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Before the R 5
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION p’cll/k '
Washington, DC 20554 Jy <hH
P 25
oz "047. ]990
iy s
In the Matter of G R

Implementation of the Local CC Docket No. 96-98

Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

U S WEST'S REPLY TO COMMENTS ON ITS PETITION FOR
RDER DIRECTIN T

U S WEST, Inc. (“U S WEST") hereby files its Reply to a Response by AT&T
Corp. “AT&T”) and Reply Comments by MCI Telecommunications Corporation
(“MCTI") to its Petition for Order Directing that Discovery be Permitted.

U S WEST's Petition sought the ability to review something called the Hatfield
Model, which AT&T and MCI were advocating be used as a vehicle for determining
the costs and prices they would pay for interconnection services and facilities
purchased from incumbent local exchange carriers.

The MCI. “Reply” is essentially humorous. MCI contends as follows: 1) the
Model is already public; and 2) it is U S WEST's fault that the Model is not public.
MCI contends that Bell Communications Research, Inc.’s (“Bellcore”) actions in
enforcing its property rights in certain information used in a part of the Model is
- the only barrier standing between the Model and its release to the public. Asis

discussed below, both of these contentions are wrong and frivolous.
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AT&Ts posiﬁon is more sinister, because it indicates either that AT&T has a
serious internal communications gap or that AT&T is attempting to mislead the
Federal Communications Commission (“Commission” or “f‘CC"). AT&T first asserts
that “[tjo AT&T s knowledge, no party to this FCC proceeding has heretofore
requested the material sought by U S WEST.”' This statement is simply false.
AT&T has been trying, with varying degrees of success, to utilize the Hatfield
Model against U S WEST in various rate proceedings since early this year. As the
attached Affidavit of Peter Copeland documents, U S WEST has been striving
mightily to obtain the very rights of review it seeks here, and has been the victim of
a consistent and obvious shell game by AT&T. AT&Ts first position was that it
would not make the mode] available at all. Next it allowed only limited access to
the Model, subject to a stringent nondisclosure agreement which prohibited the
U S WEST person reviewing the Model from sharing any knowledge obtained
during the review with the FCC in this proceeding (which nondisclosure prohibition
remains in effect). A member of the AT&T law department was present at this
review and prohibited representatives of the Hatfield firm from answering any
U S WEST questions -- despite the fact that the “review” did not include any
manuals, software docum.entation or other material necessary to conduct a
meaningful examination of the Model. Finally, when the entire Model was made

available for review in May of this year, inspection was limited to use in the

" AT&T Response at 1 (emphasis in original).



U S WEST Utah rate proceeding, which commenced a mere three days after
inspection was permittéd.

While one could quibble over whether AT&T s behavior concerning release of
the Model constituted patent obstructionism or not (U S WEST would contend that
it did), AT&T s assertion that U S WEST never asked for the right to review the
Model before is bizarre. An AT&T attorney was physically present at one of the
unsuccessful efforts by U S WEST to review the Model and took the lead role in
preventing Hatﬁéld personnel from speaking with the U S WEST representative.

AT&T's (and MCI's) excuse for not permitting U S WEST to review the Model
in this proceeding is almost as strange. Both AT&T and MCI contend that the only
reason they have not permitted such inspection is “Bellcore’s refusal to authorize
the release of Local Exchange Routing Guide information (part of the Hatfield
model's input data), to allow its filing at the Commaission, unless each recipienf
(including the FCC) agrees both to pay Bellcore a $1000 fee and undertake te use
the information solely for its own internal purposes. . .” The Local Exchange
Routing Guide is a Bellcore trade secret, and we understand that arrangements
bave been made to permit the FCC to review the Routing Guide subject to proper
protections. But the copyright on the Routing Guide is owned by Bellcore and its
owners, including U S WEST. To refuse to permit U S WEST to review the Hatfield

Model because of a copyright which U S WEST itself owns is a preposterous

* AT&T Response at 2 (emphasis in original).



positidn. Appuenﬂy even AT&T came to realize this ﬁa, as it ultimately
permitted the U S WEST representative to review the entire Model, including
Routing Guide information (although without software documentation or manuals).
What AT&T has not done is permit U S WEST to use the results of the review in
this proceeding, or to review the software documentation behind the Hatfield Model.
In other words, AT&T's claim that the existence of U S WEST proprietary
information in the Hatfield Model was a legitimate excuse for preventing

U S WEST to review the Model is simply not well founded, and is contradicted by
AT&Ts own actions.

