. So if AT&T is to buy out of the FCC tariff in
the DS3 trunk group that we're tal ki ng about, what
happens is it's actually our end user custonmer woul d
desi gnate that nost of the usage of those circuits in
that trunk group will be for long distance, or interLATA
servi ce.

As a consequence, if we do the FCC tariff, we
buy it out of that PIU, the percent interstate usage, as
in accordance with the 10 percent rule in their tariff.
So we buy it out of the FCCtariff if that percentage
changes according to our custoner. W would report back
to Qnest, and the tariff would instruct us to go pay the
rates out of the private line state tariffs.



So the tariffs bounce you back and forth
dependi ng upon the ebb and fl ow of your end users
custoner service. And that's the way those tariffs
wor K.

What Qunest's initial SGAT | anguage was, it said
in the one hand, in the very first part of the
par agr aph, CLEC, you buy fromthe FCC tariff, and then
it offers different ways to pay proportionately in those
subpar agraphs. And at the very end it says, if you buy
service, if the service you buy falls within the private
line tariff, then you may partake of all of these
proportional pricing things. But if it doesn't, you
don't.

So it created a circular argunent -- or
circular offering where, on the one hand, it would offer
proportional pricing if we purchase a Federal access
trunk, or out of the FCC tariff, or the State tariff.
And on the other hand, it took it away. You only get
that if you buy that at the private line tariff.

So we have offered | anguage that cleans it up
and we believe it doesn't matter what tariff you buy the
DS3 trunk group out of, you should pay -- for exanple,
the ei ght channels, if you are using themfor
i nterconnection, those should be TELRIC rated channel s,
and the other remaining 20 should be billed in

accordance with whatever the PIU tells you should be
payi ng pursuant to the tariffs.

So that's fully consistent with what we're
doi ng today, except that the interconnection trunk group
isn't in there. Today when we buy a DS3, regardl ess of
what tariff we initially buy it out of, if our end user
custoner changes its PIU factor, we have to bounce back
and forth between the tariffs.

So what we're asking for is mnor adjustnents
to the SGAT to nmake it consistent with your order, and
actually make it possible for CLECs to purchase
proportionally priced trunk groups. Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Kopta, do you have
anyt hi ng?

MR, KOPTA: Yes, | have a couple of things. W
have the same concerns that Ms. Friesen is concerned
about on behalf of AT&T. And as | read the |anguage
that Qwest had proposed, it's very problematic for EL
on a couple of fronts.

The first is that the vast majority of circuits
that ELI is going to get out of a Quwest special access
tariff are going to come fromthe FCC tariff. And what
Quest' s | anguage proposes is that's fine, but if we're
going to split this between the interconnection portion
and the special access portion, you are going to pay the



state rates. You are not going to pay the FCC rates.

And the state rates are substantially higher
than the FCC rates. So it's essentially a penalty on
using FCC tariff circuits to provide both
i nt erconnecti on and speci al access, or sone other
service. That's the first problemthat we have

The second problemis that the | anguage that
Qnest proposed woul d have all of the spare capacity for
within the circuit assigned the tariff rates el sewhere
in the SGAT. It nmkes clear that for interconnection
you are always going to have sone spare capacity
avail able for growth. You want to avoid call bl ocking,
SO you are not going to -- say these eight circuits, to
use Ms. Friesen's exanple, are going to be lit for loca
i nterconnection. And we're not going to have any spares
that are going to be available for use as |oca
i nterconnection.

So what we proposed in our |anguage -- which is
Exhibit 1533. It's the attachnent to ELI's comments --
what we proposed was that the spare circuits within this
DS3 woul d be assigned proportionally.

So in Ms. Friesen's exanple, if you have ei ght
circuits that are dedicated to | ocal interconnection and
you have some spare circuits, then the percentage of the
spares would be the sane as the 8/28ths, whatever that

conmes down to, in terms of reducing the fraction of the
spares that woul d be assigned to the |oca
i nterconnection side.

What is happening here, to put a practical face
on that, since we tal ked about that a little bit
yesterday, is we're trying to maxim ze the use of
existing facilities. |If you have a DS3 that is being
used for long distance traffic, and it's only half full
but it makes sense to have a DS3 instead of 14 DSls for
pricing purposes, then it nmakes sense, if you can, to
use the remaining capacity of that circuit.

Ot herwi se, what you would have to do is perhaps
buy another DS3 for l|ocal interconnection, use half of
it, and you would have two DS3s, each with half capacity
i nstead of one DS3 that's being used for both.

And that's certainly what we interpret the
Commi ssion's rule as providing for is efficient use of
facilities, and to allow the proper pricing to reflect
the uses of that facility.

And what Qwest has proposed is | anguage that
woul d nonentarily penalize the CLEC for taking advantage
of that option. So that's why we proposed the | anguage
that we have to, No. 1, clarify if you are buying out of
the FCC tariff, the FCC rates apply to that portion of
the circuit that's being used for interstate services.



And No. 2, to assign the spare capacity so you
are treating the facility as if it's fully being used,
both for interconnection and for special access type
circuits instead of saying, Well, this is really a
speci al access circuit that we're going to take sone
pi eces out of for interconnection.

It may be the opposite. You may end up having
nore interconnection services circuits than specia
access circuits. It's going to depend on the
engi neering. But it's the engineers who ought to decide
how t hose facilities are used, not driven by the price
that Qwest wants to put on the circuits because you
happen to want to use it for nore than one purpose.

Thank you.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Kopta.
Ms. Anderl| ?
MS. ANDERL: Thank you.
JUDGE RENDAHL: | am assuning, Ms. Doberneck

and Ms. Singer Nelson, that you have nothing on this

i ssue?
MS. DOBERNECK: (Shakes head in the negative.)
MS. SI NGER NELSON: (Shakes head in the

negati ve.)
MS. ANDERL: Let ne address M. Kopta's nmin

i ssue first, because there are two very separate and

di stinct issues on this.

The first page of the matrix -- assum ng we do
proportional pricing in a manner ordered by the
Conmi ssi on, does the spare capacity get priced
proportionally as well? ELI believes it should be, and
Qnest and AT&T believe it should not be.

Ms. Friesen indicated, consistent with her
W tness' testinmony, M. WIson, and testinony in other
states on a proportional or ratcheting type rate.

The idle capacity should be priced at the
underlying private line rate, and we agree with that, as
the correct interpretation.

What the Conmi ssion ordered here, we believe,
is an adjustnment to an underlying private line facility,
and it is that characterization of the facility as
private line in the first instance which drives the
pricing of that facility. And it is only those portions
that are quote, unquote, being used for interconnection
pursuant to the Commi ssion's order that ought to be
priced proportionally or ratcheted.

And | -- excuse the different use of terns
there. The proportional pricing or ratcheting, to ne,
they mean the sane thing. One word just fits better in
the sentence than the other. And so it's just that

si mpl e.



We don't believe that there's any basis in the
Commi ssion's order to proportionally price the spare
facility. And indeed, we scoured the Commi ssion's order
on bal ance, and appears to only direct us to
proportionally price those portions that are being used
for interconnection.

However, one thing | would maybe agree with
M. Kopta on -- and he didn't say this -- but | think
you woul d probably agree as well, the pricing of idle or
spare was never directly presented to the Conm ssion, or
the Adm nistrative Law Judge.

We sinply believe here that the better
interpretation is that the idle capacity remain priced
at the underlying private line rate, which is reflective
of what the actual facility is.

The CLECs do receive significant proportiona
pricing for those portions of the facility that are
actual ly used for interconnection and at TELRIC rates.
But there's sinply no reason to take spare capacity in a
ratio to which is used for interconnection, and price
the spare LATA at that lower rate as well.

The other issue is a bigger issue, and that is
whet her the Conmmi ssion's order applies to private |lines
purchased out of the FCC tariff, as well as private
lines purchased out of the intrastate tariff.

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER:  You need to repeat that.

MS. ANDERL: The other issue, which is the
bi gger issue, is whether the Conmm ssion's order requires
us to allow ratcheting or proportional pricing of
private FCC tariffs, as well as those that are purchased
out of the intrastate Washington tariff.

The way we have written the SGAT -- and we
meant no secrecy here -- is that we believe that the
correct interpretation is that it applies to intrastate
private line services only, not FCC tariff services.

And indeed, Ms. Friesen and M. Kopta are
correct when they identified in the SGAT that we have
been, | believe, very clear about that.

The reason for this is a jurisdictional issue,
and we have discussed this jurisdictional issue with
some or all of the Commi ssioners on the bench in
previ ous dockets.

I think the first time the issue was squarely
presented was 1999 when AT&T filed a conpl ai nt agai nst
Qnest, then US West, with regard to the -- we raised the
jurisdictional issue at that tinme, and the Comm ssion
ruled on it stating that the Conmm ssion did not believe
its jurisdiction entirely preenpted by the FCC on an FCC
tariff service, and the Commi ssion retained discretion
to adjudicate issues arising fromFCC tariff purchases



when the Commr ssion deened it necessary to do so.

CHAIl RWOMAN SHOWALTER: What order and paragraph
was that, if we were nunbering paragraphs in that tine?

MS. ANDERL: It was UT-991292 AT&T
Conmuni cati ons of the Northwest, Inc., versus US West
Communi cations, Inc. It was the 10th Suppl emental Order
served May 18, 2000, and it is paragraphs 28 through 30.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MS. ANDERL: And indeed, the Comm ssion
referred to that order only very recently in this
docket, in the 30th Supplenmental Order in this docket
determining issues related to Qrest's QPAP, and whet her
Qnest woul d be reporting on special access circuits.

And t he Conmi ssion there quoted fromthat
par agraph 28 of the prior docket, and indicated that the
Commi ssi on woul d be asserting its jurisdiction for
pur poses of the QPAP we submitted

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER: What paragraph was t hat
of the 30th order?

MS. ANDERL: 117. However -- and let me back
up -- not back up, but stay in 1999 for sone additiona
hi stori cal perspective.

Qnest, because of its concerns about the
jurisdictional issues, at that tinme US Wst, subnitted a
petition to the FCC for a declaratory ruling on the

scope of the state's jurisdiction vis-a-vis the FCC s
jurisdiction over FCC tariff services.

That matter was docketed. It has still not
been decided. Just to give you a status update, |
believe it's been rolled into one of the existing FCC
proposed rul e changes, and will be deci ded when the FCC
rul es on a nunber of these issues that have been raised
in connection with special access circuits.

So we still have an open question fromthat
jurisdictional body. However, we think that the
Commi ssi on here in Washi ngton has al ways been cogni zant
and it's evidenced in your orders that one of the areas
where the FCC does have jurisdiction is squarely on the
FCC pricing. And we think that this question here on
whet her you ratchet or proportionally price an FCC
tariff service is one that falls squarely within the
pricing jurisdiction of the FCC, which is, in our nind,
clearly sacrosanct to the FCC that the Conmi ssion should
not, and cannot order, essentially, a rate reduction to
an FCC tariff rate

We briefed that in our conpliance or cover
brief with the SGAT conpliance filing that we fil ed.
You will find that discussion in --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Wbuld that be 1500 or 15017

MS. ANDERL: It was 1501. Thank you. | was



trying to figure between the two of them

JUDGE RENDAHL: So 1501.

MS. ANDERL: W tried, in those paragraphs --
or on those pages 3 through 5, going onto page 6 and
endi ng on page 6, we tried to explain in greater detai
just exactly why we believe this order, the Comm ssion's
order, if applied to an FCC tariff rate would squarely
i npact that FCC tariff rate by reduction on the overal
private line rate.

And we have cited for you their |ega
authority, as well as portions of |anguage from FCC - -
Qunest's FCC tariffs, which we believe squarely address
this issue, as well, froma pricing perspective.

Therefore, we are willing to conply. W have
conplied with the Comrission's order as it pertains to
servi ces purchased out of the intrastate tariff. W
believe that's appropriate. And we believe the
Commi ssion, in this instance, should affirmthat that is
what is required of Qnest.

CHAl R\OMAN SHOWALTER: Ms. Friesen, | have a
question. If this Conmi ssion is preenpted on pricing
and interstate tariffs, if that's the case, do you agree
or disagree that your proposed |anguage woul d be a
pricing of the interstate portion? | nean, | am
trying -- if Quest and the FCC are correct about their

jurisdiction, which way, then, would you argue? Wuld
you argue that you even see we have some ot her
authority, or would that settle the matter?

M5. FRIESEN: | don't believe it would settle
the matter. Here's why. | don't believe that anything
that this Conm ssion does with respect to allowing us to
efficiently use a trunk group dictates pricing per se.

What dictates the pricing is the end user
custoner desiring -- PlIU percent interstate or percent
intrastate usage. That's who determines from which
tariff | nmust pay for the various circuits contained
within that trunk group.

And what we woul d ask that you do, and what
we're asking you to do in no way dimnishes the FCC s
jurisdiction, nor your own. In fact, what we're asking
is that we pay for what we buy.

And if we purchase, for exanmple, the FCC access
tariff, and the end user -- we would be purchasing out
of that tariff not only because the prices are |ower, as
M. Kopta told you, but because the end user customer
tells us that a certain percentage of its usage of the
trunk group for which we're purchasing that is going to
be used for a certain anpbunt of the traffic, a certain
amount of interstate or intrastate traffic if the
customer declares to us that's the PIU.  Then that's



where we have to buy it.

The FCC tariff, along with the state tariff,
will tell us that over tine if that usage changes, we
have to pay according to a different tariff. So we go
back to the exanple of purchasing out of the FCC tariff.

In the first instance, if the custoner's
traffic percentage changes over tinme, and they inform
us, then we're obligated under the tariffs from which we
purchased the DS3 to go back to Qmest and tell them we
have got to make an adjustnment to the PIU, and therefore
purchase out of the state private line tariff.

So the tariffs instruct this ebb and flow
between them for purposes of rates, and that's all we're
asking you to do with respect to the particular circuits
inside the big group. We're not asking you to step on
or change it in either the FCC tariff or the state
tariff. We will abide by either tariff, depending on
what the custoner declares as the PIU factor

Wth respect to the remaining trunks, going
back to the 28 channels, the 20 channels are deterni ned
by what the end user custoner is doing and we purchase
the various tariffs based on the end user custonmer. So
we don't believe this affects any kind of price
reducti on.

This is reality. This is what is happening in

the field as opposed to having you say, OCkay, well, you
can only buy out of the FCCtariff, and these are the
rates you will pay if you buy out of the FCC tariff.
It's sort of the distinction between the facility that
we' re purchasing inside the state of Washi ngton versus
the rate we're paying for the various circuits inside
that facility, which is determ ned by the end user
custoner who points to a certain percentage and then we
have to go to a different tariff dependi ng on what that
percentage is.

So | don't think this has anything to do with a
jurisdictional conflict the way Ms. Anderl is trying to
suggest .

CHAl RWOVAN SHOMWALTER: | amtrying to get to
what the dispute is. So am| correct that the dispute
is Ms. Anderl| says that your proposed | anguage

woul d be a pricing of an interstate tariff, and you say
no, it's not a pricing of an interstate tariff? |Is that
t he di spute?

MS. FRIESEN. | think that's essentially the
di spute, yes.

CHAl RWOVAN SHOMALTER: Ms. Anderl, do you agree
that that is the dispute?

MS. ANDERL: | don't know how Ms. Friesen can
say it's not a pricing dispute.



CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: |s that the dispute?

MS. ANDERL: The only reason the CLECs want
this is they are going to pay a lower rate if they get
their way so, of course, it's a pricing issue. W have
al ready agreed, we agreed in the very first workshop
that we would allow themto commngle traffic on the
facility as long as they paid for the whole facility at
the private line rate. That's not a dispute. W would
| ove to have that result.

But the reason this is a dispute is because
AT&T and ELI will pay less for the sane facility if your
order applies to FCC tariff services. And so | guess,
yes, | have to agree with you that the question is we
say it's a pricing dispute, and they say it's not. But
how can they say it's not, is what | am struggling wth.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: |'mtrying to get it
down for nyself, what is it that we have to decide. And
| guess we have to decide, if we decide that sonething
that we would be about to do is a pricing of a Federa
tariff, then | think on the abstract level we can't do
t hat .

If we decide it's not a pricing of the tariff,
it's sonething else, then we're in our own policy
region; is that right? So we have to decide what this
i s doing.

M5. ANDERL: | think that's the first inquiry.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Anderl, did you have nore
on this particular issue, or was that the extent of your
di scussi on?
MS. ANDERL: That's the extent.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Are there any other questions
fromthe bench on this particular issue?
(No response.)
JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Kopta.
MR. KOPTA: Thank you, Your Honor. The concern
I have is that essentially what we're doing is arguing
reconsideration. This isn't a conpliance. This is
Qwest saying, no, you are wrong and here's sone | anguage
that shows why you are wong in the first instance.
Because as a practical matter, what we're deciding here
is whether or not we're going to do this at all
If you adopt Qwmest's | anguage, you mi ght
as well say we're not going to have any proportiona
sharing at all, because it would only apply when you
have intrastate circuits. And the vast ngjority -- at
| east fromELI's perspective are going to be fromthe
FCC tariff.
And as Ms. Friesen points out, because of the
fluidity, you could never designate a particular circuit
to be both interconnection and speci al access because as



soon as it flipped to the FCC jurisdiction, you would
have to make an adjustnent; either fully price the
facility or sonehow reroute the local interconnection
servi ce.

So what we're really tal king about is whether
or not the Comm ssion is going to stand by its earlier
decision to allow proportional pricing, or to require
Qnest to provide proportional pricing or not. That's
the bottomline we're tal ki ng about.

So this isn't as nmuch of a conpliance as it is
reargui ng the decision that the Conm ssion has al ready
made.

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: A question on the 10
percent rule and the end use custoner telling you |ater
oh, by the weigh, | amactually doing this intrastate.
Is this a theoretical issue, or could this really
happen? It was nmy assunption that when sonebody all eged
the interstate tariff, that would nore or |less be the
end of it, or is there some nechanismthat carriers have
to keep asking the question of the custonmers, what they
are doi ng?

MS. FRIESEN. Yes. Carriers are supposed to
track the custoners' usage, and they are -- they are
pur chasi ng or paying in accordance with the correct
tariff.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: How does that occur?

MS. FRIESEN. Well, we bill the customer, so we
know we're billing our custoners for the usage of the
various trunks, the end usage custoners. So we have to
keep tabs on what percentage they are using, but they
are letting us know.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER:  For voice | can

understand you might know. | don't get data, or am!|
wrong or in the wong real mhere?
M5. FRIESEN: | think data is probably stepping

out of the realm But for voice our custonmers, it's
part of what they do. They designate what their usage
is going to be, and as it changes, they are supposed to
tell us again what they are doing. |It's not necessarily
t heoreti cal

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER:  You say they are
supposed to, but do you ask then? |Is this just a stated
responsibility of the end use customer sonmewhere, or is
there a real mechanism and end use custoners actually do
flip in and out of intra versus interstate use?

M5. FRIESEN: | can find out what the nmechani sm
is for that. | don't knowit as | sit here today.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That woul d be Bench Request 48,
and if you can respond to Chai rwoman Showal ter's
gquestion in ternms of the way AT&T communi cates with the



customers, and how the custoners |et you know, and how
AT&T tells the customers, that would be Bench Request
48.

(BENCH REQUEST NO. 48.)

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER: And if you have actua
data on percentage custoners who start interstate and
flip tointrastate, | would be interested to know. It's
hard for me to think that this happens very often

MS. FRIESEN. | don't know if we have that
data. | don't expect we keep big pools of that kind of
data, but I will check and see what the mechanismis

CHAl RMOVAN SHOMWALTER:  You -- or would you know
how many |ines you were paying for interstate tariff
that went to intrastate? | would like that information

M5. FRI ESEN: Okay.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ckay. |If there's nothing else
on this issue -- maybe we will find out.

Is there anything else on this issue fromthe
bench or fromthe parties?

(No response.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's take our norning break
and conme back at ten to 11:00. We will be off the
record.

(Brief recess taken.)
JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record.

We're back on the record.

That concl udes our discussion on conpliance
i ssues. Tal ki ng about the very first issue on page 1 of
the matrix, and Ms. Friesen, could you go first, and for
the court reporter, would you slow down just a little
bit.

