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Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of )
)

Application ofVerizon New Jersey, Inc., )
BellAtlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a )
Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long ) CC Docket No. 01-347
Distance Company (d/b/a! Verizon Enterprise )
Solutions), Verizon Global Networks, Inc., and )
Verizon Select Services, Inc., for )
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SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuant to the Commission's Public Notice,l AT&T Corp. ("AT&T")

respectfully submits these supplemental comments in opposition to the application ofVerizon for

authorization to provide in-region, interLATA services in New Jersey.

I. THE NJBPU'S FINAL RATE ORDER CANNOT SAVE VERIZON'S
PREMATURE APPLICATION.

Verizon made a calculated gamble to file a premature New Jersey Section 271

Application before state proceedings to establish its UNE rates were concluded. In the absence

of any explanation how the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities ("NJBPU") set Verizon's UNE

rates, Verizon has obviously been unable to satisfy its checklist burden to prove that the NJBPU

followed the Commission's TELRlC rules. Verizon's gamble that a final explanatory rate order

would issue promptly did not pay otT, and Verizon must bear the consequences of that gamble -

1 See Comments Requested in Connection With Verizon's Section 271 Application For New
Jersey, CC Docket No. 01-347, DA 02-580 (dated March 8,2002) ("Public Notice").
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the NJBPU's final rate order issued on day 76 of this 90-day proceeding is both too late and too

little to cure Verizon's premature Application.

Unlike Verizon in New Jersey, previous Section 271 applicants have filed their

applications only cifter the state commission issued its final order approving and explaining the

rates on which that application is predicated. That is no coincidence. Previous applicants have

all realized that in the absence of explanation how rates were determined, the applicant has no

way - absent presenting a full cost case to the Commission, which Verizon did not even attempt

here - to meet its burden to prove that its rates reflect proper application of the Commission's

TELRIC rules and are accordingly just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory. Thus, Verizon's

application in this proceeding could only have been predicated on the hope that the NJBPU

would issue a final rate order days or weeks after the Application was filed, and that the

Commission would then excuse the initial deficiency in the Application as harmless error. That

did not happen.

On December 17, 2001, the NJBPU issued a Summary Order2 adopting UNE

rates for New Jersey. The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities ("NJPBU") promised to follow

the Summary Order with a final order "fully setting forth the [NJBPU's] ... analysis of the

issues, the positions of the parties, and the reasoning underling the Board's determinations."

Summary Order at 2. Verizon, however, did not wait for the NJBPU to issue a final order and

instead rushed to file its application just three days after the Summary Order was released.

Consequently, neither the Commission nor interested parties could fully assess whether the

2 Summary Order of Approval, In the Matter of the Board's Review oj Unbundled Network
Elements Rates, Terms and Conditions (1 Bell Atlantic New Jersey, Inc., Docket No.
To00060356 (released December 20,2001) ("Summary Order").
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NJBPU's determinations were faithful to the governing TELRIC rules, or even whether the

Verizon "compliance" rates announced in the Summary Order in fact complied with the

NJBPU's (in part undisclosed) resolution of the many disputed rate issues. The NJBPU did not

issue a final order until day 76 of this proceeding - only 14 days before the statutory deadline for

ruling on Verizon's New Jersey Application. That means that from day one until day 76, critical

evidence was not on the record in this proceeding - i.e., the principles applied by the NJBPU in

setting the rates on which Verizon's Application is premised.

Reliance on the NJBPU's Final Order this late in the game would plainly and

inexcusably violate both the letter and core purposes of the Commission's "complete when filed"

rule and would be patently arbitrary and capricious. As emphasized by the Commission, "new

evidence after the filing of its application ... impairs the Commission's ability to evaluate the

credibility of such new information" and "undermine[s] this Commission's ability to render a

decision within the 90-day statutory period." Michigan 2 71 Order ,-r 55. Because a full

evaluation of the Final Order is critical to evaluating whether Verizon's Application complies

with Checklist Item 2, and because that order was not available until day 76 of the 90 day

statutory period in which the Commission must render a decision, the Commission's "complete

when filed rule" demands denial of Verizon's Application. If Verizon believes that the Final

Order would provide a basis for a sustainable determination that Verizon's New Jersey rates are

TELRIC-compliant - and, as explained below, it does not - Verizon should refile its Application

so that the full 90-day period is available to assess Verizon's application in light of the NJBPU's

Final Order setting UNE rates for New Jersey.