In short, AT&T has consistently and wrongfully refused to permit U S WEST
to review the Hatfield Model, or to use even that information which it could glean
from limited review of the Model in the instant proceeding. AT&T's claim that
U S WEST had never requested access to the Model is simply false. The
Commission should grant U S WEST's Petition and AT&T and MCI should be
directed to permit meaningful review of the Hatfield Model. Given AT&Ts past
conduct in preventing such review, Commission-supervised discovery such as is
requested in the Petition is plainly necessary, and the Petition should be granted.

A final observation is necessary. AT&T has managed to forestall review of
the Hatfield Model for more than six months now. The Commission’s decision in
the instant docket is due in less than two months. We submit that unless

U S WEST is permitted ineaningful review of the Model in sufficient time to have



its qwn analysis ednsidered seriously by the Commission, any use of the Model in

this proceeding would taint the entire proceeding and risk fatal legal error.

Respectfully submitted,
U S WEST, INC.

By: ﬁé‘f(j /'}; /nnc/ \ L
Robert B. McKenna y t‘
Suite 700

1020 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
(303) 672-2861

Its Attorney

Of Counsel,
Dan L. Poole

June 25, 1996
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STATE OF __Kexnsas
COUNTY OF _Jehnsen
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AFFIRAVIT

I, Pater Copeland, frst being duly sworn, hersby state that the following

information is trus and corzect to the best of my knowledgs, informstion and belisf

1

e'd

I am a Manager, Issuss Management, Public Policy, for U § WEST
Communications, Inc. ("U § WEST"). In this capacity, I developed ths

U 8 WEST High Cost Fund Turgeting Modsl, the predecessor tgrgeting model
to the Benchmark Cost Model ("BCM™). Among my responaibilities over the
past six months, ] have been charged with examining the HatSeld Costing
Mods] submittad by AT&T Corp. CATET) and MCI Telecommunications
Corporation ("MCI") in CC Docket Ne. 96-88. | have reviewed the U 8 WEST,
Inc.PeﬂhquinrderDmcnngthanbathd.udth
responses of AT&T and MCIL.

Ihwboua&mﬁngbmnduﬂuunbﬁsdthmuwm
early 1996 when AT&T introduced the Mode] in the U § WEST rate
proceedings in the Stats of Utak. Is order to comduct a proper analysis of the
Model, it is necessary to examine the Model's algorithms, modules and
inputs. Accordingly, whsn AT&T submitted the results of the Hatfisid Modsl
(as it then existed) to the Utah Public Service Commmission, U 8 WEST
requested that it be permitted to review a copy. U § WEST's efiorts were
rebulfed by AT&T, which simply refused to permit the Modsl to be inspected,
essentially ou the basis that AT&T had no lsgal obligation to make the Model
available to U 5 WEST. ,

Finally, on April 25, 1996, [ wus permitted to see & copy of the Mods! for one
duy in the offices of Professor Hatfield iv Boulder, Colorado. In order to see
the Mode! at all, I was required to sign the nondisclosure agrecment
(Attached as Exhibit 1), in which 1 prumised not to use the informstion
obtainsd in the revisw of ths Mode! for any purposs other than the Utah

" proceeding ~ [ was expresaly prohibited from using the information in any

other regulatory or judicial proceeding. Mareover, AT&T s actions made the
review, which I wag permitted to conduct, practically useless. I was shown
spread sheets Som various files, but no manuals, scftware documentation or
other explanatcry materials were supplied, and it was impossible to identify
ths areas whare the data was input or the order in which the algorithms were
carried out within the modsl. Whan we tried to ask questions on the Modsl,
an AT&T attorney, stationed in the room, told Hatfisld personns] that they
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ware not to answer any of my guestions (or those of anyons else). Moreovez,
AT&dewsmblndtbmmdaﬂuwumm
BCM bass loop modulss. I was told by the AT&T attornsy that [ could not
see thess modules because they were copyrighted — even though U S WEST
holds ths applicable copyrights.

4.  Inearly May (May 3-May 17), ] was permitted to study the sntire Mode],
subject to the nondisclosure sgresment noted above (which prohibits me from
using my knowledge of the Modsl to partisipate in the ongoing CC Dockst No.
98-98 intsrconnsction proceeding at the FCC). Howwver, as ] could uge
knowledge guined fom ths revisw solsly fr the Utah prooseding, this review
was of limited value because the Utah procesding commenced on Monday,
May 6. In addition, the copy of the Modsl with which I was provided was
read-only, and sensitivity analyses could not be conducted. As was the case
on April 35, 2o mode] documsatation or masuals were provided.