MS. FRIESEN. Sure. | amsorry. |If you have
your notebooks, your exhibits, | would Iike to have you
take a | ook at Exhibit 1521. As we discuss this,
think that illustration will hel p our discussion

Let ne describe for you first what the issue
is, and then | will tell you what | think your order

instructs Quwest to do, and why | think Qwest didn't do
it.

First, in taking a | ook at Exhibit 1521, it
di scusses sonething called entrance facility, and these
are interconnection trunks. The issue has to do with
whet her or not a CLEC can pick a point of
i nterconnection on Qwest's network where it chooses that
point to be.

And renenber, a point of interconnection is
where the two carriers determne that they are going to
exchange traffic. So everything on one side of the
point or PO would be one carrier's responsibility, and
the things on the other side of the PO would be the



other carrier's responsibility.

JUDGE RENDAHL: When you say PO, you nean
P-O17?

MS. FRIESEN. Yes, point of interconnection.

As you |l ook at 1521, Qmest has designhated the
PO on the CLEC network, not its own network. You wll
see it at the CLEC | ocation and usually uses a point of
presence or a switch. The entrance facility is a flat
rated facility that then runs between the PO and the
cl osest serving wire center. And beyond that, you see
t hat Qwmest has us paying for direct trunk transport,
which is distance sensitive.

Now, | ask you, if | amto select a PO on
Quvest's network -- for exanple, if | want to pick nmy PO
at the tandem switch, which is that nice triangle in the
m ddl e of Exhibit 1521, there is no way under that SGAT
that | can do that. | cannot buy a dedicated circuit
that runs fromthe CLEC | ocation through the cl osest
serving wire center to the tandemswitch. The only
thing that the SGAT offers is an entrance facility,
whi ch places the PO back on ny network, not on their
network at the tandem switch, which is where | would
want to designate the PO .

If the PO were at the tandem switch everything
behind that PO, in other words, that circuit, that

dedicated circuit that ran through that serving wire
center would be nmy responsibility to pay for. And the
FCC instructs us that if | have a dedicated facility,
such as a dedicated circuit as an interconnection trunk
so that | can have a PO at the tandem | amresponsible
for paying Quwest for that.

We generally | ease those dedicated circuits
fromQwest, and | pay for themas a flat rated | ease
agreenment .

But what the SGAT does, is it doesn't allow us
to do that at all. | cannot get ny PO at the tandem
There is no direct trunk necessarily from AT&T' s
| ocation or network that runs into their tandem switch
that | can use. | generally have to buy a dedicated
circuit, which I can no |onger obtain under the SGAT
that they filed with you.

Now, in your 11th suppl enental order you
confirmed the ALJ's initial decision stating Qmest
nmodi fy your SGAT to do two things --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you sl ow down?

MS. FRIESEN. | amtrying to race with the
tinme.

-- one, allow the CLECs to use the
i nterconnection trunks to access UNEs, and two, all ow
CLECs to pick the PO where they choose.



Now, Qmest 7.1.1 on its face suggested that we
can pick a PO where we choose. But if you |ook at the
i nterconnecti on options avail abl e under the SGAT,
can't get that. | can't get the dedicated trunk so
can place nmy PO at the tandem

Rat her the only thing | can do is buy an
entrance facility or a md-span neet, which nmeans
there's no facility in place and we both build a
facility out to a nutually agreed upon point. That's
not what | amlooking for either. O | can get
co-location as a form of interconnection

Query this, if I want to put nmy co-location
cage where the tandemswitch is, how do | get fromny
| ocation to that PO inside that co-location cage in the
tandemswitch? | can't do it. There's no dedicated
trunk I can buy fromthem

So that's really the issue. W think that the
SGAT has failed repeatedly to conply with your 11th
suppl enental order, which says let the CLEC pick the PO
on Qnest's network. And that's the issue.

I would Iike to reserve any remai nder of ny
time for rebuttal

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, Ms. Friesen. Wen
you refer to the 11th supplenental order, are you
referring to the Comm ssion order that was issued on

June 17 or -- | can't determine fromnmy notes here the
Commi ssi on order addressi ng workshop 1 issues, the fina
order.

MS. FRIESEN. | have it in my notes as February
22. If | could, I would take a | ook and clarify which
order | amreferencing.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That woul d be hel pful.

M. Kopta, are you weighing in on this issue?

MR. KOPTA: Very briefly. | don't want to
repeat anything that Ms. Friesen said. | think she
captured what the issue is. But one of the problens in
the SGAT that crops up every once in a while is
t erm nol ogy.

And Qnest has defined certain facilities in
terms of a product, and this is one of those instances.
Because when they say entrance facility, it is a defined
term It's a Qmest product that has certain linitations
on it. One of those is that it doesn't go outside of
the serving wire center

So | think that's a problemthat we have with
the | anguage is that when you say -- when the SGAT says
you can get an entrance facility that comes with all of
the associated limtations of an entrance facility, and
what we nmay want is our facilities or sone -- | am not
sure what you would call them nmore generically -- that



woul d all ow for interconnection.

But that may not be within the paraneters of an
entrance facility. And | think that's what Ms. Friesen
was tal king about in terns of getting interoffice
transport, or sone other product that Qeaest has defined
and nmakes avail abl e.

So | think by using entrance facility as a
defined term that's where a lot of the problem comes up
with the SGAT | anguage. And that's why | believe AT&T
has tried to be nore generic in defining or using the
word facility instead of entrance facility.

So it's clear that it may not be entrance
facility -- maybe the vast mpjority of cases it will be
entrance facility, but it nay not just be entrance
facility. It may be sonme other product that Qwest has,
direct transport or sonething else, that allows for the
physi cal interconnection between the two points. Thank
you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Go ahead, Ms. Anderl.

MS. ANDERL: Thank you, Your Honor. W renmin
a bit baffled by AT&T's objections to the Qwnest provided
| anguage. W have been debating this issue for a |ong
time. And |ooking for the exhibit list, the parties
filed a nunber of -- which is right here in front of ne.
The parties found a nunber of rounds of coments

i ncorporating di sputes about section 7. Quest's
exhibits are 1508 and 1509, and AT&T's exhibits on this
are 1522 through 1524 in your books.

Those docunents were all filed in the January,
February tinme franme, and thus reflect that the dispute
i s ongoi ng.

What AT&T fails to describe, even today, is
whi ch section of which order is Qamest not conplying
with. W don't know why they object to this |anguage.
We think that AT&T's m scharacterizi ng what the Qmest
SGAT | anguage does, and we believe it's conpliant in
every way.

If I look at the docunment that Ms. Friesen
directed you to, Exhibit 1521, that reflects that the
only piece of facility that is appropriately called an
entrance facility is the piece that is between the point
of interconnection and the Qamest serving wire center
That's consistent with the | anguage in Qunest's SGAT
section 7.1.2.1 that says entrance facilities may not
extend beyond the area served by the Qwest serving wire
center.

Al'l that means is that wherever the CLEC
chooses to locate its PO -- and the CLEC has absol ute
di scretion -- wherever the CLEC chooses to |locate its
poi nt of interconnection within Qmest's incunbent



territory, there will be a nearest serving wire center
between the CLEC. Whatever the nearest serving wire
center is is the entrance facility.

We tal ked about this a long tine ago in
Novenber of 2000, Novenber 7. The transcript page is
general ly 1250, but you, of course, have to read a
little before and a little after to understand.

And their -- Qwmest's witness, M. Frieberg, and
AT&T's witness, M. WIson, had a discussion about this
and an agreenent was nmade there to strike the words "DS1

or DS3 entrance,” in other words, which was a nodifier
of facility, and change it to "Qwmest provided facility."
| amsorry. It's still "DS1 or DS3 Qwest provided

facility." W did change the heading on 7.1.2.1 to
identify it as a Qwvest provided facility as opposed to a
DS1 or DS3 entrance facility, and that was in section
7.1.2.

It now says a Qnest DS1 or DS3 Qwest provided
facility, 7.1.2

MR, HEMSTAD: | amtrying to focus on the
| anguage, and | guess | lost -- point ne to the | anguage
in7.1. 2.

MS5. ANDERL: It's in nuneral 1, DS1 or DS3
Qwest provided facility. |If you have the Redline SGAT
1503, it's on page 58.

JUDGE RENDAHL: In the paragraph 7.1.2?

MS. ANDERL: Yeah.

MR. HEMSTAD: Yes.

MS. ANDERL: And the CLECs don't agree that
they have to establish at | east one point of
i nterconnection in each LATA. That's what the first
sentence says, and that the parties are to establish
t hrough negoti ati ons one of the follow ng
i nterconnecti on arrangenents at any technically feasible
point. And we added the word "point," any technically
feasi bl e point was al so requested and agreed upon
| anguage.

We don't see that there is -- why there is any
remai ni ng di spute here. And again, continue to wait
bei ng pointed to ordering | anguage that would require us
to delete the entrance | anguage to entrance facility
t hroughout the SGAT, which is what AT&T seens to want.
We sinply don't think that was required.

MR. HEMSTAD: | amtrying to understand. 1Is it
your point that this is sinply a nomenclature issue,
that there is not a -- going back to the diagram are

you agreeing with AT&T that they have their entrance at
the tandem switch?

MS. ANDERL: They can interconnect. They can
establish a point of interconnection and interconnect



with us at the tandem | believe we have allowed that.

MR, HEMSTAD: | amtrying to understand if
there's a di sagreenent.

MS. ANDERL: That's, again, why | was really
aski ng that we be pointed by AT&T to a provision in one
of the Conmi ssion orders that we weren't conplying wth.

MR. HEMSTAD: Well, then are you asserting that
the use of the phrase entrance facility -- entrance
facility is not a termof art, but it is a generic term
that it is a point of entrance?

MS. ANDERL: It is atermof art. It's a
specific -- and | would have to flip back in the SGAT to
see if it is a defined term It's not capitalized, so
that woul d suggest it's not a defined term

JUDGE RENDAHL: | just checked, and it is not.

M5. ANDERL: Good. At |east that's working
But it is a tariff rate element previously approved by
the Comm ssion. There are rates established separately
for entrance facilities.

MR, HEMSTAD. | guess | amtrying to get to
goi ng back to the diagram |If Qemest agrees that AT&T
can have its point of interconnection at the tandem
switch, then there would seemto be no, at |east
substanti ve, disagreenent between the parties. It's a
matter of getting the phrasing right; is that right?

MS. ANDERL: | don't know. That's where | am
struggling with AT&T' s argunent.

MS. FRIESEN. May | respond? Maybe | can help

MR, OSH E: Well, M. Friesen, maybe you can
answer this question follow ng up on Comr ssi oner
Henst ad.

1521, if AT&T established a point of
i nterconnection at the tandem switch under your di agram
I guess what | hear you saying -- and you can clarify --
is that Qnest would require you to establish an entrance
facility fromthe tandem switch back to the wire center

and then there would be -- then there would be al so
established the direct trunk transport that is also
mar ked on the diagram |Is that how | understand it?

MS. FRIESEN. That's not quite the way it works
under the SGAT. And let nme give you a little nmore of an
explanation. | think that mght help

First, it's alittle bit disingenuous for
Ms. Anderl to suggest she doesn't know what we're citing
to and she's not quite getting it, because we filed a
reply brief.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: Ms. Friesen, it would be
Wi se not to assign any characterization to any other
counsel. Sinply point to your brief where there's an
answer .



M5. FRIESEN: On February 20 | filed a reply
brief.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER:  You in the back of the
room this is the third tinme your phone as rung. Put it
on vibrate only, or turn it off.

MS. FRIESEN. | filed a notion February 15 to
further nodify the entrance facility, because it wasn't
described in such a way that was consistent with what we
t hought your order said. And it's not consistent with
what the |aw all ows.

Qnest filed a response saying you are bringing
up a new issue. You can't do that now. W have done
everyt hing we have to do.

W filed a reply brief on February 20 in which
we laid out very clearly references to the transcript
where our witness is discussing with M. Frieberg the

deficiencies in the -- we laid out very clearly your
order that we were referring to, and | have got them
here, and I will reference them now

MR, HEMSTAD: What is your reply brief exhibit?

M5. FRIESEN: It's not entered as an exhibit in
this particular proceeding.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, if | may interrupt, |
believe that it is.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | believe that it is, and | am

| ooking for it now.

MS. ANDERL: Probably 1524.

JUDGE RENDAHL: O 1527. 1527, AT&T's reply to
Qnest's response to AT&T's notion regardi ng SGAT section
7.1.2.1. It was filed here on the 21st.

MS. FRIESEN. That's it. Thank you very nmnuch.

CHAl RWOVAN SHOMALTER: My nunbers seemto go
from 1522 to 1530. Do you have 15277?

JUDGE RENDAHL: It was originally nmarked at the
prehearing as 1524. And upon reviewing them | realized
there were attachnents to one of the previous ones, so
it may be marked in your book at 1524.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: | don't have that
ei t her.

MS. ANDERL: |If you have the wong numnbering,
which | do as well as Your Honor. | apologize. Wen
earlier referred to the Comm ssion, to our coments, |
referred you to 1522 through 1524. And those are AT&T' s
three files. And the 1523 in the old nunmbering style is
the one that Ms. Friesen is addressing.

MS. FRIESEN. Let nme point to the order
briefly. In the initial order rendered by Judge Rendah
on page 22, paragraph 64, it says, The parties raised
two primary issues with SGAT 7.2.1, whether Qwmest should
be permitted to dictate the points of interconnection or



PO, and what rates Qaest should charge.

And if you go to --

MS. ANDERL: | amsorry. \hich order was that?

MS. FRIESEN. The initial order rendered by
Judge Rendabhl

JUDGE RENDAHL: Which date, and whi ch workshop?
That m ght help

MS. FRIESEN. It was rendered February 22nd,
2001. It is workshop 2. | believe that contains
checklist items 1, 11 and 14.

MR. HEMSTAD: What is the order nunber?

JUDGE RENDAHL: | am not sure that had -- it
was either 11 -- | don't have those with ne.

MS. ANDERL: That m ght have been one that
didn't have a nunber.

JUDGE RENDAHL: It m ght have been one that
didn't have a number. Checklist item11, it was the
i nt erconnection order and nunber portability, is that
correct, but not co-location, which was addressed | ater?

MS. FRI ESEN.  Yes.

MS. ANDERL: My | get the paragraph reference
agai n?

MS. FRIESEN. Page 22, paragraph 64, where the
di scussi on and the deci sion begins.

Then if you | ook at the 15th suppl enental order

i ssued in workshop 2 addressing checklist items 1, 11
and 14 --

JUDGE RENDAHL: And that is the final order of
t he Conmmi ssion?

MS. FRIESEN. Yes, Your Honor. Page 4,
paragraph 12, it clearly identifies starting with the
entrance facility and it discusses the issues, including
allowing the CLEC to pick the PO on Qwmest's network

But et me nove away fromthese orders for just
a mnute, and I would like to talk to you about what |
think the confusion is. | think that the orders are
clear that we should be able to pick the PO. The SGAT
suggests that we can't.

| amtelling you that | don't think | can get
there using the SGAT, because | cannot buy the dedicated
trunk or the dedicated circuit that | need to run from
the CLEC | ocation through the serving wire center to the
tandem switch so that | can establish a PO at the
tandem swi t ch.

The only thing that the SGAT offers ne is this
thing called an entrance facility, which if you go back
to my reply conments to Qunest's response, you will see
in there citations to the testinony clearly indicating
fromQwest that the option is you buy an entrance
facility. It is like a loop. And you pay a flat rated



recurring/nonrecurring charge for that, because it's
dedi cated. And beyond that, you buy direct trunk
transport, which is basically a UNE

So | can't get a dedicated trunk which takes ne
fromm location to the tandem switch such that | can
put my PO at the tandem switch. And that's what the
i ssue is.

It's not so nuch one of nomencl ature per se
but it's a way they are breaking up that circuit to
charge us nore for the circuit.

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER: And | want to make sure,
when you say you can't get there, do you nean there's no
product of any kind for you to have a PO at the tandem
switch, or do you nean you have to pay double or triple
or sonething like that? | mean, are you saying can't do
it, or the rates for the things that you have to pay for
are unfair?

MS. FRIESEN. Well, | can't do it under the
SGAT. If you look at the SGAT, there's no way for nme to
get the dedicated trunk. The only things they offer in
terms of interconnection are the things called entrance
facility or md-span neet where we build our facilities
to a point that we nutually agree on, or via
co-1l ocati on.

But co-location, if |I want to co-locate at the

tandem how do | get fromny network to that tandenf
The only thing | can purchase under the ternms of this
particul ar SGAT in Washington is something called an
entrance facility, and a UNE, sone dedicated trunk
transport. And if | do that, | am back --

MR. HEMSTAD: Can, under the SGAT, Ms. Anderl,
AT&T get a dedicated trunk?

MS. ANDERL: Between --

MR. HEMSTAD: Between to the -- back to the
exanpl e, to the tandem swi tch.

MS. ANDERL: Well, and these are issues that |
think are sonmewhat outside of the scope of conpliance.
And | think what AT&T is trying to do is really advocate
the things they didn't advocate before with you.

| amnot, as we sit here today, aware of any
l[imtations on their ability to purchase transport from
us between two points if they want to purchase a
dedi cated trunk.

MR. OSH E: Let nme ask the question -- you can
finish, of course
MS. ANDERL: | think I amfinished. | was only

going to point out that we did address this issue in
Exhi bit 1509, which was our February 25th response to
some of these filings, some of AT&T's pl eadings.

And | think, really, AT&T had rmade sone of



t hese arguments before. And | think our brief there,
which is the first four pages, probably addresses it
nore clearly in witing than you could ever summarize it
oral ly.

I think that AT&T, though, is wong when they
say that they can't choose their PO anywhere they want.
They can. And | can wal k through that |anguage that
shows you that, if you like.

And | think it's wong when they claimthat
they are limted to purchasing entrance facilities for
pur poses of interconnection. They have all of the
Conmi ssi on ordered options for interconnection and
entrance facilities, but one of those options --

MS. FRIESEN. | woul d encourage you to take a
| ook at the SGAT section on interconnection. It
descri bes the methods of interconnection. |If you | ook

at your SGAT on page 59, section 7.1.2, it describes
three nethods of interconnection.

That is the interconnection that is available
to me. The issue is how do | get there? How do | get
to interconnection inside a serving wire center or a
tandem You look at this SGAT, and you won't find any
of ferings for dedicated interconnection trunk. You will
find only entrance facilities.

MR, OSH E: Well, this is the question that |

have is, what is the difference between the direct trunk
transport that is illustrated on Exhibit 1521, and
between the tandem switch and the Qmest serving wire
center as an entrance facility?

As | understand the issue is that if AT&T wants
to co-locate at the tandem switch, they have to buy
both. And they are saying, as | understand it, we
shoul d only have to buy one.

M5. ANDERL: It depends on where they want to
choose their point of interconnection to be. They can
co-l ocate anywhere they want where there's space
avail abl e.

MR, OSH E: Well, use the tables on 1521. They
want to |ocate at the tandem switch, and | understand
the SGAT requires themto go to the nearest Quest
serving wire center.

M5. ANDERL: Which may be that tandem switch.

MR, OSHI E: Well, use 1521 as the exanpl e,
which it isn't. So why -- the question is, why would
they have to buy two facilities?

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER: Wel |, do they? | don't
understand. | think we're all asking the sane question
Let's say -- | nean, if AT&T wants its point of
i nterconnection at the tandem switch, then what does it
do? What are its options? What does it buy? How would



it work?

I think from Qwvest's point of view, how does it
wor k, because | think Ms. Friesen is saying it can't
work. She can't find the product to buy.

MS. ANDERL: And --

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: And at a different |eve
of the question, is this covered by the issue that's in
front of us?

M5. ANDERL: Thank you. Can | answer the
second question first? Frivolity aside, | think this is
outsi de the scope of what we're tal ki ng about here.

| do think if we want to go into opening this

i nterconnection issue back up again, | would like to
have a witness here, M. Frieberg. There's a reason why
he's the witness on interconnection. |It's because he
knows how all of these things work. | understand it at

a fairly high level, but perhaps not in such a way as |
could define for you the Qmest product or offerings to
enabl e interconnection in various different scenarios.

