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is go through with you what Broadband did to update
its facilities, to get a sense of what kind of
construction we’re talking about and how it’s not

going to match up with determining TELRIC price for

'the loop.

(Exhibit AT&T Motion to Compel 2

marked for identification.)

COMMISSIONER MECHAM: This is marked
Exhibit ATET Motion to Compel 2, and it’s entitled
HFC Telephony Switched Architecture.

MS. FRIESEN: What we had in the ground
initially was coaxial cable that ran from something
called a head end or a hub, out into neighborhoods
and it was one-way transmission material. It did
not have switches, it did not have any -access to
the circuit switch network and it was not telephony
ready. In fact, it couldn’t take two-way
transmission.

For AT&T to operate the Broadband
facilities, what it did, it did it in two steps.
First, if Yyou put your hand sort of over the line
that says telephony in the center of AT&T Motion to
Compel 2 and cover up that line, this was the first
step that AT§T Broadband took to upgrade its

facilities. That is to say this. It inserted near
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the hub some fiber nodes, and those fiber nodes
helped'create two-way transmission for internet
sefﬁices. Inside the hubs, where the head ends, a
lot of equipment went into place, and ocutside at
the customgr premises you can see HFC plant in that
little cloud between the hub location and the
customer premises. Those are some of the kind of

upgrades that we had to make at the customer

- premises. From AT&T Broadband’'s perspective, this

is all outside plant upgrades.

In any event, going back into the hub,
what AT&T did was put in a splitter, .such that it
could peel off the internet connection and send
two-way transmissions through the fiber hode and
down through the coaxial cable. We didn’t go in
and rebury the coaxial éable in there. That was
the first step in the upgrade.

The second step in the upgrade, you see
in the hub location in the center the splitter
combiner filter box. From there we took some
telephony cables and ran them out and into our ring
and off into our switch, which is way back in oar
network. AT&T Broadband's architecture is
slignificantly different from Qwest, as you’'ll see,

because we have far fewer switches than they do and
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our head ends don‘t have switching equipment at
all. They, in fact, just split off pieces of
transmission that come over these paths, S0 we
don’t have anything that’'s strictly analogous to a

local loop, and that’'s what part cof the problem

'y

is.

If you remember, the TELRIC standard
said that we have to assume that the current
location of the switches and nodes are the s&me.
How can you make those assumptions us{ng this HFC
network, and how can yYyou compare the kind of
upgrades that AT&T Broadband did from what Qwest
must do? Start from scratch, the same number of
switches and the same numbef of nodes. L.ooking
forwards to technology means maybe copper twisted
hair, they;re putting in fiber. But they’'re not
putting in fiber nodes, they’'re not putting in
ample first and IGs and batteries and things that
are similar analogous what we’ve been doing.

In addition, Mr. Smith’s cited some
cases, and one of the TELRIC cases he cited is dead
on point with respect to this particular issue. In
the GTE case, which is cited in his response to our
motion, it says further down on the same page,

746 : TELRIC should be based on cost that assume
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that the wire speakers will be placed at the
incumbent‘s wire center locations, but that the
reconstructed local network will employ the most
significant technology. That goes to exactly what
I'm trying explain to you here about the
juxtaposition of two very different networks next
to one another. There’s no way that Qwest is
plaéing fiber nodes in its network that will be
similar to what we need to do; and our placement
procedures, with the exception of fiber nodes, have
nothing to do with the current situation of
switches and nodes in Qwest’s network, so the
decisions that the two companies are making are not
going to be the same. The placement decisions are
not going to be the same.

Secondly, if vou think about sharing,
because as you recall, Mr. Smith wanted to know how
much sharing there would be of these facilities.
AT&T Broadband, in generally upgrading its
facility, doesn‘t have an opportunity to share our
facilities. Considering our market, they’'re
specific for our network and to the cocaxial cable,
$0 there may be no sharing opportunity. There's no
way to compare the two, and I don’t think you can

say that the decision to share or not share in the

23

Deanna M. Chandler * CSR




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

context of upgrading a TV network offer similar to
the TELRIC requirements for pricing the local
loop.

Now, finally, in response to AT&T’'s use
of its HAI model and the information cited by
Mr. Smith in his response toc our motion indicating
what AT&T's HAI model has employed to figure out
the costs of the local loop are, that’'s totally
fair game for Qwest to inquire about and get more
information and seek discovery about. That’s what
AT&T has relied upon in this HAI. AT&T has not
relied on AT&T Broadband’'s experlience in Utah. We
simply haven’t. Replacement decisions of the mixes
are not fhe same as what Qwest would be doing.
Since we are operating under TELRIC as a most
efficient user.

So the guestion is not whether AT&T
Broadband consideré itself an efficient company on
a large scale project or not. The question is,
what would be the most efficient forward looking
technology used by Qwest, assuming switches and
nodes were in place. And that would be the HAI
model endeavor to providé for you.

As for the relevant standard that

Mr. Smith indicated, I think it’s pretty clear that
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