5. lmuﬁnbuudbyth:mdhdmm»whkhmmmkm

discussing the results of my sxamination of the Model in the ongoing
interconnsction procssdings before the Federa]l Communications Commission.

7okt (bt

Petsr Copeland

Subscribed and sworn to befors e this_o{S__ day of Juas, 19986, by Peter
Copeland.

WITNEBSS my hand and officia] seal T
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220601, 1, 94:099-01 snd 95-005-T16 (e “Review”).

U'S WEST sgrees taxt xy and ol tachaion] Infeenstion inshufing, Dus 20t Susiaad 10,
sifenisns, drowings, shunbes, Sedels, samples, csupuser pragrss or dosmmantytion,
exmputer media, madel -‘-d-*_.m )
desarigniuag, sod copyright fisnished ar dnsiosad, whather vsbally, in weiting, or otherwiss, ©
U S WEST by RAI shall be dasmad the mmaw
Infrrmacion®) AL rupressnts, and U S agrem, fine the Confidamial Iathemmion is the
peoparty ol AL, conmiss copyriginel mumisl sad pepdeany infhemation, and ks Rcasyy
veiua '

U S WEST agruss that &k shall heid the Confidenshal Jefemnsion in ewsfidems soel shmll
unp s sume sohly for ths Review. U $ WEST Sather apruns that iz shall aos sl discionsre of
the Confidassial Infiorsumion » suysns axept enployess and ageans of T 8 WEST whe ars
dawctly inveived with tis Roview, and shell spprepsioniy soilly ench sush aspioyes or sgent 3
whom sk disclenss is mads i confideses of the pospticsacy nenars of the Confidessial
lefomnation, shall reqpire the employes or agent 10 snistyin such Confidemsial Informmeion ia
muqﬁd-ﬂ”.baw'—h
COmpAns with the tarms and conditions sstad harein, and shall prumpely Sacnioh HAL wich & copy
of aach sxch agreemane. U § WEST frsher agruss that ic sinll a0s wee the Confidensial
lafocsstion in any other regulescry er judisiel procesding, ser in sy ether jucisficiien whather ia
the Ses of Uhah ex dlswwincre,
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This Agrennat skl act spply % inmmsiog previowly knswa 19 U 5 WEST Sas of sy
chiiguiss o lmsp & seafidemie) or infornnsion thas has buse o s subouyuamty made guillic by &
Chicd purty whe is uader a0 abiigasion of saafidence 39 EAL. For the prpess of dis pungraph,
disclegures made by BAL 20 U § WEST ofthe Confidamisl Infasmegion, whish is 3pesific ln asnae
thall ant be desmad 1o be within ths forvguing acspicms marely hasmms & s aninsssd by
sl Gscloazws or geaerel inowisdge ig the pulic domsin erin the prassmien of U § WEST.
Ner shull eny sombination of the Confidentinl Infosnsion regacding, for example, but 20t by way
of lsninssion, producss, Susures or technsiegy diseloasd 09 U § WAST by HAL desmed » be
within the Soreging eamptions mersly bacuass individanl pasiess of axth combinstion are
disslossd, er sspurasely kavea in the public domsin, or kaswn by U § WEST.

Pars of thn Confidunial Infmaries exatain sopydghted suamhl. U'S WEST shall age
Suks onypies in suy foom, or dupliens afl or sy peviien ofths Canfidasinl Mbanmion.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Kelseau Powe, Jr., do hereby certify that on this 25th day of June, 1996, I
have caused a copy of the foregoing U S WEST'S REPLY TO COMMENTS ON
ITS PETITION FOR ORDER DIRECTING THAT DISCOVERY BE
PERMITTED to be served via first-class United States Mail, postage prepaid, upon

the persons listed on the attached service list.

%.,hl

au Powe, Jr.