I think you need to be careful that there's a
di fference between co-location and interconnection, and
they don't always have to go together. And a CLEC can
choose a single point of interconnection in the LATA but
can co-locate in as many central offices as they w sh.

They can interconnect for purposes of traffic

exchange with Qwmest, or they can -- and they can use
co-location to do that. But it may be that they are
using their co-location to sinply obtain access to
unbundl ed network el enents and not interconnect.

So we have to be careful about the term nol ogy,
and careful about whether Ms. Friesen is tal king about
co-locating at a tandem switch or chooses that as a CLEC
poi nt of interconnection for the whol e LATA

And that's about where we get to the point
where | probably want a witness to help explain it
better, the subject matter expert.

MS. FRIESEN. May | respond?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Go ahead.

M5. FRIESEN: | can extract fromthe
transcripts for you -- | want briefly to point you to
page 2 of my reply brief, which identifies some of the
citations. And this was -- this issue was briefed --

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: When you say your reply
brief, we need to know what nunber it is.

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's the nunber that is not
entirely clear. The February 20 -- ny exhibit is 1527,
and it's the one filed February 21st.

MS. FRIESEN. | believe it's 1527, page 2.
This issue was briefed at AT&T's brief. | can pull that
for you. | can pull all the transcripts for you. It's



in M. Frieberg's testinony. This is not a new issue.
This was fully, fully briefed and di scussed during the
wor kshops, and | thought resolved by Judge Rendahl in
telling Qvest to nmodify its SGAT such that we coul d get
a dedicated trunk to the particular point of

i nterconnection that we chose on Quest's network.

I woul d be happy, as a bench request, to pul
out the excerpts fromthe transcripts for you and pul
out the excerpts fromour brief, if that would be
hel pful .

I do think Chairwoman Showalter hit the nail on
the head when she said, "Clarify for us, Qwmest, where in
the SGAT AT&T can acquire the dedicated trunk." | don't
think it's there, and that's the issue all along.

I would point you without discussing --

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: | have to say, | don't
think I said that. Wat | --
M5. FRIESEN. | amsorry?

CHAl RWOMVAN SHOWALTER: M preci se question was,
if AT&T chooses to put its point of interconnection at
the tandem switch, then | asked Qwest how is it supposed
to operate? | personally amnot conmtted in this
guestion to trunks or other things, because | am not
certain enough as to what anyone is entitled to versus
some options are avail able, and maybe ot her options for

doing a particular thing are not.

But it would seemas if there is sinply no way
to even have a point of interconnection at a technically
feasible point. That could be a problem But maybe
it's because previous to that point you have to el ect
ot her options, or after that point you have to el ect
ot her options.

M5. FRIESEN: Thank you for that clarification
I m sunderstood where you were going.

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER:  You understand nore than
| do.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Friesen, and Ms. Anderl, a
bench request was raised. Do you believe there's a
sufficient amount in the record for us to determine this
record based on your argunent and pl eadings, or is there
nore that we need to know fromw tnesses to be able to
determ ne this question?

MS. FRIESEN. | think there's absolutely no
reason to take nore evidence. And | would suggest that
in my offer of the bench request, if you read those
excerpts | will pull you will see exactly why there is
no further need.

But | do want to nmeke clear that this has
nothing to do with a single point of interconnection per
LATA. This has nothing to do with that issue. And



t hey were discussed and briefed. But this has nothing
to do with that. This is not that issue.

This issue is solely related to entrance
facilities and whet her AT&T can get a dedicated trunk
fromits chosen interconnection on Quest's network back
to our location. That's all this issue has to do with.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | turn now to Ms. Anderl.

Do you believe there's sufficient information in the
record that, based on the record and your argunments
today and the briefs that are exhibits for this hearing,
that we can render a decision on this issue?

MS. ANDERL: | think so. | was only suggesting
a witness because of my concern that | could not answer
speci fic questions about parts of Exhibit 1521 or
hypot heti cal s posed based on Exhibit 1521

But, no, | think that the witten pleadings in
January and February, as well as the argunents and the
record that we have today is sufficient.

MS. FRIESEN. |If | mght nmake one concl uding
remar k qui ckly?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, let's go ahead. 1Is there
anyt hing nore fromthe bench?

(No response.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: | woul d make one bri ef

comment -- Ms. Doberneck, can you stop. |It's hard to

hear and focus.

Any concl uding remarks? Let's go forward.

MS. FRIESEN. Thank you, Your Honor. | would
direct your attention to 1520, which is the AT&T
conpliance exhibit we offered to try and fix the SGAT.

So it's very clear on its face that not only
can | buy an entrance facility if | aminterested in
having the PO at nmy network, but | would also get a
dedi cated trunk so | could put nmy PO at the tandem
swi tch.

One other inquiry that I would like to | eave
you with is that with respect to the entrance facility,
if the PO is located on nmy network, shouldn't Qwmest be
paying for the facilities on its side of the PO that is
the entrance facility and the dedicated trunk transport?
Wy is it | am paying to exchange traffic at a
particul ar point of interconnection, both in front of ny
PO and behind ny PO? Those are ny |ast renarks.

Thank you.

CHAl RWOVAN SHOWALTER:  Well, | have to say a
new i ssue was just raised, which | think Ms. Anderl
deserves a chance to respond to.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, | amgoing to allow M.
Ander| to respond to that.

MS. ANDERL: Your Honor, | don't even really



want to address the rate issue. | don't think it's
squarely before you. | don't think, really, rate issues
have ever been before you in the 271 proceedi ng, but
have been handl ed in cost dockets.

And if AT&T has an issue with the way rates are
charged, then they ought to have raised that issue
either in the terns and conditions discussion in this
docket, or brought it up in a cost docket, or bring a
separate proceeding to get existing terns and conditions
nodi fi ed.

But | sinply can't see how a throwaway |ine
like that can squarely raise an issue for consideration
in a conpliance proceeding. This is not, as M. Kopta
poi nted out, reconsideration. |It's a conpliance
proceedi ng.

M5. FRIESEN: And to clarify, | was not asking
you to consider the particulars, just to think about
t hat .

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is there anything nore on this
particul ar issue?

(No response.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Unl ess there's anything el se
fromcounsel, | think we have finished our conpliance
di scussion. Let's be off the record for a nonent.

(Lunch recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the record.
We will be back on the record after our |unch break
And while we were off the record during lunch the
parties got together, counsel got together with me and
we have identified a few additional exhibits to the
exhibit list | circulated |ast Friday, April 19 for
Change Managenent Process issues.

Exhibit 1549 will be either provided tonorrow
or late filed, and that is Qwest Conmunications' 0SS
Eval uation, Draft Final Report Version 1.0 by KPMG
consul ting, dated April 19, 2002.

Exhibit 1603 is a subset of that report
concerning test 23, addressing CMP, Change Managenent
Processes, and test 24.6 addressing OSS interface
testing, and what has been called SATE, or S-A-T-E

And | can't renmenber what it stands for --

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: St and Al one Testing
Envi r onnment .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Exhibit 1604 is an
April 17, 2002 e-mail from Tresa, T-r-e-s-a, Bahner
AT&T's comments to Qmest's binding response PC 030802-1
with attachnent P, as in Paul

And 1614 is an April 11, 2002 letter from Penny
Bewi ck, B-e-wi-c-k, of New Edge Networks to Chairman
Gfford, Gi-f-f-o-r-d, of the Col orado Comm ssion



And then 1615 is a copy of hardcopy portions of
screen shots from Qrmest's whol esal e CMP website.

And the parties have stipulated that these
exhibits, as marked, can be admitted wi thout objection;
is that correct?

MR. CRAIN: That is correct, with the one
exception of 1614, which is a letter from New Edge
Net wor ks to the Col orado PUC.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Before you go further
M. Crain, we do have an addition to our group, which is
you. And we probably ought to go through a brief set of
appearances, so let's interrupt that and have you do
t hat .

For the record, | am Ann Rendahl
Admi nistrative Law Judge. To ny right is Chairwoman
Marilyn Showal ter, Conmi ssioner Richard Hemstad and
Conmi ssi oner Patrick Oshie, beginning with Qaest.

M5. ANDERL: Thank you, Your Honor. Lisa
Ander|, Qnest.

MR, CRAIN. Andy Crain representing Qnest.

MS. SCHULTZ: Judy Schultz, Qnest.

MS. FRIESEN. Letty Friesen with AT&T. And
joining me today will be Tim Connolly, Co0-n-n-o-1I-1-y,
on the phone.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is M. Connolly an attorney or

a wtness?

MS. FRIESEN. No, he will be a w tness.

JUDGE RENDAHL: For this purpose we just need
attorney identification, but thank you.

MS. SINGER NELSON: M chel Singer Nel son on
behal f of Worl dCom

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's right, you are not an
attorney now, Ms. Doberneck

Go ahead, M. Crain.

MR. CRAIN: Exhibit 1614 is the only exhibit to
whi ch we have any objection to. This is a letter from
New Edge Networks to the Colorado PUC. And it's ny
understanding it's being offered for the truth of the
matter set forth therein. W object to this. This is
sonmet hing that was available at the tinme we had our
pretrial conference on this. W had no idea this was
going to be admitted. New Edge is not here to discuss
any of the matters involved therein, and to be subject
to cross exam nation.

And as a result of both the surprise this
entails, and the fact that there's no one here to cross
exam ne, we would object to this being adm tted.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Friesen or Ms. Singer
Nel son?

MS. SINGER NELSON: | can do it. Covad would



like to introduce this exhibit. 1It's a response to
sonething that was filed after the | ast prehearing
conference. It's in response to the affidavits that

were attached to Qmest's April 16 filing.

And in those docunents it inplied that this --
that the i ssue was unique to Covad, that Covad was the
only carrier affected by the issue. And the exhibit is
meant to show that, in fact, the effect is broader than
just Covad, that New Edge al so has simlar concerns.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | note that the date on the
letter is April 11, and our prehearing was on the 18th.
So | guess when you say was available after --

MS. SINGER NELSON: It was in response to the
April 16 filing that Qwest nade, so it wasn't the --
Covad did not feel it was necessary to introduce the
exhibit until there was an inplication that Covad wasn't
the only party that was affected by the issue. So it's
in response to the affidavit that Qwvest filed after the
preheari ng conference.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And the affidavit was by Honet.

MS. SINGER NELSON: It was Qwest's affidavit
attached to its April 16 filing. It was Jeff Hubbard's
af fidavit.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And M. Hubbard, as we tal ked
off the record, is not available; is that correct?

MR. CRAIN:. That's correct. |If the sole issue
is whether or not New Edge has similar concerns to
Covad, we can stipulate to that. But as to the
i ntroduction of the docunment, and the facts set forth
therein, that's what we're objecting to.

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

(Brief recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Back on the record.

Coul d you restate your offered stipulation?

MR, CRAIN:. Sure. The stated reason that Covad
wanted to enter this exhibit was to denobnstrate that
there were other conpanies that had sinmilar concerns to
Covad. To the extent it's being offered for that
purpose, we have no objection to stipulating that there
are ot her conpani es, and New Edge is one of them who
have concerns simlar to Covad' s concerns.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Singer Nelson, is that
stipul ation acceptable to Covad?

MS. SINGER NELSON: To the extent that the
record reflects that the concern was the |ack of notice
to New Edge, then that woul d be acceptabl e.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Is that a simlar concern to
| ack of notice to Covad? W're talking about the sane
concern here?



MS. SINGER NELSON: Yes. Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is that acceptable to
M. Crain?

MR, CRAIN: Yes. Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: You were saying the sane
concern reflecting that the sane concern is |ack of
notice. |Is that acceptable?

MR. CRAIN: Yes, that is acceptable.

JUDCGE RENDAHL: Lack of notice to clarify the
record?

MS. DOBERNECK: May |?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Maybe we ought to clarify this
when you are available to testify, if that is
acceptable, M. Crain?

MR. CRAIN. That's acceptable.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So the exhibit will be
wi t hdrawn, and with the exception of Exhibit 1614, the
parties stipulate to the remai nder of the exhibits; is
that correct?

MS. FRIESEN: That's correct, Your Honor

MS. SINGER NELSON: That's correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Crain?

MR, CRAIN. W also have one nore introductory
point, which is that Jeff Thonpson, who did submit an
affidavit, will be available by phone. He will be

joining us within the next half an hour on the bridge.
JUDGE RENDAHL: But do you have objections to
t he exhibits?
MR. CRAIN:  No.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.
(EXH BI TS 1549, 1603, 1604,
and 1615 ADM TTED.)
MR CRAIN: Yes.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Wth that, | think we're ready
to go ahead with your opening statenents, | think
M. Crain, we should begin with you.

OPENI NG STATEMENT

MR, CRAIN. Sure. The issues we're going to
di scuss today relate to our change managenent process.
And Qnest has done a consi derabl e amount of work over
the |l ast, al npst year now, eight or ten nonths, with the
CLECs to address their concerns with regard to our
change management process.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | amsorry to interrupt you,
but can you neke sure the m crophone is close to you so
that not only we can all hear you, but anyone who calls
on the bridge line can hear you.

MR, CRAIN: Yes, sure.



JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MR, CRAIN. | would first |like to address what
change managenent is, and what it is not. There seens
to be sone m sunderstandi ng that change managenent is
going to resolve all issues and all concerns and
elimnate all disputes between us and the CLECs in the
future.

Since Qnest took over US West, | think --
merged with US West, | think we have denonstrated a
willingness to work with CLECs, and have denobnstrated
that we're able to resolve the vast majority of issues
wi th CLECs.

We have done that over the last two years in
wor kshops where we have hammered out negoti ated
solutions to the vast mgjority of issues that we had
that CLECs brought to the table, on the checklist itens,
and another item 271 issues.

We are and will continue our willingness to
work with CLECs. Change managenent is one of the
processes that will be used to do that. |t establishes

a process for us to communi cate changes that we're
maki ng to our systens, our OSS, operational support
systens, and also to the manual processes.

And basically nmost of the contacts and the
nmet hods that we have for working with the CLECs, we will

be submitting -- or there are processes that have been
established for us to comuni cate changes to CLECs for
all of that.

There are processes that have been established
for CLECs and Qmest to request changes. CLECs submit
changes to our request for changes to our interfaces,
which are call ed change requests. There are processes
for us to respond to those, and for us to subnit our
changes to our interfaces as well, and for all of us,
CLECs and Qwnest, to sit down and prioritize all of those
change requests.

There are processes for CLECs to bring issues
to the table, not only issues with CSS, if they have
problenms with OSS, there are processes established to do
that. There are also processes for CLECs to bring
issues to the table if there is an issue they are having
with some of our manual processes as wel |

So change managenent provides a forumfor us to
comuni cate to each other regarding all of these issues,
and for us to have discussions. And sonetines those are
done on a very expedited basis to resolve problens as
qui ckly as we can.

VWhat it doesn't do, and what it won't do in the
future is elimnate all possible problens between us.
And, | think, the CLECs sonmewhere say in their brief



t hat change managenent nust provide a process that
essentially ensures perfection, that we will not have
i ssues or problens when we inplenent a change.

What it does is provide a process for us to
provi de notice and work with themto resolve issues.

W will continue to work with them as Judy Schultz is
here to testify. She is the person who's in charge of
our change nmanagenent process.

She has been in charge and has | ed our
negotiations with the CLECs, on our redesign effort.

And her team actually runs the change managenent

process. And she's got evidence, and we will cite sone
statistics that of all the i ssues we have brought to the
tabl e, we have only had a handful of escal ated issues.

There's an escal ati on process where i ssues are
qui ckly escal ated to higher levels of both conpanies to
see if they can be resolved one nore tine.

There's al so a dispute resolution process, and
we are hoping that this process -- and I think it wll
prove, and | think we have proven that it does elininate
nost disputes. And we are able to work up nost

di sputes, but there will be tinmes in the future where
the parties are not going to be able to resolve their
di fferences and the disputes will be brought before you.

So putting that in context of what change

management actually is, | think, is inmportant. It
doesn't ensure perfection on Qvwest's part in terns of
i mpl enenting changes. 1t also doesn't ensure we will be

able to solve all disputes w thout com ng before you.
But | do hope, and | think we have proven that we have
been able to solve a ot nore disputes this way than we
have in the past.

The FCC, when they | ook at change managenent,
has referred solely to the systens side of change
managenment. There are two pieces in our change
managenent process. The first is a process and a forum
for handling changes and issues relating to our OSS
interfaces, the conputer interfaces that we provide to
CLEGs.

The second piece is what we call the product in
process change nanagenent process, where our manua
processes and our offerings thensel ves are subject to
notification intervals for changes, and a process for
CLECs and Qwest to subnit change requests and to dea
with those change requests, and to handl e issues as they
cone up.

The FCC, in the past, in their 271 orders has
revi ewed change nmanagenment. They | ooked at the first
pi ece, which is the OSS systens change managenent
process, as they define it in what is called Appendix D



to their current orders. They set forth in their orders
an appendi x which lists the | egal standards that they
follow in 271, Appendi x Arkansas M ssouri Order, at

par agraph 41 of that appendi x defi nes change managenent
as "The nethods and procedures that the BOC enpl oyees to
comuni cate with conmpeting carriers -- "

JUDGE RENDAHL: You need to read slowy when
you are reading.

MR. CRAIN. "The nethods and procedures that
t he BOC enpl oyees to communi cate with conpeting carriers
regardi ng the performance of and changes in the BOC s
0SS systens." So the FCC has | ooked solely at the
systens piece.

Neverthel ess, Qwnest has inplenmented a conplete
process to handle the other piece, which is product in
process changes. W inplenented that first, at the end
of 1999, and we have been follow ng that since.

We have, in our redesign effort, which is
neetings that we have had with the CLECs every two weeks
since, | think, June or July of last year -- and we have
addressed all of the issues that they are bringing
forward about change managenment in those sessions.

We first addressed the systens issues, and we
have gone through and worked out new processes to handl e
systems. W have nore recently gotten to the product in

process issues in that redesign effort.

The evidence that Judy will be putting forward
and tal ki ng about how we have i npl enented those
processes will have a | onger period denonstrating

conpliance with the systens piece than the product in
process piece. The product in process piece was finally
baselined in the beginning of April

JUDGE RENDAHL: What do you mean, "baseline"?
VWhat do you nmean?

MR. CRAIN: That's a good question, and you
will hear a | ot today about when is a process
i mpl enented, and when is it far enough along the curve
to be eval uated and be consi dered enough.

The redesign effort -- and | amsorry, but this
is going to be an extensive response to your question.
The redesign effort was the result of issues that were
brought forward in the workshops, and al so brought
forward by the testers in both Arizona and in the RBCC.

When the CLECs filed testinmony about change

managenent they included a list of -- or included quite
a few suggestions and i nprovenents to our change
managenment process. They will say they were

deficiencies; we would say suggestions and i nprovenents.
Nevert hel ess, we | ooked at them and we deci ded
that we could neet a | ot of their concerns here. But we



al so realized that the workshop process we had been
goi ng through wasn't necessarily appropriate for neeting
their concerns, because we couldn't just reach
agreenents in those workshops and inpl enent them

What we needed to do was go to the change
management process itself, and give all of the CLECs
participating in change managenent the opportunity to
wei gh in on those changes.

So what we did was inplenment the change
managenent redesign process. W first dealt with the

CSS i ssues, and have gone through and have -- we first
started with the OBF | anguage, which is the ordering and
billing forum

The standards body for OSS OBF has issued sone
draft standards relating to change managenent, and we
started with that docunent and said, "Okay, these are
the standards. Let's work this document from here.™
And we went through that docunent section by section and
reached agreenent with the CLECs on new | anguage, and a
new process to handl e each section

The OBF standards relate just to the systens
si de of change managenent. When we reached agreenent on
the actual |anguage of each section, the parties agreed
that Qwest woul d take those sections to the change
managenment nonthly foruns, present those sections to the

CLECs, and would then inmplenment those sections if al
the CLECs agreed that we could do that.

As we have gone through each piece of change
managenent, we have taken those revised sections,
presented themto the CLECs, and inplenented them as we
have reached agreenent.