*Via Hand-Delivery

(CC9698F.COS/BMAh)
Phase |
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS coMMISSION 'ECEIVED

Washington, DC 20554 JUL 1 ¢ 1996
Federz) Communizations Commiss;
In the Matter of g Ofice of Sacreggyy "
Implementation of the Local ) CC Docket No. 96-98
)
)

Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

SUPPLEMENT TO PETITION FOR ORDER
DIRECTING THAT DISCOVERY BE PERMITTED

U S WEST, Inc. (“U S WEST") hereby files this Supplement to its June 13,
1996, Petition for Order Directing that Discovery Be Permitted (“Petition”). This
Supplement is necessitated by the filing by MCI Telecommunications Corporation
(“MCI") of part of the Hatfield Model (or “Model”) on the public record, and
U S WEST’s obtaining a copy of that filing on June 26, 1996. U S WEST is
concerned that this filing by MCI might be viewed as permitting complete study of
the Hatfield Model by U S WEST, or as mooting the pending U S WEST Petition.

In point of fact, MCI's filing did not include the complete Hatfield Model.
Most significantly, it did not include the inputs to the Hatfield Model or the line
multiplier used in the Model. Nor did it include identification of the changes made
to the Model between May 16 and May 30 (on which dates two different versions of
the Model were used). Thése defects were brought to the attention of-AT&T Corp.
(*AT&T") and MCI via a letter from Jeffrey S. Bork to AT&T and MCI, dated July 1,

1996 (copy attached as Exhibit 1). AT&T responded to U S WESTs letter on July 5,
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Implementation of the Local CC Docket No. 96-98

Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

SUPPLEMENT TO PETITION FOR ORDER
DIRECTING THAT DISCOVERY BE PERMITTED

Us WEST,— Inc. (U S WEST") hereby files this Supplement to its June 13,
1996, Petition for Order Directing that Discovery Be Permitted (“Petition”). This
Supplement is necessitated by the filing by MCI Telecommunications Corporation
(“MCTI”) of part of the Hatfield Model (or “Model”) on the public record, and
U S WEST' obtaining a copy of that filing on June 26, 1996. U S WEST is
concerned that this filing by MCI might be viewed as permitting complete study of
the Hatfield Model by U S WEST, or as mooting the pending U S WEST Petition.

In point of fact, MCI's filing did not include the complete Hatfield Model.
Most significantly, it did not include the inputs to the Hatfield Model or the line
multiplier used in the Model. Nor did it include identification of the changes made
to the Model between May 16 and May 30 (on which dates two different versions of
the Model were used). These defects were brought to the attention of AT&T Corp.
(“AT&T”) and MCI via a letter from Jeffrey S. Bork to AT&T and MCI, dated July 1,

1996 (copy attached as Exhibit 1). AT&T responded to U S WEST s letter on July 5,



1996 (copy attached as Exhibit 2),' essentially asserting that AT&T had given

U S WEST everything it needed to run and test the Hatfield Model, and
proclaiming that “fn]o party has a greater interest than AT&T in a fair and
expeditious resolution of the pricing issues in this proceeding.” Otherwise, AT&T's
letter was non-responsive. Most significantly, AT&T still refuses to disclose the
inputs to the Hatfield Model or the line multipliers used in the model. As is noted
in the attached affidavit of Peter B. Copeland (attached as Exhibit 4), in the
absence of these missing materials, it is simply not possible to run the Hatfield
Model or to discern the defects in the Model in a principled manner}. Itis our
understanding that AT&T has made these materials available to the Federal
Communications Commission under a protective cover. As U S WEST seeks only
those inputs and line multipliers applicable to U S WEST, there is no reason for
AT&T to decline to make these materials available to U S WEST itself.

In fact, AT&T s continued refusal to make the Hatfield Model available for
review in a meaningful fashion (even at this late stage of the proceeding) is clearly
sufficient ground in itself for refusing to consider the Model at all in this
proceeding. The Hatfield Model is so seriously defective that it cannot be
reasonably utilized for any purpose. Mr. Copeland’s affidavit points out the more
serious of these defects - a bizarre loop investment of $361 in one jurisdiction; use

of an inapplicable (for pricing purposes), inaccurate and outdated BCM; use of

' MCI concurred in its letter. See Exhibit 3.
? See Exhibit 2 at 2.



unrealistic depreciation lives; and use of unrealistic fill factors and digital loop
carrier costs. The full impact of these defects can only be demonstrated on proper
review of the Model, although the absurd loop investment produced by the Model is
conclusive evidence itself that the Hatfield Model is useless.