Those newly inpl enented processes are stil
defined as interim mainly because the CLECs insisted
that they continue to be called interim But what
interimmeans is that the parties have agreed upon the
| anguage.

The parties have said basically that we think
this is what we ought to be doing here. But at the end
of the redesign process, we will all go back and
everybody will have the opportunity to take a | ook at
t he docunent again and say, | think we need to tweak
this piece or that piece.

So they are agreed-upon processes. They have
been inpl enented. There is the possibility that in the
future sonebody is going to raise an issue, and through
agreenent, they could be changed. That can happen.

Al so through the change nmmnagenent process
itself, we have actually agreed upon a procedure to
change the change managenent process in the future if
all parties look at sonething and say, "You know, we



think we can inprove this process."”

Three years fromnow i f sonebody conmes up with
an idea of inproving the process, there is a set
procedure within change managenent to get that done,
as well as to inplement changes to the procedure itself.

So we have gone through and actually covered
all of the OBF document, all of the pieces of it and
i npl ement ed those new processes and procedures as we
have reached agreenment with CLECs.

We first did that with the OSS piece. W have
just recently included that piece on the product and
process side. W're continuing to work with CLECs on
some administrative issues and additional issues and
additional details through change managenment redesign.

And we will continue to do that, as | think
said, in Colorado a couple of nonths ago -- and people
keep telling ne this -- until the end of tinme. And

sometines it seenms |like we're going to be doing it at
the end of tinme.

But we have reached agreenent on all of the
substantive issues. W're still working on a lot of the
details. So | guess that's a |ong answer to "what does
interim nean.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | guess ny question was what
does "baseline" mean, and that's what you mean by

i nterinf

MR, CRAIN: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. Thank you.

MR, CRAIN. Sonetinmes when | talk too | ong
forget what the question was.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | hope | didn't derail you
conpletely, but thank you for answering my question.

MR. CRAIN. That's okay. W have, as a result
of a Col orado proceedi ng a couple of nonths ago, sat
down with the CLECs, and the CLECs brought forth a |ist
of issues that they considered substantive enough that
they may possibly lead to inpasses. | am happy to
report here that we have gone through all of those
i ssues and reached at |east prelimnary agreenent on al
of them And the parties have agreed that they are not
going to be an inpasse, and we will not be presenting
any inpasse issues to you to decide.

Basi cally we have gone through and reached
resolution on all of the concerns that the CLECs have
brought to the table, that they considered substantive
enough to possibly reach inpasse. The vast mpjority of
those i ssues have actually been inplenented and had
| anguage baselined and the interim process has been
i mpl emrent ed.

There are some of those issues that we're stil



wor ki ng on | anguage. Mainly the |anguage relates to

sone of the nore -- some of the procedural issues in
change managenent.
So as Judy will go through, we have worked

through this process with the CLECs and reached
agreenent on what the process should be when you | ook at
the FCC requirenents.

And once again, this is -- these are all set
forth in Appendix D to their current order. |It's
paragraph 40 of Appendi x D of the Arkansas M ssour
Order -- sets forth the factors the FCC | ooks at when

addr essi ng change managenent.

First of all, they | ook at whether or not the
information relating to the change nmanagenent process is
clearly organi zed and readily accessible to conpeting
carriers.

Judy will set forth how we have done this. The
change managenment, the change -- the governing docunent
for our change managenent process is what we have been
working with with CLECs. To the extent CLECs have had
concerns about the clarity of that |anguage, or what it
covers, we have worked through that and agreed upon
| anguage with them That is the docunent that is
currently on our website as the governing docunent for
change management.

So to the extent CLECs have any concerns or
questi ons about what change managenent is, it's clearly
set forth on the website. And the CLECs thensel ves have
had as nmuch to do with devel opi ng that |anguage as Qnest
has.

And to the extent that there's any question
about the clarity of those docunents, that has been
addressed in the redesi gn process.

The second issue that the FCC | ooks at is
whet her or not conpeting carriers have had substantia
i nput in the design and conti nued operation of the
change management process.

At this point | don't think there should be any
guestion that CLECs have had substantial input into the
desi gn of our change managenent process. W have worked
with them over the course of the l|ast eight nonths or
so, had many, many |ong, excruciating nmeetings on this,
and have worked out agreements on all of the substantive
i ssues in change nanagenent.

The third issue the FCC | ooks at is whether or
not the change managenent plan defines a procedure for
the tine | eap resolution of change nmanagenent di sputes.
This is one of the first issues that we addressed
t hrough the redesign process, and we have reached
agreenent on both an escal ati on process for disputes,



and a dispute resolution process.

The escal ati on process provides for a very
timely and quick escalation of the issues to a high
| evel of both conpanies so that both conpanies can sort
of take the last stab at trying to resolve the issue.

At any time, before or after the escal ation
process is conplete, CLECs can use a dispute resolution
cl ause, which essentially is -- and we hashed this
through, and this was really the only way we could do
this. And it's consistent with the way change
managenent i s bei ng handl ed across the country.

The dispute resolution clause provides that if
there's a dispute that can't be resolved through change
managenent, the parties can bring themto an appropriate
regul atory body for approval -- or not approval, but for
resol ution.

One of the issues that came up with that is do
we i nmplenent a change in the interim And what we have
agreed to with CLECs -- and this is one piece that we're
still working on the |anguage for -- is that there wll
be an arbitrator or set of arbitrators available for a
qui ck resolution of a stay if a CLEC wants to stay our
i mpl enmentation of any particular change in the interim
whil e the Comm ssion resolves either request for stay or
the dispute itself, depending on the situation

So we have defined -- we have inplenented a
process for the resolution of change nanagenent
di sput es.

The fourth issue that the FCC | ooks at is
whet her or not the BOC has denpnstrated a pattern of
conpliance with the change managenent plan. This is a
pi ece that you will probably hear quite a bit about over
the next day or so, because we have worked with CLECs
for so long, and because we have addressed their issues,
and really worked hard to address their issues. It's
taken quite a while to get this change managenent
redesi gn process done.

W have, as | -- | didn't testify -- as | said
earlier, inplenented the new | anguage as we have gone
along. Judy will explain how we have inplenmented that,
and we will go through each piece and explain how | ong

each piece has been inplenmented for, and denonstrate how
we have been conplying with those processes.

The CLECs, | amsure, will point to the draft
final report that was just issued by KPMa At this
poi nt, KPMG has attended all of the redesign sessions
and eval uated the change managenent through the OSS test
through the ROC. W have addressed the concerns raised
by KPMG. As they have identified concerns, they have
brought forward observati ons and exceptions through the



CSS test.

We have addressed the concerns raised by KPMG
with the exception of one exception that was cl osed
unresolved. And to explain, even though we have
addressed the concerns raised by KPMG there are two
exceptions that they closed unable to determ ne. And
one they closed unresol ved.

The two unable to determ ne exceptions, as we
can explain later, and as we fully set forth in our
brief, were closed because KPMG said, "You know, we have
seen the new processes you have inplenmented. They | ook
like they are going to resolve the issues and they | ook
i ke they address our concerns. But we haven't had a
chance to see those in practice."

And the one closed unresolved issue related to
a product in process change that, as | stated before, is
beyond the scope of what the FCC | ooks at when they | ook
at change managenent. But we have addressed the issues
that they have had in that change through our newy
i mpl enented process for product in process.

That actually didn't happen until after KPMG
closed this exception unresolved. W have actually
asked themto take another | ook at that exception, which
is 3094, before the final final report comes out. W
have al so asked themto take another | ook at the other

one of the closed unable to determ ne exceptions before
the final final report comes out on May 28 as wel |l

JUDGE RENDAHL: Which exception is that?

MR, CRAIN. The closed unresol ved exception was
3094. That related to product in process. They are
taki ng anot her | ook at that.

We have al so asked themto take another | ook at
Exception 3110, which was an issue that KPMG brought
forward, quite a few issues they had with our
performance in terns of notification releases. And we
resolved all of the issues with themrelated to that.

Their final | ook was to | ook at our interna
nmet hods and procedures to see if we have adequate
nmet hods and procedures to make sure we send out notices
as required. They have said that those | ook good, but
they didn't have a chance to see those notifications
going out for major release. W just had mejor rel ease
notifications go out a week and a half ago. W're
havi ng our next round going out in a week or so. So we
have asked KPM5 to take a | ook at that and see if they
can close 3110 before the fine final report cones out.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. How nuch nore
do you have?

MR, CRAIN. Not a lot longer. And | am
probably past my 15 m nutes.



JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, you are.

MR. CRAIN. The other issues that the FCC | ooks
at are the adequacy of technical assistance provided to
CLECs. | think we have established -- and the CLECs
have actually asked that the draft final report on
section 24 be entered. And we have agreed to that.

If you |l ook at the draft final report, the
techni cal assistance provided to CLECs has been
t horoughly eval uated by KPMG and we have satisfied al
of those requirenents.

There are two other issues that the FCC | ooks
at, which is first, the availability of a stable testing
environnent, which | will cone back to.

The final issue is the adequacy of
docunent ation building ED interface, which is our
conmputer to conmputer interface. That was fully
eval uated by the testers, and the ROC test, and we have
satisfied all of the requirements for that within our --
and the report sets forth that, | think, very clearly.

The other issues, the two issues | think you
are going to hear today fromthe CLECs, as | said
earlier, are denonstrated pattern of conpliance, an
i ssue of when is good enough enough. Wen are we far
enough along in inplenmenting these processes to say,
yes, these are good enough and Qwest is follow ng them

And the stable testing environment, we will
probably have to readdress this when we have our next
hearing on the results of the OSS test. But we have
had, as the affidavit of Jeff Thonpson has establi shed,
we have had 20 CLECs build to our EDI interface, and are
using our EDI interface. So we have denpbnstrated we can
proactively work with themand all of our testing, in

real life, to build to our EDI interface and use them
JUDGE RENDAHL: When you say -- is that
"build," b-u-i-I-d, or "billed," b-i-l-1-e-d?
MR CRAIN. B-u-i-l-d. 1It's a conmputer to

conputer interface. W provide what is called our side
of the interface for CLECs to use that they have to
build their side to. It hooks up with their downstream
systenms. And the overall hook is can they -- can CLECs
effectively do that.

And we have established that, | think
conclusively, the testing environment is a question
of -- there's a testing process in place where we
transfer orders and notification back and forth so that
both sides understand that these two interfaces work
t oget her.

We have, in the past, actually used that
environnent in the production environment. It's called
the interop testing that we have done with CLECs in the



past .

The FCC has al so asked for us to provide a
stand al one testing environnent, which is SATE. W have
actually had nine CLECs use SATE to devel op their side
of the interface, and we have established that they can
effectively do that.

Four of themdid build those on their own.

Five of them worked through a service bureau to do that.
Conpani es |like Tel cordia and a conpany called Nightfire
(ph.) have actually gone into the business of working
with RBOCs to build interfaces like this for CLECs.

JUDGE RENDAHL: When you say RBOC, R-B-OC?

MR, CRAIN. Yes. Regional Bell Operating
Conpany - -

JUDGE RENDAHL: You don't need to go into that.
| amonly spelling it for the court reporter

MR. CRAIN: The spin-off fromthe nother ship

So we have denonstrated in real life that CLECs
can do this. KPMG has issued a couple of exceptions
relating to our stand al one testing environnent, and
asked for additional functionality.

We have inpl emented nost of the changes they
have requested. There are a couple of changes that are
happening in the future to address a couple of their
addi ti onal concerns.

But as a result of that, two of those
exceptions were closed unresolved, but in real life,
when you | ook at the experience of CLECs using our
system and building to our interfaces, we have
established that we -- that CLECs can build to our
interfaces, and that our testing environnents are
adequate for use in doing that.

Overall, | would say that we have established
and through a result of the redesign process, have
i npl ement ed and devel oped a change managenent process
whi ch is as conprehensi ve and conpl ete as any ot her
change nanagenent process in the country. It handles
not only all of the OSS issues that other RBOCs have,
but has a product in process change nanagenent process
that is nore conplete and conprehensive than any ot her
RBOC has.

What you won't hear fromthe CLECs over the
next day or so is anything that any other conpany does
that we don't. Qur change managenent process is
conplete. It's inplemented. It is as conplete and
conprehensive as any other RBOC s, and we're actually
quite proud of the work we have done over the | ast year
or so to redesign that process.

And t hose are ny opening renmarks, my 15
m nut es.



JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, it's an extensive 15

m nut es.
Go ahead, Ms. Singer Nel son.
OPENI NG STATEMENT
MS. SINGER NELSON: | amready. Thank you,
Judge.

I amgoing to go briefly through the |ega
standards that apply to the change nmanagenent process.
Then | amgoing to identify our witnesses and sumrari ze
the subjects that they are going to be addressing. And
then finally | amgoing to outline for the Conmm ssion
the specific relief that the CLECs are seeking before
this Comm ssion would give a positive recommendation to
the FCC relating to Qeest's 271 application for the
state of Washi ngton.

Now, in the |egal standards for section 271
approval Qwmest nust denonstrate a concrete and specific
| egal obligation to furnish a 271 checklist item and
secondly, that it is ready to furnish the itens in
gquantities that CLECs may reasonably demand at an
acceptable I evel of quality.

And the FCC has said that for those functions
that Qwest provides to conpeting carriers that are

anal ogous to the functions that Qwmest provides to itself
in connection with its retail service offerings, that
Qnest nust provide access to conpeting carriers in
substantially the sane time and manner as it provides it
to itself.

And then for those functions that have no
retail anal og, Qwmest nust denpbnstrate that the access it
provi des to conpeting carriers would offer an efficient
carrier a meani ngful opportunity to conpete.

JUDGE RENDAHL: \here are you citing fronf

MS. SINGER NELSON:  From t he Pennsylvania 271
order, Appendi x C.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MS. SINGER NELSON: Now, the change nanagenent
process, as Andy has said, includes procedures and
nmet hods that Qmest uses to communi cate with conpeting
| ocal exchange carriers about changes and operationa
support systenms, or the performance of the system

And the FCC has said that the change management
process is an inportant factor to eval uate whet her Quest
of fers conpetitive | ocal exchange carriers support for
0SS, and a neani ngful opportunity to conpete.

So that's really where it fits into the
standard of proof for Qwest's 271 applications, whether
Qnest is providing carriers that meani ngful opportunity



to conpete.

And to sunmarize the el enents that Andy went
t hrough, the FCC has said that Qmest nust prove with
regard to change nanagenent that change nanagenent
information is organized and readily accessible to
conpeting carriers; that second, that the conpeting
carriers had substantial input in the design and
conti nued operation of the change nanagenment process;
third, that the change managenent plan defined a
procedure for tinmely resolution of disputes; fourth,
that the availability of a stable testing environment or
SATE that mirrors production; fifth, that change
managenment incl udes useful documentation to enable
conpeting carriers to build electronic gateways; and
finally, Qwest nust denonstrate a pattern of conpliance
with its change managenment pl an.

Since many of the redesign elenents of the
change management plan are brand-new or yet to be
devel oped, the CLECs contend that the Commi ssion cannot
determine Qunest's conpliance until Qwmest provides the
necessary evi dence, and the joint CLECs present their
comments in their areas where they believe -- where we
believe Qunest has failed to provide the necessary
evi dence.

The witnesses that are going to be testifying

about those issues include Tom Di xon from WrldCom And
M. Dixon is going to give a background on the change
managenment process as it relates to the 271 docket, and
then he will discuss the outstandi ng observations and
exceptions of the third party tester, KPMG wth regard
to change managenent.

And Mtch Menezes from AT&T is going to discuss
the draft change managenent document, that it's not
conplete, and that Qwest's change management process is
not, in fact, reflected in a single docunent.

And Megan Doberneck from Covad will also both
di scuss circunstances where Qwest has failed to adhere
to the redesign process, and then Tim Connolly, from
AT&T, will discuss the failures of the stand al one test
envi ronnent .

As Andy had said, the stand al one test
environnent is a test bed that the CLECs may use to test
their operational support systens with Qmest | MA wi thout
ri sking service provided to real custoners.

Now, to be in conpliance with section 271, the
FCC has decl ared that Qwaest nust support its application
with actual evidence denbnstrating its present
conpliance with the statutory conditions for entering;
that is, Qwest nmust show it has fully inplenented the
conpetitive checklist.



Therefore, Qaest nust plead, with appropriate
supporting evidence, the facts necessary to denonstrate
that it has conplied with a particular requirenent of
t he checklist item under consideration

In the course of 271 workshops, Qwmest noved
many of the conpliance issues to the change nanagenent
process, and included in those issues was whet her
Qnest' s internal operating docunents and technica
publicati ons were updated to be consistent with the
ternms of the statenent of generally available ternms and
condi tions, the SGAT.

The CLECs are asking this Commission in this
proceeding to confirmthat Qwest has updated its
techni cal publications to ensure they are consi stent
with the rights and obligations set forth in the SGAT.

Al so, the Comm ssion should ensure that the
change nmanagenent process dispute resolution process is
set up to address disputes about whether Qwest actually
nmodi fied its technical publications to conformto the
SGAT.

In sum the joint CLECs request that the
Commi ssi on wi thhold any findings of the change
managenment conpliance until Qamest provides evidence
denmonstrating first, that the final draft to the change
managenment redesi gn document is clearly organi zed and

readily accessible to conpeting carriers, and that it's
not nerely an inconplete draft available on a website.

Secondly, that the conpeting carriers had
substantial input into the redesign by Qrmest's actua
i ncorporation of all the agreenents into its fina
change managenent docunent.

Third, the CLECs ask the Conmmi ssion to ensure
that the final change nanagenent plan defines a
procedure for tinmely resolution of disputes, and that
Qnest is actually adhering to that procedure.

Fourth, we request that the SATE is -- in fact,
we request that the Commission find that there's
necessary evi dence to show that the SATE is, in fact, a
stabl e testing environnment that mirrors production.

Fifth, the useful ness of Qwest's change
managenment docunentation is denonstrated by Qwest
actually followi ng the process outlined in it, and that
all third-party observations and excepti ons have been
cl osed.

And finally, consistent with Qwest's prom ses
during the 271 workshops, that Qwaest has adequately
updated its technical publication to be consistent with
the SGAT. Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. |Is there anything
further in terns of opening statenents?



(No response.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's proceed to our first
wi t ness, and that would be Judith Schultz; is that
right?

THE W TNESS: Ri ght.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Schultz, will you state
your name for the court reporter, and give your address,
pl ease?

THE WTNESS: MW nane is Judith M Schul tz.

My wor k address.

JUDGE RENDAHL: You need to meke sure that mc
is on. W can't hear you.

THE WTNESS: W nane is Judith M Schultz. W
work address is 1005 - 17th Street, Room 1730, Denver,
Col or ado.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. Raise your right
hand.

JUDITH M SCHULTZ,
produced as a witness in behalf of Qwest, having been first
duly sworn, was examnined and testified as follows:

JUDGE RENDAHL: Pl ease go ahead.
MS. SCHULTZ: Today what | would like to do is
to describe our change managenent process, and then show

how our change managenent process satisfies four of the
factors relied upon by the FCC to evaluate a BOC s
conpliance with change nmnagemnent.

Qnwest has had a change nmmnagenent process since
1999. And in June of 2000 we entered into a
col | aborative effort with the CLECs to redesign and
i mprove our change managenent process.

The redesign effort is open to all CLECs, and
several have elected to participate on a consistent
basis. W have al so had nenbers from KPMG and CAP
GCem ni Ernst & Young participate in the neetings, as
have nenmbers fromthe Col orado Comni ssion Staff. The
team has been neeting four days a nonth since July of
2001.

This next part | amgoing to touch on because
think Andy explained a lot of this, but the approach
that the team agreed to use is to follow OBF issue 2233
as the basis for our discussions.

And that issue has to do with establishing
nati onal standards for change nmanagenent processes.

CHAl R\OMAN SHOWALTER: What is OBF?

MS. SCHULTZ: Ordering and billing forum W
agreed to work first on systens issues, and then product
and docunented detail processes, which are contained in
what we call the master Redline docunment. This is



posted on Qwest's whol esal e change managenent website.