U S WEST and other incumbent local exchange carriers whose rate structure

and ultimate viability AT&T is trying to wreck via tools such as the Hatfield Model
are entitled to review the entire Model. Otherwise AT&T and MCI should be
required to formally withdraw the Model from the record in this proceeding
altogether. U S WEST s Petition should be granted expeditiously.

Respectfully submitted,

U S WEST, INC.

Robert B. McKenna /

Suite 700

1020 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
(303) 672-2861

Its Attorney

Of Counsel,
Dan L. Poole

July 10, 1996
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USWEST,. me. .

1007 Coli‘omis Screer. Sue 5100
Denwer, Colorase 80202

309 §72- 2702

Sussiraiy 303 295-80T73
Jettrey $. Bork
Corsorsm Covnnl
July 1, 1996
Via Facsimil
Mr. Mark C. Rosenblum, Esq. Mr. Leonard S. Sawicki, Esqg.
Mr. Richard H. Rubin, Esq. Mr. Don Sussman
AT&T Corp. MCI Telecommumications Corp.
Room 3244J1 1801 Penmnsylvania Avenue, N.W.
295 North Maple Avenue Washington, D.C. 20006

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
Re: Hatfield Model, Version 2.2, Release 1 (Mav 30, 1996)
- Gentlemen:

U 'S WEST Communications (U S WEST) asks your two companies to reicase im-
mediately the information identified below in connection with the Hatfield Model
(Version 2.2, Release 1) as updated as of May 30, 1996 and submitted to the FCC. U S
WEST cannot run your Model without this data and, until it can run the Model to achieve
the same results you submitted to the FCC, it cannot verify the accuracy of the Model's

outputs.

Your two companies have submitted in the FCC's Docket 96-98 proceeding the Hat-
field Model with the representation that it “estimat[es] the economic costs of Providing
telephone service to business and residence users throughout the United States.™ Among
other things, your companies have argued that the FCC should adopt the outputs of this
Model in establishing a presumprively valid pricing and costing standard used in all inter-
carrier witerconnections — including the prices US WEST should be allowed to charge
your companies for interconnecting to U S WEST's network. U S WEST and its ratepay-
ers have a keen interest in validating your Mode! to ensure the accuracy of its outputs
(i.e., that it does not understate the costs of providing telephone service).

U S WEST is skeptical about the Hatfield Model’s outputs because they differ so
dramatically from U S WEST's actual experience in providing telephone exchange serv-
ice in the 14 western and midwestern states it serves. US WEST is confident that, if
given the opportunity to sec al] the dat, assumptions and computer modules used in the

' Hatfield Model Repory, Version 2.2, Rejease 1, at 1 § I (May 16, 1996).
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Page 2

Hatfield Model, it could demonstrate that some of the assumptions are flawed (xnd per-
baps some of the data is inaccurate) and that, as & result, the Mode! understates U S
WEST"s cost of providing local telephone service.

U S WEST tried unsuccessfully for months to obtain a copy of the Hatficld Model so
it could verify the input data, assumptions and processes to ensure the outputs were
valid® Last Wednesday, on June 26, 1996, US WEST finally obtained from Interma-
tional Transcription Services (ITS) a copy of your Hatfield Model. However, U S WEST
is still unable to analyze, or even run, the Mode! because important data is still missing.
Specifically, three of the seven “modules™ comprising the Hatfield Model were not in-
cluded in the copy U S WEST obtained from ITS:

Produced Not Produced
Line Multipliers Input Data
Wire Center Investment : Data Module
Convergence Loop
Expense

Also not produced was certain “LERG data, V&H coordinates, STP & tandem locations,
etc.” data which, as Figure 1 of the May 16 Report indicates (see attached), effectively
constitutes an eighth module?

It is wue that the data comprising the three missing modules can be obtained from
other public/semi-public sources. However, there is substantial evidence that either your
companies or Hatfield have changed some of this data without revealing the details of
these changes. For example, the May 16, 1996 Hatfield Report states that it “gencrally”
uses the Benchmark Cost Model in developing the Data Module but that, among other
things, Hatfield has “selectively increase[d]” certain values. The Report does not iden-
tify which values were increased and by how much.

- Similarly, the May 30 “update” to the May 16 Report states that the Module now uses
1995 ARMIS data’ However, the ARMIS data your companies and Hatfield submitted
to the FCC differs substantially from the ARMIS data U S WEST actually submitted to

’Sou;e(bmmmnfvswssmm»obm.uyyofmumMmmlmdaaibmmu\r-
fidavit of Peter Copeland, appended to U S WEST's Reply to Comments on its Petition for Order Directing
that Discovery be Permined, Docket No. 96-98 (June 25, 1996).