Once we reached agreenment on a given process,
Quest inplenented that inprovenent as quickly as
possible. And at this point, all substantive
negoti ati ons regardi ng systenms products and processes
have been conpl et ed.

Qur change managenent process supports the five
categories of OSS functionality, and that would include
preorder, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and
repair, and billing. And it's basically the process
that we follow to conmuni cate and manage changes to the
systenms, products and process that affects the CLECs.

The change nmmnagenent process provi des the
CLECs with the opportunity to have input into Quwest's
proposed changes, and to propose their own changes. W
neet at least two full days a nonth to discuss these
changes, and minutes from our neetings are posted to
that website, as are the actual change requests that are
active changes to systens. Products and processes are
conmuni cated to the CLECs in accordance with the
agreed-upon time franes contained in our change
management process.

The maj or conponents of the CMP include the
change request initiation process, changes to existing
systems, new or retired systens, prioritization

interface testing, production support, and the
escal ati on of dispute resolution procedures.

| amgoing to go into a little bit of detai
about the mmjor conponents of the process. First, the
change request, or CR, initiation process, either a CLEC
or Qvest can initiate change by filling out a change
request form which is |ocated on the website along with
i nstructions on how to conplete that form

Once Qnest receives a conpleted CR, we
acknow edge receipt of that. W post that to our
website. W contact the originator of the request, and
I et them know who is assigned to process the request,
and schedule what is called a clarification neeting.

We then hold a clarification neeting with the
originator. And the purpose of that neeting is to nake
sure that the Qmest subject matter experts who have been
assigned to work on that change request fully understand
the nature of the request, and the expected deliverables
fromthe CLEC s perspective.

Then we issue our initial response, and post
that response to the website. W present that change
request at the upconming CVMP nonthly neeting, and get
CLEC input on that. And if necessary, we revise the
response and post the final response to the website.
Along the way, the status of the CRis tracked and it's



posted on the web.

So for exanple, if you went out to our website
to l ook at a given CR, you would see the description of
the CR, who is assigned to work on the CR, nminutes from
the clarification neeting, and any subsequent neetings,
Qnest's responsibility to the CRrevisions to Quest's
response, and the current status of the CR

The next mmj or conponent, then, is changes to
an existing interface. And this process addresses what
happens to a systens CR once it is selected for a
release. And there are six key elenments in this
process, and | amgoing to talk on the application to
application process.

We have simlar processes for GUI, graphica
user interface, changes, as well as for new or retired
systenms. But the biggest difference is just the tine
frames involved. So this process has six key el enents.

The first one is Quest is obligated to provide
our draft technical specifications 73 days prior to
i mpl enentation. And that's the information that the
CLECs use to make the coding changes on their interface.

We then conduct a wal k-t hrough. And the
pur pose of the wal k-through is for Quwest and CLEC s
techni cal subject natter experts to get together and
tal k about the proposed change, and for Qwmest to answer

any questions that the CLECs m ght have.

That's followed by a CLEC coment period. And
then Quwest's response to the CLEC comments. 45 days
prior to inplenentation we issue our final technica
specifications. There's a joint testing period 30 days
prior to inplenmentation. And then the |ast key el enent
is the actual deploynment date.

The next mmj or section of the change nanagenent
process has to do with prioritization. So this is the
process that the CLECs and Qnest follow to prioritize,
when necessary, the systens change requests.

And there are four types of change request.
There's CLEC originated change requests, Quest
ori gi nated change requests, regul atory change requests,
and i ndustry gui deline change requests.

And the CLECs have all prioritized their own
CRs. As of August 2001, they have also prioritized
Qnest originated CRs. And we have recently approached
CLECs to prioritize the regulatory and industry
gui del i nes CRs, provided the required inplenentation
dat es can be net.

The CLECs actually prioritized industry
gui delines CRs, Qwmest CRs, and CLEC prioritized the | MA
11.0 rel ease

Production support is another section, and that



process basically addresses what the processes are for
correcting systens or process problenms once the change
has al ready been i npl enent ed.

And finally, the |last key section is escal ation
and di spute resol ution procedures. These procedures
outline the steps to be followed if the CLEC wants to
escal ate, or these were jointly devel oped and agreed to
by the CLECs and Qwest.

And escal ation can be initiated by filling out
an escalation form which is also | ocated out on our
website. And once Qmest receives a conpleted escal ation
form if the escalation formis related to a change
request, we have got seven days to cone back to the CLEC
with a binding response. |If it's not directly related
to a CR, we have got 14 days to conme back with a binding
response.

Now, | would like to talk a little bit about
how our change managenent process satisfies the four
factors | am about to list, relied upon by the FCC to
eval uate a BOC s change nmanagenent process.

The first one is information relating to the
CWMP is clearly organi zed and readily accessible to
conpeting carriers. Second one is conpeting carriers
had substantial input into the design, and continued
input into the operation of the CMP. Third, the CW

defines a procedure for the tinely resolution of change
managenent di sputes. And the fourth factor is the BOC
has denponstrated a pattern of conpliance with the change
managenment process.

So going back to the first one, the information
relating to the CMP is clearly organi zed and readily
accessi ble. Qwest maintains a website that the CLECs
hel ped to design that contains basically all of our
change management information. The website includes
things like the actual change managenent process
docunent, forms and instructions for initiating a
change, the product process and systems interactive
properties that contain the CR detail that | talked
about a little earlier, change nmanagenent neeting
schedul es, and change managenment neeting naterials,

i ncluding nmeeting mnutes fromour nonthly sessions.

We have a document review site, and that's for
CLECs to review and provide conments on changes to the
PCATs and Tech Pubs.

And then we have al so got a site that
denonstrates escal ation and di spute information, the
forms, as well as the status on any outstandi ng
escal ati ons or disputes.

We have got a redesign site that has a host of
i nformati on, but includes things |like mnutes from our



meetings, action itenms, current and previous versions of
our Master Redline document.

Qur website also has links to systens
docunentation. W have got a 12-nonth rolling view of
pl anned systens releases. And then all of the
notifications that go out to the CLECs.

The second area is CLEC input into the design
and continued operation of CMP. CQur process provides
for substantial CLEC input into both the design and
conti nued operation of the CMP with regard to redesign

As | nmentioned earlier, a nunber of CLECs have
participated in the redesign of Qwmest's change
managenment procedure process. And the efforts provided
an opportunity for the CLECs and Qumest to jointly
redesi gn the process by expandi ng the scope, devel oping
and documenting nore detail ed processes, inproving
notification intervals, and establishing neeting
st andar ds.

As a team we have been able to reach agreenent
on all issues, with the exception of a single issue that
went to inpasse, and has since been resol ved.

We have even reached agreenent with regard to
CLEC s input into continued operations. The CLECs and
Qnest neet at least two full days per nmonth to nanage
changes related to systens, products, and processes.

The key el ements of those nmonthly neetings were
devel oped by the CLECs and Qwmest as part of the redesign
process. Qur change nanagenent process provides
opportunity for CLEC i nput throughout the lifecycle of a
gi ven change request for all CRs.

The CLECs have the ability to provide input at
the clarification neeting. Wen we present the CR at
the nonthly neeting, the CLECs, again, can provide input
about the change, and any change that Qwest proposes a
response for. The CLECs at that same neeting can
provi de i nput on Qwest's response.

Then, specifically for systens, the CLECs have
an opportunity to prioritize, and nost inportant to them
gets worked first. They have got an opportunity |ater
in the process to select a packagi ng option

And basically what that is, is we come up with
a list of change requests. And if all of themcan't be
wor ked, then Qaest can come back with packagi ng options
which will basically say, "W can do these two, or these
three.” W talk about combining different CRs, so we
can fit nore into a release. So the CLECs get to sel ect
packagi ng options.

We conduct a wal k-through with the CLEC, which
we described earlier --

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER: Ms. Schultz, it's very



hard to actually conprehend sonethi ng when you are
reading it. As soon as you start talking to us, you are
| ooking at us. |If you are going to read, you are going
to have to slow down. But it's sinply hard for any
listener to actually conprehend sonething being read for
a long period of tine.

MS. SCHULTZ: | amsorry.

Then for product and process, for any change
that has even a minimal inpact to a CLEC s operating
procedures, the CLECs have a conmment cycl e where they
can go to our website and subnmit comments on the
proposed changes.

For changes that have a mmjor inpact on a
CLEC s operating procedures, our process allows for what
we call a collaborative effort. And what that neans is
at the change managenent neeting at which that change
request is presented, the CLECs and Qmest have to reach
agreenent on what that collaborative effort entails.

So it could be sonething as sinple as the CLECs
submtting witten coments, or sonething as extensive
as several neetings where the CLECs and Qwest get
toget her and di scuss and devel op the proposed change.

Then the change nanagenent process defines a
procedure for the tinmely resolution of CWMP disputes.
The escal ati on and di spute resol uti on procedures were

jointly devel oped by the CLECs and by Qmest. And we
have i npl enmented those procedures.

And as | nmentioned earlier, we have got tine
frames during which we have to neet or provide a
response to the escal ation.

One of the key inprovenents in that process is
in the past the CLECs would cone to Qwmest, and then kind
of escalate up the chain of conmand. And at the CLECs'
request, we revised the process so now there's a single
poi nt of contact. The CLECs cone into Qwaest, there's a
director assigned to work that escal ation, and they take
care of all the internal calcul ations.

As | nentioned earlier, the escal ati on process
calls for Qnest to respond with its binding within the
7- or 14-day period. As of March 26th, Qwest had
recei ved only one systens escal ati on, and four product
and process escal ations, and we haven't had a single
i ssue going to dispute resolution

The next thing | would like to talk about is
that Qwest has already established a strong pattern of
conpliance with its change managenment processes, and we
have got an exhibit that | provided. |It's Exhibit 1540,
and | will go over some of the highlights with you. But
if you would like to refer to that, that mght help

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's 15407



MS. SCHULTZ: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And it's titled Change
Managenment | nprovenents as of April 15, 20027

MS. SCHULTZ: Yes. Yes, it is.

First section of this has to do with the scope,
and we reached agreenent on the scope on Cctober 2,

2001, and we have conplied with that process for over
si x nmont hs.

And at this time we have processed 154 systens
requests, and 43 product and process requests. And we
have only rejected one request on the ground that it was
not within the scope of the change nmmnagenent process.
And the parties have since agreed with Quest's
assessnment of that.

Skip over to section 5, and that has to do with
CLEC and Quest's OSS interface change request initiation
process. W reached agreenent on that originally on
Septenber 5, and then we revised that process on Cctober
16, and we have conplied with that revi sed process for
over five nonths now.

Bet ween Novenber 1 of 2001 and March 26 of
2002, we have processed 103 new systens requests in
accordance with that process. There are nine separate
nm | estones that we're obligated to nmeet when we process
those systens requests. CQut of a possible 599

m | estones that we have reached for those change
requests, Qwmest is responsible for mssing only five,
whi ch equates to a conpliance rate of better than 99
percent.

The next area has to do with Qwmest -- excuse
me, CLEC product and process change request initiation
process. On that one we reached agreenent on October 1
We revised it on COctober 30. So, again, Qwest has
conplied with this process for over five nonths.

And in that period of tine we have process the
36 new CLEC origi nated product in process change
requests. W're responsible for missing 7 out of a
possi bl e 231 m | estones, which equates to a conpliance
rate of 97 percent.

Section 7 has to do with the introduction of a
new application to application, or the introduction of a
new GU . And we agreed on that process in Novenber of
2001. And on March 8, 2002 we had an opportunity to
i ntroduce a new GU, and to foll ow the process.

The nanme of the GUI is the forecast system and
there are six mlestones that Quest tracks with the
i ntroduction of a new GUI. And we're 100 percent
conpliant with nmeeting those mlestones, with the
exception of the actual inplenentation date which hasn't
been reached yet.



Changes to an existing OSS interface, there are
several conmponents. One has to do with the fact that
Qnest agreed to inplenent no nore than three nmjor
rel eases, and no nore than three point releases in a
year. W agreed that we would space those nmjor
rel eases no closer than three nonths apart, and we have
agreed that we woul d support the previous mjor | MA
rel eases for six nmonths. And Quest is 100 percent
conpliant with all of those processes.

We're currently in the process of introducing a
change to an existing OSS interface. That would be the
IMA 10.0 release. And as | nentioned earlier, there are
six major deliverables when we introduce a change to an
application to application interface.

So far we have reached the first two
mlestones. W're 100 percent conmpliant with that. The
remai ning four nmilestones will be conpleted by June 16.

We did al so have an opportunity to change --

i ntroduce a change to a graphical user interface, and we
i ntroduced that change on April 7. And there are four

m | estones that we track for that, and Quest is
conpliant with the first three mlestones. The
mlestone that is left is deploynent, which is schedul ed
for May 5 of this year.

I would like to talk a little bit about

production support. W reached agreenent on the
producti on support process in Decenber. W finalized it
and inplenented it in February of 2002. W have
conplied with this process since then. |In that tinme we
have had three planned outages. And in each instance
Qnest was 100 percent conpliant with the process.

It's been Qmest's practice, even before the
redesign effort, to conduct post depl oynment neetings, so
we have been conpliant with that all al ong.

And there's some data in here about the nunber
of production support issues that were handled via this
process.

And then finally with regard to the escal ation
process, | nentioned the nunber of escal ations that we
received. Five in total out of a possible 40
nm | estones, because we track eight deliverables for each
escal ation. Qwest is responsible for mssing only one
m |l estone. We actually posted some updated information
on our website, so we have a conpliance rate of 98
percent. And, again, we have had nothing go to dispute.

So in closing, | would like to say that | think
the CLECs and Qwmest have worked very hard to devel op
this redesign process, and | believe that Qwest neets
the factors required by the FCC, and that we have, in
fact, denonstrated conpliance with those processes over



time. Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. | think this is a
good tine for a break, so we will be off the record
until quarter after 3:00.

(Brief recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's go back on the record,
and we're beginning with cross exani nation by
Ms. Friesen of Qwest's official

CRCSS EXAM NATI ON

BY M5. FRI ESEN

Q CGood afternoon, Ms. Schultz. | nay have
m sheard your testinony, so | want to ask -- this is a
clarifying question. |It's true that the kick-off

nmeeting for the redesign process took place July 11
2001, and not sonetine in June?

A W actually first proposed the redesign effort
in June, and the kick-off nmeeting was in July. But we
di scussed it and presented it in the June time frane.

Q But the actual work on redesign didn't really
begin in earnest, at least fromthe CLEC s perspective,
as a joint effort until July?

A Correct. Correct.

Q Now, am| also correct that you assuned your

position as the director of change managenent in July
sonmeti me of 20017

A Correct.

Q And you have people working for you on the
change nanagenent process, and | believe those people
are called project managers; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And do these project managers track the change
requests or CRs that you have just discussed with the
Conmi ssi on?

A  Yes, they do.

Q Are they responsible for individual CRs that
are assigned to thenf

A Correct.
Q So you kind of oversee thenf?
A Yes.

Q And they have assistants that work on those
with them or no?

A Assistants? Wsat they do, basically, is when a
change request cones in, they serve as the project
manager to the change request that is assigned to them
but they are not subject matter experts on everything.
So they pull together the appropriate Qwest subject
matter experts who work with the CLECs to resolve the
i ssues.



Q You talked a little bit about m|estones?

A Uh-huh.

Q And if you would, could you define for us what
t hose mi | estones are?

A For which process?

Q Well, let's start with the system process. And
if you wouldn't mind, | think you suggested there are
nine -- or there are six? Could you just tell me what
t hey are?

A Sure. There are a couple of different systens
processes, but | think the one you are referring to is
the change request initiation process.

And so our mlestones are, upon receipt of a
conpl eted change request, we acknow edge recei pt of the
change request. W post that to the website. W
contact the originator of the change request to schedul e
the clarification neeting. W hold the clarification
meeting. We draft an initial response. W post that to
the web. W present that response and the CR at the CWP
nonthly nmeeting. And if necessary, we revise the change
request, and we post the revision to the website.

Q Okay. Now, let's take the very first one. You
acknow edge that you have received a CR --

A Correct --

Q So the project manager would say call up the

CLEC, or send them an e-nmil acknow edgi ng receipt, and
you check off your m | estone, correct --

A It's an e-mail. And what we do when we
acknowl edge it is we acknowl edge that we received it.

We assign it a CLEC nunber so the project nmanager can
track the progress of the CRrequest. It's just really
an acknow edgenent that we did receive it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Can | ask both of you not to
tal k over each other. MWait until each other is
finished. |It's easier to listen, and a | ot easier for
the court reporter to take down the record.

Q BY MS. FRI ESEN: But is it the project manager
that is neasuring the nlestone that would check off --
in other words, you just sent the e-nmil acknow edgi ng
recei pt of this CR check on the milestone; is that
correct?

A That's correct.

Q Wth respect to the milestone for clarification
nmeeti ngs, how does that one work?

A How t hat one works is according to the process
we agreed to, within eight business days of receipt of a
conpleted CR we hold a clarification neeting. And what
that entails is if it's a CLEC originated request, we
nmeet with the CLEC and anybody they want to have join in
on the call.



And we have a CR project manager on the call
and we bring in the appropriate Qrvest subject matter
expert, and we discuss the CR

There are a series of questions that we ask the
originator of the change request, but we're trying to
get at specifically, what are you trying to acconplish?
What's the functionality with the CR, and what are the
expected deliverables in order to close out this change
request ?

Q So if I amthe project manager neasuring ny
nmlestone for that clarification neeting, as soon as |
set up the neeting, do | say check --

A No.

Q =-- or do | wait until the neeting is held,
check?

A You wait until after the neeting is held, and
then you check it. All of that information, if a CLEC
wanted to verify if that was occurring, that's al
tracked on our website under the status history of the
m | est one.

Q And the milestone is that the neeting was hel d?

A Correct.

Q If Qwvest comes ill prepared to that
clarification neeting, in other words, if you are not
ready for it, is there a neasure or nilestone for that?

A Well, | would say at that nmeeting there's
really not an opportunity for Qwest to cone ill
prepared, because the purpose of the neeting is really a
fact-finding neeting with the CLEC originator of the

request.
Q Now, are the milestones that you discussed
associated with inplenmenting the CR-- let's say you go

up through, you know, you acknow edge receipt, you post
it on your website, which | understand is a m|estone,
you contact the CLEC, you hold your clarification
nmeeting, you offer an initial response, is that a

m | est one?

A Yes.

Q Then you post your initial response on your
website. |Is that a mlestone?

A Yes.

Q Then what do you do after you have posted the
mlestone? |If Qmest determnes it's going to inplenment
the CR, are there nilestones with respect to the
i npl emrentati on?

A Yes.
Q Could you define those for nme?
A Sure. |If it's a systens change request that

we're going to inplenment, what happens is after we issue
our response, that's generally yes, this is technically



feasible, then it kind of goes in a holding tank, if you
will, with the other change requests that we believe we
can inplenent until the next opportunity to prioritize
change requests cones up.

So let's junp ahead and say that a given change
request is prioritized by the CLECs highly enough that
it's included in the next rel ease.

Then at that point in time, that's where those
ot her mil estones cone into play, where for a given
change, the draft technical specifications that are
driven fromthat change would be provided to the CLECs
73 days in advance of the inplenmentation.

We have the wal k-through. We have got the
comment cycle. W have got the 45-day period for fina
techni cal specifications, joint testing, all the way
t hrough depl oynent and i nplementation of that change
request.

And follow ng the inplenmentation of that change
request, we have sonething that we call CLEC tests. So
that means after sonmething is in production it goes into
a CLEC test nmpde where we check with the CLECs foll ow ng
the inpl enmentati on and make sure that the change request
nmet their needs.

Q Okay. Great. Thank you. Now, the m | estones
are nmeasured by the project nanagers that you oversee.

Are these mlestones also PIDs?

A Well, sonme of them are.

Q \Wiich ones are?

A The PID that applies to change managenent is
the PL16 PID, and that really has to do with rel ease
notifications.

JUDGE RENDAHL: When you say PID, you all are
referring to P-1-D for the court reporter?

MS. FRIESEN: Correct, yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

Q BY Ms. FRIESEN. PL16 has to do with rel ease
notifications; that is, telling the CLEC when Quest is
rel easing a new upgrade to an interface, or sonething of
that nature; is that correct?

A It really has to do with the nilestones that |
just described where we send out the draft technica
speci fications and the final specifications. So it's
notification about systens.

Q | guess | amnot really follow ng how PL16 is
like the mlestones that you have just explained to ne.
I am not follow ng the connection.

A Well, that's what PL16 neasures. They will
specifically look at did we provide the draft technica
speci fications 73 days in advance of inplenmentation, for
exanpl e.



Q So how does the acknow edgement of receipt of a
change request mlestone fit into that?

A That piece doesn't. Not all of our mlestones
fit into PL16. Just some of them do

Q Does tineliness of posting a CR on the website
fit into that mlestone?

A No.
Q | amsorry?
A I know what you are trying to say --

Q Does it fit into that PID? Does contacting the
originating CLEC fit into that PID?

A No. Actually some of those milestones that you
are nmentioning, those are not tied into PL16. But we
track those, because that's the process that Quwest
agreed to follow. So we're just nonitoring our own
conpl i ance.

Q So those are internal neasures by project
managers, and they really are not associated with the
ROC PI Ds?

A That's correct.

Q Now, you testified on February 27, 2002 before
the Colorado Public Utility Comm ssion; is that correct?

A I would assune so, yes.

Q Subject to check on that date. You did
testify?

A Yes. Yes.

Q In a sonewhat simlar manner to what you are
doi ng today; is that correct?
A Yes.

Q And at that tine, is it fair to say that you
of fered up much of the sanme information that you have
just presented to the Washi ngton Commi ssi on?

A Yes.

Q And you are aware, | think, that the Col orado
Conmi ssion in decision R02-425-1 concluded that the
testi nony that you are offered, along with the CWw
briefs which the parties filed on April 8 was not
sufficient evidence to prove that Qwest's CWVP conplied
with the FCC s requirenents.

In fact, the Commi ssion said if the Comm ssion
were to decide on the current record, it would have, at
best, to remain silent on CMP neeting FCC criteria, or
at worst to urge the FCC to deny the Qwaest application
because of CMP deficiencies.

Are you aware that the Col orado PUC has cone
out with that?

A I was actually at that hearing, and ny
under st andi ng was that the Conm ssion was | ooking for
nore evidence in the record with regard to SATE, not the
change nmanagenent process that | described.



Q You think the Commi ssion was only interested in
SATE?

A That's ny understandi ng.

Q You do understand that -- do you not, that this
is a Comm ssion decision in witing saying your CMP
process, not specifically SATE, was insufficient?

MR. CRAIN. | object to this Iine of
guestioning in terns of the order. The order speaks for
itself, and I don't understand. | think she's being

asked for her interpretation of this order, and | don't
think that's appropriate here.

MS. FRIESEN. | am not asking for her
interpretations. | amasking if she's aware that the
evi dence proffered was insufficient. That's the
foundati on for the next question. And to Andy's point,
if she's not familiar with this order, it is offered as
Exhi bit 1602, and it does speak for itself. So --

JUDGE RENDAHL: \Why don't we try the next
question, and see if it needs the foundation you were
trying to |ay.

Q BY MS. FRIESEN. Are you aware of what the
Col orado Public Utility Conm ssion has offered Qumest to
do -- let's see, the three fixes that it offered?

A No.

Q You are not?

A No.

Q Do you know whet her or not Qwest has been given
an opportunity to put nore evidence into the record in
Col or ado?

A | understood fromthe hearing, | heard the
Conmi ssioner talk that we were requested to put nore
evidence in the record. | can't remenber the date that

t hat was due.

Q Okay. Ckay.

A Sorry.

Have you - -

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER: May | interrupt. You
are speaki ng of the Col orado Commi ssion, and Exhi bit
1602 appears to be signed by a hearing conmi ssi oner
And | don't know which actually happened nysel f, but
woul d you nmaeke your questions precise as to whether you
are intending to speak of the Conm ssion or of a
conmmi ssi oner, a hearing conm ssioner

M5. FRIESEN: | wll. Okay.

Q BY Ms. FRIESEN. Let nme just say this: have
you offered to this Commission the information you
intend to offer in response to Chairman G fford's
request, or opportunity he's given you to provide nore
evidence into the record in Col orado? Have you offered
that evi dence here today to this Comm ssion?



A | guess the only thing | can say is ny piece of
this is the change managenent process. So | would
suspect that we would provide the updates on the
agreenents that we reached at the | ast redesign session.

But again, it's ny understanding that the bul k
of the additional information would be nore on the
systems side. And so, no, | haven't shared that
information. That's not my area of expertise.

M5. FRIESEN: In light of that response,
would like to request that this Comr ssion take
adm ni strative notice of R02-453-1. It is a decision
fromthe Colorado Public Uilities Conmm ssion --

JUDGE RENDAHL: As a whol e?

MS. FRIESEN. -- by Hearings Conm ssioner Ray
G fford requesting -- it's actually outlining the scope
of what Qnest is to provide with respect to additiona
i nformati on for CWMP, not just SATE

And it offers three alternatives, and it

defined the one that Qwmest has chosen. | can get copies
of that made this afternoon and distributed.
JUDGE RENDAHL: | think that woul d be hel pful

MS. FRIESEN. Thank you. That concludes ny
cross exanination. And thank you, Judy.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Any redirect? Actually, before
you have redirect, are there any questions fromthe

bench?

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER:  Yes, | have one. You
were neking a distinction between the change managenent
process on the one hand, and | think systens processes
on the other, is what | thought | heard you say?

MS. SCHULTZ: Yes.

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER: | know what the change

management process is, | think. Howis it distinguished
fromthe systens processes?
MS. SCHULTZ: Okay. | probably didn't state

that very clearly, but what Andy nentioned earlier about
the need to have a stable testing environnent that the
SATE, EDI, and then technical assistance, those kinds of
areas --

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER: As distinct fromthe
change nmanagenent process whereby a CLEC proposes a
change, and there's a process to handl e that proposed
change?

MS. SCHULTZ: Yes.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER:  Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Any ot her questions
at this point?

(No response.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: | have one clarifying question.

During your run through Exhibit 1540 -- do you have page



307

MS. SCHULTZ: | have one. | amnot sure it's
the exact one you have.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And it discusses the process,
Section 8.2, graphical user interface. And under the

record of conpliance colum, | just wanted to clarify
the dates. | think the year may be incorrect there?

MS. SCHULTZ: | amsorry. Yes. That should be
2002.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And al so at the bottom
depl oynment is planned from May 2000 to 2002?

MS. SCHULTZ: Correct. Correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And | don't know if there are
ot her date problens, but that night be sonething you
m ght want to | ook through

M5. SCHULTZ: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | don't have any ot her
guestions than that.

So M. Crain, any redirect?

MR, CRAIN. No further redirect.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off the record for a
few m nutes.

(Brief recess taken.)
(Ms. Doberneck was previously sworn.)
JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record.

We're back on the record after a brief
reorgani zati on break. W have a panel of w tnesses in
front of us, and one witness and one potential wtness
on the bridge line.

So starting in order with M. Dixon, could you
state your nanme for the court reporter and your address.

MR, DI XON: My nane is Thomas Fred Di xon. |
live at -- or nmy office is 707 -- 17th Street, 42nd
Fl oor, Denver, Col orado, 80202.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And you are here as a w tness
for Worl dConf

MR, DI XON: | am appearing on behal f of
Wor |l dCom yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Menezes.

MR. MENEZES: Mtchell A Menezes, 1875
Law ence Street, 15th Fl oor, Denver, Col orado, 80202.
And | am here on behal f of AT&T.

JUDGE RENDAHL: [If you haven't already --

MR. MENEZES: Me-n-e-z-e-s.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck, would you state
your nane for the record?

MS. DOBERNECK: Megan Dober neck
D-o0-b-e-r-n-e-c-k, on behalf of Covad Conmunications
Conpany.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck was sworn in as a



W tness two days ago?

MS. DOBERNECK: Yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: On the bridge line,
M. Connolly, are you still there?

MR, CONNOLLY: Yes, | am

JUDGE RENDAHL: State your nanme, and who you
are representing as a wtness.

MR. CONNOLLY: Ti nmothy Connol |y,
C-0-n-n-o0-1-1-y. M office address is 2005 Arbor
Avenue, Belnont, California. And | am appearing for
AT&T.

JUDGE RENDAHL: | am sorry, appearing for --

MR. CONNOLLY: AT&T.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Thonpson?

MR. THOWPSON: | am --

COURT REPORTER: | can't hear you --

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Thonpson, the court
reporter can't hear you. Wuld you speak up or turn up
the vol une, or --

MR, THOMPSON: | just picked up the handset.
My nane is Jeffrey L. Thonpson, and | am here on behal f

of Quest.

My office address is 1005 - 17th Street, Room
1050, Denver, Col orado, 80202.

JUDGE RENDAHL: W /Il each of you raise your

ri ght hand, realizing, M. Doberneck, you have
previ ously been sworn under oath. Those of you who have
not been, raise your right hands.
THOVAS FRED DI XON,
M TCHELL A. MENEZES,
TI MOTHY CONNOLLY,
JEFFREY THOMPSON,
produced as a wi tnesses, having been first duly sworn, were
exam ned and testified as follows:

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's, again, anticipate we're
begi nning with M. Dixon.

MR. DI XON:  Yes, correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Go ahead.

MR. DI XON: Good afternoon, Chairwoman
Showal t er, Comm ssi oner Hemstad, Commi ssioner Oshie, and
Judge Rendahl .

My nane is Thomas Di xon, and | am an attorney
with WorldCom And | appreciate your, for lack of a
better thing, bending the rules for having an attorney
provi de factual information relevant to this procedure,
and will stick exclusively to the facts -- or at |east
that's nmy goal .

I will talk alittle bit about nmy background a
little bit in general, and the 271 process. | want to



di scuss the background of change managenent, and how it
relates to the 271 process that you have been dealing
with for two, or two and a half years, and very briefly
about the three exceptions that M. Crain has alluded to
that have rel evance to the change nmmnagenent process.

And | say that as opposed to the stand al one
test environment exceptions, which while still part of
t he change managenent process, those will be addressed
by M. Connolly. And finally, in ny coments, | hope to
respond to, at least to sonme degree, the comments by
both M. Crain and Judy Schultz.

As | indicated, | have been an attorney and
have worked on these Qwest proceedi ngs. The dockets
carry a date of 1997, but they have been actively going
on for alnost three years.

My rol e has been to address |egal requirenents.
That is what is known as the SGAT, or statenent of
generally available terms and conditions. And | was
|l ead attorney in Arizona and Col orado in those.

I worked to some degree on what is known as the
nmulti-state group, which addressed the six states in
ot her parts of the Quwest territory, and | actually
appeared in this case as an attorney on the non- 0SS
portion of those 271 workshops.

| appreciate us being able to work a little bit

out of the normal procedures. As | indicated, the
statenent of generally avail able ternms proceedi ngs have
addressed | egal requirenents and how Qwaest, through its
contracts or docunments, intends to neet those |ega
requi renents.

I have al so been actively involved in the
Arizona test, and that is the -- I'mthe attorney that
has handl ed that test with our then expert Elizabeth
Bal vin, B-a-l-v-i-n, who has actually filed testinmony in
this proceeding. She's on maternity |eave, which is why
she's not here.

Both Elizabeth and | worked on the OSS test,

which | have know edge of, and will relate specifically
on a factual basis. | attended all the workshops that |
could in that process, as well. | also have been

actively working on the performance assurance plan, or
what is known as the anti-back sliding plan. |
addressed that in Arizona, Colorado, and also for the
nine states that nake up the multi-state group that are
actual ly handling that issue.

And finally -- and actually last, | have got
roped into the change managenent process, which is why |
am basically here.

The reason | bring those other things to your
attention is they are, in fact, all interrelated. For



exanpl e, the change managenent process has been in the
SGAT in Section 12.2.6 fromthe first filing of an SGAT
you have likely had in this state.

So you will see at |east the content was
embodi ed in the SGAT back at that tinme in whatever
version of the SGAT as they have cone down from Qnest.
You will see generally there was sonething called an
Exhibit G and Exhibit H, that were also a part of the
statenment of generally avail able termns.

Exhibit G when it was first filed, limted
what was known as the co-provider industry change
managenment process. And | would say that is the process
to which Judy Schultz referred to was in existence in
1999. It carried the CICW, CI-CMP. So you m ght
see that in testinony you have received in this case.

For exanple, Exhibit H at that tinme addressed
what was known as escal ati on di spute resolution
procedures for the then CICMP process seal

So when you go back to your own record in the
271 case, the conpetitive |ocal exchange carriers, as
wel | as Qwmest began addressi ng change managenent in
Wor kshop 4, which relates to the general terns and
condi tions.

If you were to look in your docunments, which
suspect you do not have with you, but | will at |east

give you a road map where to go, you will see Quest
filed testinony through M. Allen, A-l-l-e-n, which was
identified as Exhibit 750T, and attached to that
testimony were exhibits | marked for identification as
751 through 753.

AT&T filed testinmony through M. Finnegan,
F-i-n-n-e-g-a-n, and his testinmony is found as Exhi bit
845T, and he had attachments that ran from Exhibit 846
t hrough 862. And it could be 852. | am having trouble
reading my own writing.

Worl dCom filed testinmony, as | alluded to, by
Ms. Elizabeth Balvin, her testinony addressing Cl CMP was
found at Exhibit 855T, and she had exhibits that
addressed the sane subject matter, 856 and 857.

Finally, M chael Schneider for WorldCom-- and
that name is S-c-h-n-e-i-d-e-r -- filed general terns
and conditions testinony. And in there he also tal ked
about matters that related to change managenent. And
I will allude to those specifically in a few nonents,
because nobst of his testinony does not relate to it. |
don't suggest you go read it at length. | will point to
what | suggest is relevant.

The test that | have been a part of, the
Arizona test and the ROC test -- and | will focus on the
ROC test, but the conclusions were basically the sane.



In 1999 when Qnest was operating under the conpany

provi der change in both of the Arizona tests, Cap Geni ni
Ernst & Young, as well as KPMG were eval uating that
particul ar process in the ROC test.

You have heard of the references to
observations and exceptions. And so when there was an
i ssue that would cone up, the ROC tester would issue --
and that could be any one of three testers, KPMG
Hewl ett Packard pseudo CLEC, and Liberty Consulting
doi ng the auditing, could issue an observation or an
excepti on.

In Arizona they issued sonething called an
i ncident work order. Both testers through either their
observations or exceptions, in the case of the ROC test,
or in the case of the incident work orders in Arizona
deened Qmest's CICMP i nadequate. That's what opened
those particul ar issues.

And the primary criticismat that tinme that
when they were doing these tests was the fact that CLECs
did not have sufficient input into designing the change
managenment process, or sufficient input into the
operations of the change nmanagenent process.

And to give you an exanple, | woul d suggest
change nmanagenent is largely -- we have tal ked about
what it is in the | egal sense, and what it's been

referred to is the businesses interacting with each
other. But it's also a nunber of conpeting businesses;
in other words, not all CLECs are equal. W conpete
agai nst smaller CLECs whose business may have nothing to
do with Worl dConl s

The nei ghborhood that just cane out, we're
using a UNE pl atform approach. Soneone el se may be
doi ng resale, Covad m ght be relaying on the DSL. The
fact that we have all conpetitive |ocal exchange
provi ders does not nean we talk with one voice. \Wen it
conmes to our business planning to change nanagenent, it
becomes the ability for the businesses to interact with
one anot her.

We interact with account teans. For exanple,
Worl dCom a relatively |arge custoner, may have its own
account representative teamthat is dedicated solely to
WorldCom So if we have a problem w th sonething,
we woul d contact them

Change mmnagement m ght al so be known as
rel ati onshi p managenent, the managenent of our
relationship with our conpanies. AT&T likely has an
account team specialist, or a group of people that,
again, if they have a problem they interact wth.

So this is change -- part of change managenent.
It's how these businesses talk to each other face to



face, and then we will al so hear about conputers
t al ki ng.

But at least in 1999, and all the way through
July 2001 when you heard the redesign process went into
effect, over that entire period of tine the conpetitive
| ocal exchange carriers were allowed to what is called
prioritize certain change requests, or you have heard
the references to CRs.

But these are change requests to, perhaps,
nmodi fy and interface that we may be interacting wth,
whet her it's an EDI -- you have heard references to the
application to application interface, EDI is also known
as that concept, or GUI, which is using graphical user
interface, |ike on our conputer screens where we have
the various icons. |It's nmuch nore conpl ex.

But the point is the whole goal of these
prioritizations is to take these conpeting interests
between all the CLECs, as well as Qwest, plus what mni ght
be ordered by a legislator or what is recommended by an
i ndustry committee -- you heard about the ordering and
billing forum They night say when you do certain
things, the goal is to prioritize these four forns of
i nput, and determne as a group what gets done first.

And so each CLEC that may be trying to do
something in their own business plan may not actually

need the sane nodifications or upgrades to the Quest
systens, because that may not be what they are
interested in. So it's a true prioritization

Now, | bring this to your attention because
back in '99 | alluded to four nethods of nmeking change
requests. Regulatory Commi ssion changes ordered; an
i ndustry change request before the OBF, ordering and
billing forum reconmending certain things be done.
Qnest initiated change request -- No. 3, CLEC
conpetitive |ocal exchange carriers, change request --
excuse ne. The third form of change request was what is
called a Qvest initiated change request.

The fourth change request formwas a
conpetitive |ocal exchange carrier, or CLEC, change
request. And that fourth instance is not just one, but
it could be up to 106, | think, Qwmest sends out notices
to who could be asking for certain things to be done in
thi s change managenent process, in ternms of operationa
support interfaces.

And we have al so alluded through Ms. Schultz
and M. Crain to the product and process change
requests, which | will get to.

In 1999 and up through July of 2001, the
conpetitive |ocal exchange providers were only all owed
to prioritize the type 4 change request, those that the



conpetitive |ocal change providers initiated.
Conpetitive | ocal exchange providers were not entitled
to prioritize any of the other types of change requests.
So for the releases that were issued to update the
various Qmest interfaces prior to July of 2001
approximately 25 to 26 percent of the change requests
that were inplenmented were those requested by the
conpetitive |ocal exchange carriers.

Mat hematics tells me roughly three-fourths were
unilaterally deci ded upon by Qwmest, which they did, and
what order.

So you can see a conpeting business operating
in that dynamics -- what the testers found, and what we
were highlighting and identifying was that we felt that
we shoul d have a bigger voice, because these change
requests that were being done inpacted our opportunity
to do business. It inpacted how we did business with
Qnest, and it would inmpact how we would build our OCSS,
operational support system interface potentially, if we
chose to build them It also would inplenent how we
woul d code for those interfaces, et cetera.

In 2001 -- and M. Crain alluded to the
testinmony that was filed that | have just identified --
that testinony was filed in July of 2001 by the docket,
and as M. Crain said, at that point it became evident

they had a problem | don't think it was just the
CLEC s conplaint. It didn't hurt that the ROC test and
the Arizona testers were saying, "Oh, by the way, we

t hi nk your process, your change managenent process, is
i nadequate. "

So what happened is in August of 2001, Qnest
announced in the Col orado workshop that | was a
participant in that it was their preference to go to
this new redesi gn concept. The redesign concept said,
"We're going to totally look at this whol e process,
and," as the terminplies, "redesign it."

In the neantinme, the nornmal change managenent
processes that had existed since 1999 continued on, and
so business went as usual while on a contenporaneous
track there was an effort to start nodifying the old
busi ness as usual .

At that point the conpetitive |ocal exchange
pl ayer as WorldCom-- in fact, as our testinony
reflects -- has concerns about whether this was the way
to go, because we recogni zed the 271 process created
| everage. And by having this |everage, we felt we were
in sone position to get the various changes we were
asking for for several years to be actually inplenented.

So we agreed to go into redesign while we did
it. W were not abandoning what role it had in the



section 271 process. This all came up as | indicated in
the general terns and conditions Wrkshop 4.