‘us WEST does not seek production of this LERG/switch data 5o long as you can represent that the deta
used in the Hatfield Model has not been changed.

* Muy 16 Hatfield Reportat D. ] p. 14.
} See May 30 Hatfield Update at I1.B p2.
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the FCC. Once again, neither the May 16 Report nor the May 30 Update expiains this
disparity.

At 8 meeting with U S WEST last Monday (June 24), an AT&T representative con-
firmed that Hatfield (or one of your companies) had changed some of the inputs to certain
public/semi-public data contained in the missing modules. The ATET representstive
further stated that he was not in a position to discuss, or even identify, these changes.

The bottom line is that U S WEST cannot analyze the sccuracy (or insccuracy) of the
Hatfield Model’s outputs until it can review all the inputs and modules. It may be that,
over a period of weeks, U S WEST could through trial and error attempt to replicate the
changes made to the public/semi-public data. But as you know, we do not have several
weeks. Given the statutory schedule under which the FCC is operating, the FCC deserves
to hear US WEST’s views as soon as possible. But US WEST cannot submit meaning-
ful (and accurare) views until it has access to all the missing data.

Production of this data and modules should be straight-forward. The “Cost of Net-
work Elements” tables appended as Appendix D to your May 30 Update indicate that you
have already run (and presumably have stored) the Hatfield Model as applied to U S
WEST’s 14 states.

As discussed, US WEST had hoped to acquire the Hatfield Model months ago.
Given the amount of material involved and the short time remaining to perform any

analysis, we further ask that you identify someone from your company or from Hatfield's |

officc who can answer our questions about the Model. Such assistance would help us ex-
pedite compietion of our analysis so we can timely share our views with the FCC.

Please call me (303-672-2762) so we can make arrangements to transfer the missing
data to U S WEST. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

W&/ﬁv

cc:  Ms. Regina M. Keeney, Chicf, Common Carrier Bureau
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There are two categories of raw data upon which the Hatfield model relies. They
are CBGs (based on Census Bureau statistics) and wire center specific data (based on
Local Exchange Routing Guide ("LERG") data).*

The specific CBG daw used by the mode! are: 1) number of households; 2) CBG
land area in square miles; J) position relative to nearest wire center: and 4) local
geological factors including rock depth, rock hardness, water table and surfyce wexture.
The currem locations of individual wire centers and their particuiar techrical specifications
(as reported in the LERG) are aiso emered as variables into the cost model.

: “Locat Exchange Rouung Guide " Bellcore 1993, Users must obin these data from Bellcore.

Mav 16, 1998
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July 5. 1996

Jeffrey §. Bork

Corporate Counsel

U s usrl m.

1801 California St., Suite 5100

Denver, CO 80202

Desar Mr. Bork:

This letter respconds on behalf of AT&T to your
July 1, 1996 letter addrsssed to AT&T and MCI, purportedly
to reguest information about inmputs to the Hatfield Model,
Versicn 2.2, Release 1 ("the Hatfield Model®”) filed by
ATE&T ip the PCC's interconnection docket.

A’ you know, oo June 13, 1996, U § WEST filed
with the PCC a petition reQuesting discovery of "any and
all inputs® to the Hatfield model., AT&T ptated in ite
Opposition that the real cdjective of U § WEST's Petition
is not to obtain information it needs to run the model or
analyze its results, but to confuse and delay the
resolution of issues that are critical to the introduction
of competition into the local exchange. The complete lack
of substance to the complaints and "concerns"” exprassed in
your letter about the Hatfield Model and AT&T's prior
disclosures with respect thereto appsars to confirm that
obstruction, not analysis, is indeed U 8 WEST's goal.

As an inicial matter, your repeated complaints
that U § WEST had been trying "for momths® to obtain the
Hatfield NModel are @inply vrong. As ATLT explained in its
Opposition, prior to the £iling of U.§ WRST's Petition, no
party in this FCC proceeding (including U § WEST) asked
for a copy of the Model ATET filed with the FCC. Purther,
U S WEST's claims about its need for purportedly *missing*
data are ironic in view of the fact that while AT&T has
not withheld the Hatfield Model, U § WEST steadfastly
refuses to disclose in its Section 251 negotiations with
ATLT any of its own cost data.