That's rel evant because it really wasn't first
addressed there. Al of the CLECs -- going back to the
very first workshop this Conm ssion heard on non- 0SS
i ssues chal |l enged, right out of the box, the fact that
the Qmest statement of generally available terms and
conditions cross referenced the internal Qwmest docunments
in the SGAT. For exanple, when you first |ooked at sone
of the non-0SS issues, there would be reference to
techni cal publications. For exanple, 11934, that nay be
a fictitious nunber, but it's close. That's an interna
Qnest docunent.

W said, "Wait a mnute. W're witing a
contract here, and the goal of this contract is to have
a bilateral agreement that we both agree on. No one
party should have the ability to unilaterally nodify
this contract."

And it was our concern, as |long as the contract
cross referenced the Qunest internal docunents, that
Qnest unilaterally could -- did not have a bilatera
contract, in fact.

So we raised that right fromthe beginning, "W
don't want cross references of internal documents." |In
ei ther Workshop 2 or 3 in Washington a stipulation was

i ntroduced, and this is what is referred to in M chae
Schnei der's testinony, Exhibit 860-T.

And what you will see is Qmest entered into a
stipulation that was put into the record that basically
said, "We have heard the CLEC concerns about having
cross referenced internal documents, and it is not
necessarily our intent to unilaterally nodify the
agreenent, at |least not now So we hereby stipulate
that we will subnit agreenents, or these technica
docunents, for exanple, the technical publications, or
any ot her docunents of that nature, through the change
managenent process. "

What wasn't clear was that really nmeant it
woul d be submtted to change nanagenent. There was sone
debate as we got further down the road as to what that
meant. That, in ny opinion, was the genesis, fromthe
CLEC perspective, of how we got to the inclusion of the
redesi gn and the product in process concept that Andy
has alluded to in the change managenent process.

The redesign process also had a guideline that
was interesting that had guidelines on what we coul d do.
And it stated there would be no legal or regulatory
personnel involved acting directly as |awers and
regul at ors.

And our concern was since this canme out with



the 271 process, we were confronted with the
circunstance of, oh, where are we going to address the
redesign activity? But that was it. So as a |awer, |
started showi ng up at these neetings, which is why |I'm
here as a witness, and began participating in the
process.

The process then at this point -- and | think
Andy and Judy have been accurate in representing that we
have made some very good progress. But what we al so
have is Andy directly stating the issue we're confronted
with as the testers, at |least the ROC testers, is the
i ssue of whether or not there's a denpnstrated issue of
conpliance marked as exhibits in this proceeding.

And Andy referenced exception 3094, which is
Exhi bit 1597, and that very sinply -- and | won't go
through it, but rather will allude to what it is
about -- addresses the product and process concept of
change managenment, a concept that Andy says is not per
se required by the FCC, and says is not included in the
FCC order.

| submit, first of all, it's part of the very
stipulation that Qwest agreed to do this, put these
docunents through when the issue of having cross
referenced the documents, internal docunents included as
references in the SGAT. That process has essentially

now been formalized in Section 5.4 of what has been
called the Master Redline docunent. And Exhibit 1597,
in fact, is not now the nost current version of that
observation, because as Andy has said, Qmest is now,
after April 16th's |ast redesign neeting, asked for that
exception to have certain retesting for the purpose of
determ ni ng whet her or not the docunentation, the

| anguage that's been devel oped is sufficient.

Now, what will not happen, and what Qsest has
not requested of the KPMG people is that they actually
see how does this process work. So it will be what |
call a docunmentation review, and confirm ng that at
| east there's a process, a formal process. But there
will be no, in fact, full adherence to it that will be
eval uated for a period of tine.

That is not to say that Qaest is not doing it
today, or two weeks ago. But as of April 16th that
process was fornulated in witing. So the point is, how
much tinme after that should there be a denonstrated
pattern of conpliance

Exhi bit 1598 is the one that relates to what
Andy cal |l ed Exception 3110. 1In that instance that's the
docunent, and the exception that related to what are
known as nmmilouts. Milouts are a process that Quest
created. | think it becane effective on March 1, 2002,



whi ch sends out a notice that identifies types of

changes that will inpact their whol esal e custoners.
It could be a network change, it could be a
change to an 0SS interface. It could be a change to a

product, a new product that's being offered, or it could
be a change to a process that's being nodified from how
we have been doi ng business as usual, or so to speak
That's not meant to be an attenpt of this type
of activity. Again, historically we tended to receive

duplicate notice. | personally receive two to three
noti ces over on the sanme issues, so one of the accurate
notices -- and are there any conflicts between the

various notices.

Qwest, again, on March 1 canme to a unified
system | know since roughly April 1st, | have been
getting only one notice for each of the various type
changes. So once again, Andy has alluded to the fact
that they have now asked the tester to retest, review
t he docunentati on process.

So once again, that one is still out there
being | ooked at. And while it was cl osed unresol ved,
Qnwest has asked themto go ahead and | ook at it.

What's inportant is in both instances Qmest had
asked the tester actually close these, and that's what
you will find in these two exhibits that |'ve cited.

They have actually said, Go ahead and cl ose these. W
will either dempnstrate it to the FCC in other fashions,
or to the Conmi ssion.

And | astly, Exhibit 1599 --

CHAI RWOVAN SHOMALTER: Before you go on, of the
two -- | don't know if they were exceptions or
observations that you were alluding to --

MR. DI XON: Both are exceptions.

CHAI RMNOVAN SHOWALTER: What are the nunbers?

MR. DI XON: The first one is 3094, and that's
Exhi bit 1597. And the second exception is exception
3110, and that's Exhibit 1598.

And then | will nove on to the third, which is
al so an exception. And that's exception 3111, and it's
mar ked Exhi bit 1599.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: So all three of these,
all three of these are not closed as of this day, or --
well, as of the draft final, what is their status?

MR. DI XON: As of the draft final they were
cl osed unresol ved, or closed inclusive.

Since the draft final report was issued is
where there have been -- let ne restate that. | can't
precisely say since the draft report was issued. But
sometinme between April 16th when the | ast redesign
nmeeting was held and our hearing, Qwmest specifically



made a request to KPMG which is docunented in what they
call responses to these various exceptions, Qwmest made a
request that they do the two forns of retesting, one for
each of these exceptions that | have indicated.

CHAl RMOMAN SHOWALTER: And these are the sane
things that M. Crain raised?

MR. DI XON: Yes. You have got them You have
themin witing. So | won't detail them

The | ast addresses guidelines for CLEC
initiated systens change requests. Again, this is one
where it was closed inclusive. It dealt with the issues
of prioritization in general, which |I have nentioned in
alluding to that was the four types of changes, and how
they were done prior to about March

There was a significant inpasse issue on
whet her or not what were known as PIDs -- and we have
used that term performance indicator definitions --
PI D, PAP, performance assurance plan changes, where a
regul atory change, a CLEC requested change, or a Qwest
request ed change, and CLECs said, "W thought these were
Qnest requested changes.”

Let me explain what those are very quickly in
the performance assurance plan, and | don't intend to
di scuss the nmerits. | amgoing to use it as an exanple.
Qwest has certain performance indicator definitions that

descri be conduct that's being neasured, for which
penal ti es may be assessed.

Certain of those perfornmance indicator
definitions that are included in the PAP required Quest
to make certain standards. One of Qaest's concerns was,
"Well, we may not be able to make those standards unl ess
we upgrade our operation in the support system
interfaces. And if the CLECs are entitled to vote, they
may not prioritize them high enough to ever get these
done, and we will pay penalties, even though we want to
actually fix these systens."”

So that was the crux of the issue, did those
constitute a regulatory ordered change request. W thout
going into detail, sinply put it this way: the Col orado
Conmi ssion essentially rul ed agai nst Qnest. And Qwnest,
in the neeting held in early April, decided and has
agreed in the neeting that they will apply the Col orado
resol ution across all states.

So it's no longer an inpasse issue, which is
why Andy raised the point that we have none. But the
poi nt of that was those changes -- that type of change
unilaterally prioritized by Qwvest, if they were, that
woul d take up potentially sonme chunk of how nmuch of this
process woul d be avail able for change requests that the
conpetitive providers were |ooking for



The exception we're dealing with here, the
i ssue that we really canme down for is we have reached
agreenent. We will agree, and Qwaest has agreed, that
we will prioritize all of the types, that is, the CLECs
as well as Qwest, that includes that the perfornmance
i ndi cator definition, performnce assurance plan changes
will be treated as Qmest initiated changes, or a CLEC
could ask for thenm in other words, they will not take
any higher priority by their status, and the effect of
that hasn't been felt.

We haven't done this, because all of this
occurred after the prioritization of what is called
rel ease 10 and rel ease 11, which were alluded to in this
exception. And these releases, 10.0 and 11.0 were the
various prioritizations, what Qwest said they were going
to be able to do to nodify their systens.

They give us a list, and then we literally, as
i ndi vidually -- each conpany votes what order we want
thi ngs done. And that ultimtely is conpiled, weighted,
and determ ned what gets done first. That's not been
done as we have agreed to it yet.

In release 10.0 Qwest identified initially nine
regul atory change requests that we were not, fromthe
get-go, allowed to prioritize. The CLEC community
specifically challenged that, and after a significant

period of time, approximately two nonths, we did reach
agreenent where Qwest withdrew, | believe, six of those.
And the other three, for lack of a better term went in.

There was no vote. There was no taking the
list and reprioritizing, reballoting. But the CLECs |et
the three go. And we did as nuch as we could do when we
got to release 11.0, which was done several nonths ago.

Once again, Qwest identified two change
requests that it considered regulatory. And again, the
CLECs were not permtted to do any voting or
prioritizing.

The Col orado Commission in its ruling said, "W
will not disturb that. We will let those two go
forward," and that's part of the ruling and part of the
agreenent that we have had.

So we have never had the opportunity to, in
fact, to vote on all types. That is, we have never
prioritized themall, but we have a process that wll
allow for that. That's in 5.4 of the Master Redline
docunent s.

And that's where, again, we conme back to
denonstrated pattern of conpliance by definition. W
haven't had it at that point --

CHAl RWOVAN SHOWALTER: M. Di xon, can you
el aborate slightly on what this balloting and wei ghting



is? And even if you want to give a sinplified version
of it, if you have seen CLECs and Qwest all with their
different priorities, how does it get made into a single
list?

MR, DI XON: | would be happy to. And ny
col | eagues, if | get it wong, can tell ne.

Ef fectively the parties, the CLECs and Qwest
are subnmitting the change requests into this change
managenment neeting process that goes on nonthly, and
they are addressed at sone point. Qwest and its IT
peopl e -- oh, ny goodness, information technol ogy
people, sit down and say, "We're going to be able to
build, let's say, 40 nodifications to our interface that
are addressed by these 40 change requests, but we can't
build all 40. W can only do 20."

So they send out a ballot that identifies the
40 change requests that have been requested, and that's
sent to -- the |ast nunber | heard was 106 conpetitive
| ocal exchange providers throughout the region.

JUDGE RENDAHL: The whol e regi on, including
Washi ngt on.

MR, DI XON: Yes. |In any case they will get
that ballot with 40 possible options, and they rank them
one, two, three, four. Then Qnest, through the mracle
of computers, takes the numbers and they are literally

added up, and you cone up with the order based on how
the CLECs and Qwest voted.

Qnwest has one vote. They don't have a wei ghted
vote. The CLECs, each CLEC has one vote. And of the
106, | would speculate -- although | don't see the
results, certainly not half of themvote. And probably
substantially | ess actually participate in the
prioritization.

So it's aliteral ballot of the ranks as
a conpany wants to rank them And then those are
collected, collated by Qvwest. So audit them |1 guess we
could. There's no dangling chads or anything of that
nature that goes on.

CHAIl RWOVAN SHOWALTER:  It's not anonynous
ballots? It's identified ballots?

MR. DI XON: Yeah. W send theminto Qnest. |
don't know that anybody el se sees our ballot, but I
don't think there's any effort to be anonynous. You
send theminto their people, and they in turn tabul ate
it. | think it would be evident in ternms of what people
are advocating in the neeting, however, where they m ght
be as well.

So that at least tells you what the exceptions
are, and what's going on. | think hopefully it shows
you how it relates to the business process.



Turn to the last exhibit, 1603, and I amonly
going to tal k about what is known as test 23. This is
the draft report. | amnot suggesting it will be, by
any chance, the final, but what | am saying is Qmest,
and as M. Crain and Ms. Schultz alluded will tell you,
at this point they believe they have net the
requi renents.

I don't have to ask you to take nmy word, or any
of our other w tnesses' word. Again, | ask you to take
a look to the very people you have enpl oyed to test.

And when | go to the test 23, which focuses on and is
entitled The Change Managenent Test, you will see on
pages -- begi nning on page 523 you will see an entire --
for lack of a better term-- grid for your |ater reading
pl easure. |If you want to look in detail, you will see
begi nni ng on 528, but nore particularly on 529, the
fol | owi ng opi ni on.

At this point in tinme, when this report was
i ssued on April 19, 2002, "In KPMG Consulting's
pr of essi onal opinion, the draft CMP docunent" -- Master
Redl i ne document we have tal ked about -- "does not
include all of the essential conponents that constitute
a well-formed and conpl et e change namnagenent process.
While Qvest and the CLECs have nmde significant progress
in the CMP redesign, the parties have not conpleted

di scussi ons about key elenments of CMP, and have not
docunented all of the essential activities within CWvP."

If you continue on further, there's what is
referred to as an unable to determine. And it relates
to "The change nmanagenent process has a frane work to
eval uate, categorize, and prioritize proposed changes."

Again, | won't read the docunent, just tell you
t he concepts. The point is, they were, again, unable to
deternmine by the tester on page 536 concerning
"Procedures and systems are in place to track
i nformati on such as descriptions of proposed changes,
key notification dates, and change status."

Again, the tester is unable to determ ne on
page 538 the subject matter being "Criteria are defined
for the prioritization system and for severity coding."

The determi nation unable to determ ne on page
542, whether Qwest conplies with notification intervals
and docunentation rel ease requirenents. It is the
finding, unable to determne

Now, what | have read to you is probably five
that they are unable to determne. Well, the total were
ni ne, nine requests that were being answered. And as |
i ndicated i n docunent 1603, behind the second bl ue page
you will see what unable to determ ne neans. There's a
definition there.



And when you |look -- or if you saw a not
satisfied -- and when we're tal king about SATE and the
exceptions that M. Connolly will allude to, he wll

tal k about exceptions that were not satisfied.

So, again, we're pleased with progress, but as
Andy said up front, our argunment is, is there a
denonstrated pattern of conpliance? The tester says
they were unable to deternmine. The burden is on Quest
to determ ne and denonstrate that they do.

It's our position that if the tester is unable
to determ ne, absent additional information from Qunest,
they haven't net their burden of denpbnstrating they are
doi ng what is needed to have an adequate change
management process.

| took longer than | was supposed to, but --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Well, it was all usefu
information. At this point should we continue with the
panel, and have questions at the end?

M. Menezes, you are on.

(Di scussion off the record.)

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

M. Menezes, it's your turn.

MR, MENEZES: Thank you. Good afternoon. My
nane is Mtchell Menezes, and | am also an attorney with

AT&T, and | work on contracts. Basically |I have worked
on the interconnection agreenents with Qwest, and with
other carriers for AT&T on negotiating them and
supporting the business units who are trying to

i mpl ement those contracts.

And | worked in the SGAT process, as well as on
t he docunment, the SGAT. And as the business fol ks who
use CMP were starting in on the redesign effort, and
Tom as he pointed out, joined the process, they asked
for sone assistance.

So | have been participating in the
negotiations in the CMI redesign neeting since
Septenber, and | would like to speak about sone of the
things that are not yet in what we have been calling the
Mast er Redl i ne document.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Now, | have a question before
you go on about the Master Redline document. Do you
have your exhibit list in front of you?

MR. MENEZES: VYes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: We have admitted Exhibit 1536,
which is a Master Redline, and also 1551, which | ooks
like it may be the sane thing. And those are both filed
by Qwvest. And then sonething under your exhibits is
Exhibit D. | think that's a typo -- Master Redline CMP
Redesi gn Framework InterimDraft. |Is that all the sane



docunent ?

MR, MENEZES: | think they should be. | would
have to | ook at each of themtogether to tell you, but
I will. | was going to point out that is the one I am

referring to is the exhibit to our brief. And it's
1590. And the only difference may be that Qwmest has
filed a clean version of this docunment, and | think 1536
is that.
JUDGE RENDAHL: But that was filed with its
March filing, and then there was one filed in April. So
maybe the April filing is a nore revised version
MR. MENEZES: The one that we filed, which is
1590, is -- the date is April 8. And that resulted from
our April 2 to April 4 redesign neetings. There's a
nore current version we have not filed, and I don't know
if Qwest did. But we have had another redesign neeting
on April 16, which may not be in the record. But for
pur poses of my discussion, | would like to rely on 1590.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Pl ease go ahead. Sorry for the
interruption, but | thought it needed to be clarified.
MR, MENEZES: And to further explain, the
docunent | amreferring to is the document that was
spoken about earlier by M. Crain and Ms. Schultz,
think, starting with the OBF docunent, the ordering and
billing formfor change managenent, and we have

mai ntained it in a Redline formto reflect all the
changes that have been nmade over tine. And that's what
is 1590.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MR, MENEZES: Ms. Schultz went through and
expl ai ned much of what is contained in the Master
Redl i ne docunent, and | don't have any corrections or
changes to what she said. | think it was a fair summary
of what is there.

One of the things that we have done as we have
gone through this process is we have naintained an
i ssues and action itemlog. And that has been an
ongoi ng log of issues that we identified in the redesign
meeti ng.

And | want to make sure that it's clear that
there are redesign neetings, which is where we cone
t oget her roughly four days in each nonth to redesign the
CWP process. And then there are the CMP neetings, you
m ght call themthe CWMP forum that generally occur
during the mddle of the nonth, and one day devoted to
CWMP and one day devoted to product and process.

There's that ongoi ng conducti ng busi ness at CWP
that happens at that point, and the redesign has been an
abstract activity to reshape the processes that are
t here.



So we have nmintained an i ssue and action itens
log. And in January all the CLECs and Qwest worked on
what we referred to as the Gap Analysis. And that was
an effort by all of the parties to |ook through all of
the reference material that we have been using up to
that point to identify gaps, things that were m ssing
fromthe docunment, things that we considered inportant

that still needed to be addressed.
So we have had both of those lists. | think
the issue and action itemlog is up to nunber -- it's in

excess of 275 itens. Many of those have been cl osed,
some of themduplicate what is in the Gap Analysis. But
it's been a large list of things.

And | think it's inmportant to point out, and
this is in our witten conments, that in March we were
asked by the Arizona Conmission to help to narrow that
down for themto understand what was really inportant
for 271 purposes to conplete CVMP, because the issues are
many.

And they wanted to know if there was a way to
bring that down to a list that we could agree needed to

be conpl eted before the end -- before 271 approval woul d
be obtained. So we devel oped what has been referred
to -- | will refer to as the priority list of issues,

and that is described in Ms. Schultz's affidavit which

is Exhibit 1538. And the list itself is attached to her
affidavit.

And that list is Exhibit 1539, and the issues
were broken into two areas. W have | abeled them as the
No. 1 issues, which is to indicate that they are
difficult issues, issues that nmay result in inpasse.

And we would want to tackle themfirst to see if we have
any inpasses.

And then we were to file those inpasse issues
in Col orado and Arizona on April 8. That's when we al so
did our filing here, but it was a request fromthe
Col orado Conmi ssion specifically that we identify and
file inpasse issues by that date.

The other grouping of issues is called the Zero
list, and | don't know why we cane up with those
convexes, but it's the Zero list. And it was a belief
on either party that those were issues that were not
likely to lead to inpasse, but they were, nonetheless,

i mportant and needed to be resol ved.

So we have been working on those lists since
the early part of March, and that's been the focus of
our effort to get through those. And if there were
i npasse issues, identify them and if there were not, to
make that known, which | think we have to the
Commi ssi ons where we have nmade filings.



But then to conplete the work on those issues,
in going to the point of deciding whether they are
i mpasse or not, we cane to agreement on a conceptua
basi s on the issues.

And in Exhibit 1539, the priority list, there's
several columms across the top. The first colum is
Concept Agreed To with a question mark. The second
colum is Language Agreed To, with a question mark. And
the third colum is the Issue Number, and the fourth is
a description of the issues.

The remaining colums are -- they represent the
ranking that the CLECs did with those issues as a matter
of approaching themin what order they would do that.

As we go down the list, the second colum
where -- well, let ne start with the first, Concepts
Agreed To, and | think both AT&T, the joint CLECs, and
Qnest identified that we did reach agreenment on the
concepts on all of these issues.

As to the | anguage, there are various inputs in
these colums. There are -- in the itemone list, there
are four that are identified as, Yes, that we have
reached agreenent on | anguage, and one which indicates
Pendi ng Qwest Modification. And that is one -- it's
actually issue Roman Nunmeral 111, part H | could say
on April 16, we did conclude that, and there is |anguage

for that.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Where do you find Roman Numer al
H?

MR, MENEZES: Do you want to know where it cane
fronf

JUDGE RENDAHL: No, where is it?

MR. MENEZES: |It's the first issue on that
page. |If you look to the third colum over, as to the
other four that are identified as yes, there's really
only one of themthat we agreed at this point where the
| anguage is really concluded. And that's the second
i ssue on the first page, Roman Numeral 1, Capital 1.A 9.

And this was to add the concept after, |late add
the systens change request in order to see if it can be
prioritized and included in the next rel ease.

On the next one down, where "yes" is indicated,
|.A 2 states the criteria for deny. | think there's
still sonmething missing there. There's -- this is the
category where there were statenents in the body of the
Master Redline that really allowed Qwest to deny CRs,
and we had no clear explanation on what basis that could
happen.

So Qnest cane with a proposal on sone of the
areas that would -- or the areas where that would apply,
and one was Qmest's policy. And the CLECs were not



agreeable to that notion that Qwmest's policy alone would
be the basis to reject a CLEC s CR, change request. And
so there's an agreenent that that needs to change, and
it hasn't quite happened yet.

So | want to be clear that on this one, we're
not quite there with the I anguage. | think we're close.

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: Why does it say "yes,"
and who decided to put "yes"?

MR. MENEZES: | amnot sure. When we generally
wor ked on these statuses in the redesign neeting, as we
were going through and doing things, | will admt that I

didn't review everything that came out of those neetings
because we get these nassive e-mails at the end of each
nmeeti ng.

So as | was going through the testinmony and
checking everything, | picked up that. And | think --
frankly, |1 think Qwest would agree that is one el enent
that we still need to shore up

MR, HEMSTAD: But is it, yes, ultimtely, your
eval uation of the issue?

MR. MENEZES: "Your evaluation"?

MR. HEMSTAD: AT&T's eval uation of the issue?

MR MENEZES: No. I'msorry. [It's not.

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER:  Who keeps this document ?

MR. MENEZES: This has been generally

mai nt ai ned by Julie Lee (ph.), who's the facilitator
She's an outside person that Qwvest engaged to facilitate
the redesign neeting, and we generally went through and
tried to work on these in the neetings. And | honestly
don't renmenber when we did the yes, if we did themin

t he neetings.

MR, HEMSTAD: |f | can ask one other question
under the colums with the conmpani es, what do those
nunbers represent.

MR. MENEZES: Tom was speaking earlier about
prioritization, and I don't want to confuse things. The
prioritization that he was tal king about were systens
requests cone in, and they are ranked in order to
determine the rank order that Qwest will use on those
changes. W used the sane principle in these issues.
Everyone was given an opportunity to rank themto decide
what order we woul d address them

JUDGE RENDAHL: So in a sense the |owest tota
is the higher priority? |If you look in the tota
colum, 18 is less than 27, so it gets a higher
priority?

MR. MENEZES: Yes. Yes. That's how we did it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MR, MENEZES: And then going down to the --
over to the next page, it's the second to |ast issue



there, 1.A 3, determ ne whether a process is necessary
to address noncodi ng changes. And | think what we have
done is we have conmbined this with another issue, which
is Roman Nuneral V, capital V, |lower case c, on the
precedi ng page. And that issue is not closed, so
woul d say we don't have |l anguage for it yet. |It's
captured. W need to work on it, and I am going to be
speaki ng about this issue, capital V, ¢, a fewtinmes as
| speak.

And it has to do with CLECs inpacting changes.
I think we have acknow edged that when there are changes
to Qunest systens, or products and processes, we try to
have notification and discussion and be cl ear about how
that change will be inplenmented. But it doesn't always
wor k that everyone anticipates the inpacts that the
change will have. O depending on the inplenentation of
t he change, there nay be inpacts.

So what we have sought here is a process
wher eby there's quick resolution of those inpacts when
CLECs are -- their ability to submit orders is inpaired
and they can't get custoner provisions because of a
change in process.

We don't want to go back and have to subnmit
anot her change request, because that's a | engthy
process. W want a process that will allow us to go

quickly to the right people at Qwest, to problem sol ve,
and get the issues resolved so orders are flow ng, and
custoners are being satisfied. So this is a very

i mportant issue.

And then back to the second page, the other yes
there has to do with whether rates it sets -- what is
CMP's role in rate changes or rate validation. And we
did have an earlier neeting where rates didn't belong in
CwP. But on April 16, we addressed the topic again, and
there was a concern that if rate validation, which is a
process whereby Qwmest goes into its data bases and | ooks
at the rates that it's charging the CLEC, and nmay check
them for various reasons. And there have been sone
problenms with the comunication being clear about what
i s changed, and why they have changed.

If we don't do sonmething in the change
managenment process to capture at |east the process for
how that's going to be done, there really is no process
out there for it. And we expect we will continue to
have difficulty with it. So it canme up again, and it
was captured as an issue we really do still need to work
on.

There's nore to that list, and | am not going
to go through each of those, where we still may have
di sagreenent. But the point is sinply to state that we



have these priority issues. They are a nuch narrower
set of issues than we have been carrying on the books
for a while. And these are, in the CLECs' view,

critical to be included in the change managenent process
for purposes of reviewing it for being conplete, and
then eval uating Qrest's adherence to the process that we
ultimately agree to and include in the docunent.

So right now the | anguage for these processes
where it indicates it's not witten, which is in that
colum, and then for those |I have indicated yes, where
we don't quite agree, we still need to wite that
| anguage.

Let me restate that there are drafts of that
| anguage, and we have | ooked at sone of them and worked
on sone of them But it is not conpleted, and it is not
in the Master Redline docunent. But in terns of
conpl eting the document for purposes of 271, we believe
that all of these need to be captured in the Redline so
that Qwest can take that process as witten, inplenent
it, and adhere to it over time as the FCC requires.

MR, HEMSTAD: Can you project -- first, do you
think this list of itens will, in fact, by consensus be
resol ved?

MR, MENEZES: | do think they will be, yes.

MR. HEMSTAD: Do you have an estinmate of tinme

for that?

MR. MENEZES: | believe that by June -- | think
we have got two neetings scheduled in June. W have got
two neetings scheduled in May, and that will be a tota
of eight days by the tinme you get to the second neeting
in June. | believe we should be able to get through it
all by then. | think it's possible to get through al
of the l|anguage by then, but | think it's a fair
estimate that we will be through the | anguage in June.

So | wanted to just have that discussion to
point to the conpletion or the |ack of conpletion of the
docunent .

The next step would be once these itens are in
the CMP docunent and Qaest is in a position to inplenent
them to review Qvest's conpliance with the | anguage
over tinme. | think Qvest has stated that in its
response, which | don't think we have as an exhibit, but
it was filed on April 16.

The brief that Qewest filed that the core
provi sions of Qwmest's CMP have been inplenented for nore
than five nonths, during which Qwvest has conplied that
exceeds 98 percent. And as | pointed out, we would not
agree that the core provisions have been inpl enented
over that time, because the core provisions need to
i nclude these priority issues that we have identified in



the filing.

And as for the conpliance rate, | think we need
to understand better how Qwaest is tabulating that
i nformati on, and who have nore data on it that supports
t hose cal cul ati ons.

I think we have gotten an indication fromthe
Col orado Conmmi ssion in the exhibit that is nunbered
1616. We have also gotten an indication fromthe ROC
that they are unable to determ ne conpliance on severa
issues in CMP in closing exceptions inclusive, or
unr esol ved.

So the burden of proof, as Tom pointed out, is
upon Qmest to bring appropriate evidence to support
t hose argunents.

Now, what | would like to do is speak to two
exanpl es that were in the filing that the CLECs
submitted in April 8.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Do you have an exhibit numnber?

MR. MENEZES: The CLEC filing --

JUDGE RENDAHL: The docunents you are going to
be | ooking at?

MR, MENEZES: | am | ooking at sone notes, but
I will refer to our filing as soon as | find the nunber

MS. SI NGER NELSON:  1586.
MR. MENEZES: Correct, 1586, the Joint CLEC

brief.

The first issue, or one of the issues that we
raised is Quest's conpliance with the producti on support
process. And just to point out, we included sonme issues
in this brief where we have noticed what we would
consi der nonconpliance or deficiencies in the process.

It was by no neans an effort to point out exhaustively
where there's been nonconpliance. W just identified
some exanpl es.

By the way of background, the production
support processes, and it is now witten, address the
| TO systens problenms. And the process is set up that
when a trouble is identified, either a CLEC or Qunest SME
that identified the trouble, calls it into the whol esale
systens hel p desk. That trouble is |ogged. A ticket
nunber is issued. It's assigned a priority level. And
depending on the priority |level, that depends on how
quickly it gets worked. And depending on the nunmber of
CLECs that are inpacted by the trouble, notifications go
out to CLEGCs.

So if a single adjustment goes to that one
CLEC, and the status -- if nmultiple CLECs are inpacted,
then an event notification goes out, and that goes to
all of the CLEGCs.

In the exanpl e we provided, there was testing



bei ng done in Arizona, and the tester determ ned that
certain access records and call records were being
dropped froma feed that was provided to CLECs. And so
this inpacted CLECs in that they did not have the
information to bill interexchange carriers for access;
not all of them but the records that were dropped.

And during sort of the processing of that
i ncident work order in Arizona, AT&T asked the question
How were CLECs notified when Qnvest went in and nmade a
change to its systens to address these probl ens.

Qnest had said that it had done systens fixes
so you woul dn't have these om ssions of records anynore.
And Qnest responded that it's not required, the way the
CMP was witten, that -- because there wasn't an i npact
on CLECs, or it didn't require CLECs to code, that CLECs
were not to get notification

And that is not how the process is witten.
The process is witten to indicate that when a trouble
is identified, it gets called in. Qwmest SME shoul d have
called that trouble in to the help desk. And since a
nunber of CLECs were inpacted by the fact that they
weren't getting these records an event notification
shoul d have gone out and been distributed to all of the
CLECs. So that's one exanple there.

The next exanple is on the preferred carrier

freeze, the local service preferred carrier freeze. And
I will point you -- it's also in our brief.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Page 12, | believe.

MR, MENEZES: 1586, thank you. Right. And we
have addressed it starting on page 12, and it goes for a
few pages. In addition, there's an exhibit to our
brief, and that is -- that has been assigned 1591-C,
Exhibit E to our brief. That's a chronology at the
begi nni ng there.

And then attached to that chronology is sone
correspondence. And the latest addition to that
correspondence that we included in the record is Exhibit
1604, which is a letter that went from AT&T on April 17
to Qvest. And that's a fair status of where we are, |
t hi nk, on that issue.

And | realize a conplaint has been filed in
Washi ngton, and | am not here to speak to the nerits of
the conplaint. | would |like to point out some of the
probl ems we have been dealing with that speak to issues
that still need to be worked and redesigned to help the
process work and function in a better way.

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER: | suddenly found mnysel f
confused, and | think it arises out of the fact that
this Exhibit 1586 is a brief, and you are a witness.

But | amunclear at this nonment what | am | ooking at, or



what you are testifying to.
Are these facts that you are alleging that

establish a violation, or is this a -- | don't know what
to call it, |ike a double hearsay, or sonething in the
nature of briefs that typically are not evidence

thenmsel ves? | amjust a little confused.

Normally if there were facts being alleged
there would be affidavits, or w tnesses, or sonething

that really deals with the underlying -- the ground
facts. And are you testifying to that?

MR, MENEZES: | amtestifying to the facts,
yes.

CHAI RWOMAN SHOWALTER:  OKAY.

JUDGE RENDAHL: To the extent that the facts
are set forth in the brief, but you are not meking the
argunent that is in the brief? Are you neking that
di stinction?

MR. MENEZES: Correct. | amreally trying to
lay out the exanples that | am aware of.

CHAl RAOMAN SHOWALTER:  Well, | will have to ask
you, then, how are you aware of this? 1In other words,
what is your -- what is the degree of your persona
know edge of that?

MR, MENEZES: | will be happy to explain that.

Ti m Connol Iy, who is also on the phone as a witness,

brought to ny attention -- | saw the incident work
orders that cane out in Arizona, and they are attached.
They are also attached to our brief.

And | read the statenent that | have clained
that Qwest nmmde, which is essentially the fix did not --
the Qmest statenment was that the fix did not require
CLECs to change their systems or processes.

And | went back and revi ewed our change
managemnment process, the Master Redline docunent, the
production support. | then sent an e-mail to Quwest
asking for an explanation of why the process wasn't
followed -- excuse nme. | didn't get an e-mail response,
but we spoke at the redesign neeting. | think it was
March 18 and 19.

And | raised the question to Jeff Thonpson, who
I think is on the call as well, and | asked Jeff
Thonpson in that neeting directly, what do you think?
Why didn't Qenest follow this process? Do you agree or
not that this should have been put through the
producti on support process?

And his response was, yes, it should have been.
And that's ny personal know edge about it.

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER:  Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: How nuch nmore do you have, M.
Menezes?



MR. MENEZES: Ten m nutes.

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

(Di scussion off the record.)

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

Sorry to interrupt M. Menezes, but we're going
to finish with your presentation, and then finish for
t he day.

MR. MENEZES: Thank you. | will be brief with
the rest of ny comments.

As | pointed out, Exhibit 1591-Cis a
chronol ogy that we attached to our brief. And follow ng
that are pieces of correspondence that outline in nore
detail some of the concerns and issues we have had with
Qnest on this issue.

But at a high level here are sonme of the
problems: one is that we were receiving conflicting
i nformati on from Qvest when the probl em surfaced, and we
were having inpact to our custoners.

W went to the PCATs, P-C-A-T, Qwmest product
catalog. And it wasn't quite working to use what was
written there. And we sought assistance fromthe
servi ce managers. And at Qwest these are people
assigned to help AT&T, or in this case, they are
assigned to AT&T.

But all whol esale callers have service
managenent fol ks that work with them on issues that
arise in inplementing business with Qwest, also the
account team at Qwest.

And we were getting different answers. So as a
result of that, what we wanted ultimately, and stil
want, is to have the clear and working process reflected
in the PCAT so it's there for us to use, and it's
foll owed by Qnmest, and we stop having the bunps in the
road that we continue to have with lifting the loca
service freeze to get the custonmers' services turned
over to AT&T, transferred to AT&T.

So we subnmitted a CR, change request. And a
change request should not be needed in this situation,
and | will explain that kind of at the end.

But we submitted a change request. Shortly
after that we requested that it be processed under the
exception process, and that is a process where you seek
to have the processing of your change request managed in
a way that deviates fromthe standard process with the
hope that it goes faster, and you will have a reason for
wanting that.

And our reason was that, customers were being
i mpacted -- well, that process hasn't worked tinmely --
wel |, and there's been agreenent that it needs to be



i mproved and written and actually included in the
Redl i ne, because it's not in the Master Redline as of
yet.

The other thing that happened, | think
Ms. Schultz expl ai ned that once a change request goes in
there's a clarification call. And then you can discuss
your change at the CMP process, or systens neeting,
dependi ng on the nature of your change request.

Well, we did have that clarification call. W
did our exception request. And then we had a neeting
schedul ed with Qmest on March 26 where we thought we
woul d be solving the problemw th appropriate folks from
Qnest who could tal k about how to solve the problem and
that was another clarification, and that's not called
for in the process.

That was when we sought their sponsor at the
operational nmeeting be present to work on the problem
and that didn't happen. So we have had some trouble,
and maybe it was the fact that it's the exception
process, and it hasn't really been used and it's not
wel | docunent ed.

But that speaks to the fact that we need to get
to a point so it can be followed, and it can be usefu
for participants in the process.

The next thing that occurred was that the

servi ce manager, who is one of the people that we work
with on these day-to-day issues, canme to us and told us
that, well -- and | have a quote fromthe e-mail, and
that's included in our filing as well. "Qwest is in
litigation regarding the | ocal service freeze," and

Ms. Schultz, as a result, she was no | onger going to
assist us. We would have to do everything in the change
managenment process, the CR process -- the change request
process within change managenent and the CR process.

Since we have these neetings once a nonth, the
change managenent neetings, you can go for quite a while
before you actually resolve a change request and get a
change that gets inplenented.

And when you have service inpacts, it doesn't
work to have to go through that process to try to change
sonmething that is not working at Qwmest so that these
i npacts are reduced or elimnated. W have had severa
meetings with Quest SMEsS to try to, really, problem
solve. That was the goal of these neetings, and we have
asked for operational neetings. W have asked for this
in the redesign neetings. And they were asked for in
t he context of these discussions.

And agai n, those people were not brought to the
table for discussion. And this is an inportant part, |
t hi nk, of the discussions we still need to have in the



redesi gn, that we need the right people on the calls, or
in the neetings to help solve the problens.

We have what | think are called process
specialists that come to these calls, and they docunent
the process, and they work with several groups within
Qnest to sort of explain the process to CLECs.

But when you want to go anywhere beyond t hat
process, or what Qwmest is proposing, they are not in a
position to really help you problem solve. And that's
been a significant issue with this problem and | think
it has been an issue with other problens.

And we're trying to get greater -- or get
participation of these kinds of individuals in the
di scussi ons where we have probl ens.

And then the other thing is there have been a
nunber of times when our people who are trying to
provi sion the customer service, and are having
difficulty, they call the nunbers at Quest.

There's a nunber at a help desk to call to on
an escalation ticket; for exanple, when you have a
troubl e, and you are not getting it resolved, and
there's another nunber to call referred to as the duty
pager, and that's the next |evel of escalation to get
sort of nore pronpt assistance.

Once you open the trouble ticket, and we have

had the experience that these people don't know how to
resolve the trouble with howto |ift the freeze -- now,

I think through persistence we're getting closer to
resolution of this particular problem and there's a
nmeeting, | think, scheduled for Monday to work through
it some nore. And we are hopeful that we will have
operational people present who can really help solve the
probl enms and nmake sure the processes are worKking.

But all of these | end exanples for us that we
really need to work on in the redesign, a very inportant
part of what happens when changes happen to Qmest's
products and processes or systens when you can't quite
anticipate all of the inpacts. O when the process
that's inplenented, the change i npacts CLECs adversely,
you need a pronpt way to go in and fix the problenms so
that things can nove al ong agai n.

And | will bring you back to Exhibit 1539. |
mentioned earlier that the issue, capital V, |ower case
C, what changes are CLEC i npacts and what process
governs them It falls squarely there. | also spoke
about the production support section of the Master
Redl i ne, and that right now deals with the ITO the
systens side of things.

And when you have a systens issue, what you do,
what we have proposed with this issue -- and we're



really trying to work on, and | am hopeful that we wll
acconplish -- what we need is interaction, one between
the systens hel p desk, and the other help desk referred
to as the I SC hel p desk at Qmest where you call with
process issues or problems with your LSRs.

We need that kind of coordination. So when
t hese changes happen and there are inpacts, you can
assess the product and systens inplications and have
t hese groups work together

And in addition, if it's a purely process

change that's inpacted, you need -- we need a way, a
process that is like the production support process on
the IT side. It's one that recogni zes that the change

has occurred, there are inpacts to CLECs, calls are
received, and there they are worked on a priority basis
with the appropriate operational folks to address the
concern.

And | think with that, | will close with ny
conment s.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Menezes.
Wth that, | think we will be done for the day. W will
be off the record until 9:30 tonorrow norning. Thank
you.

ENDI NG TIME: 5:15 P. M