Verizon cannot look for help in the Commission's recent Rhode Island 271 Order.

Verizon's Rhode Island Application was arguably complete when it was filed - that application
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relied on rates that had been approved by the state commission (which had issued its final order

explaining and approving those rates) and on a comparison to New York's rates that were in

effect at the time that Verizon filed its Rhode Island Application. The issue that arose in that

case was whether Verizon should be permitted to reduce its Rhode Island rates based on the

actions ofanother state commission (New York) on day 80 of the 90-day period for Commission

reVIew. The Commission determined that the timing of the release of the New York

Commission's Order "was not within Verizon' s control" and that, in any event, parties had "an

opportunity to evaluate the new rates and to comment." See RI 271 Order ,-r 11. The situation in

New Jersey is not remotely analogous to that in Rhode Island.

Verizon was fully in control of when to file its New Jersey Application. To the

extent that Verizon expected to rely on the rates adopted by the NJBPU, and indeed to urge the

Commission to defer to the NJBPU's findings, it was incumbent upon Verizon to ensure that the

NJBPU's findings were available and subject to full review by the Commission and the parties

throughout this proceeding. Verizon did not do so, and it cannot now be saved because the

NJBPU has finally issued its Final Order in the last days of the Commission 90-day review

period. Verizon's New Jersey Application was not rendered deficient by the unexpected actions

of another state commission, but was fatally flawed from the day that Verizon filed that

Application due to Verizon's decision to prematurely file the Application.

The RI 271 Order also noted that a waiver of the complete when filed rules was

appropriate because the Commission and interested parties had enough time to assess the impact

of the New York decision on Verizon's Rhode Island Application. There, parties had about a

month to assess the impact of the New York decision on Verizon's Rhode Island Application.

That clearly is not the case here, where the Commission and the parties have only days to assess

5



Verizon New Jersey 271 -AT&T Comments

the impact of the NJBPU Final Order on Verizon' s Application. Relatedly, the R1 27J Order

noted that a waiver was appropriate in that case because the "rate changes at issue were limited."

Id ,-r 10. That also is not the case here. The NJBPU's Final Order purports to supply the

reasoning for every rate relied on by Verizon.

Finally, it is not even clear that the Final Order will stand. Verizon responded to

the Board's direction to "submit a verified statement no later than March 12, 2002, indicating

whether Verizon NJ waives its right to challenge the Board's UNE rates in any court or before

this Board" (FInal Order at ,-r 82, p. 279), by indicating that Verizon "has not determined"

whether it will appeal the Board's decision and "cannot waive its rights to do so." March 12,

2002, letter from Bruce D. Cohen to Kristi Izzo, BPU Secretary (attached as Attachment I)? At

a minimum, this leaves finality of the Board's UNE rate determinations as a wholly unsettled

question, and in any event elevates the prospect for a Verizon appeal to increase its UNE rates as

soon as this Commission acts on its 271 application.

For the foregoing reasons, there is no question that Verizon' s application could

not possibly be saved by deference to last-minute NJBPU rate analysis. Rewarding Verizon for

its unsuccessful gambit would end any semblance of order in the section 271 process and

encourage future applicants to prematurely file applications before state commissions issue the

orders that are necessary for the Commission and the parties to know whether the Act and the

Commission's rules were followed in establishing the terms and conditions for access to the

applicant's network.

3 In response, AT&T filed a letter motion on March 13, 2002, (attached as Attachment 2) asking
the Board to rescind its recommendation to this Commission that Verizon's 271 application be
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II. THE NJBPU'S FINAL ORDER ONLY CONFIRMS THAT VERIZON'S UNE
RATES ARE SUBSTANTIALLY OVERSTATED AND PRECLUDE
COMPETITIVE ENTRY.

In all events, even if the Commission were to endorse Verizon's request to

effectively overrule the complete when filed rule and consider the NJBPU's Final Order this late

in the process, that order raises more questions than answers about the validity of Verizon' s New

Jersey rates.

A. Verizon's Hot Cut Rates.

The record overwhelmingly demonstrates that Verizon's grossly inflated New

Jersey hot cut rates preclude profitable facilities-based entry and are grossly inflated above

TELRIC levels. 4 Verizon's New Jersey hot cut NRC is $159.76; its Pennsylvania hot cut NRC is

$4.17. Verizon has not even attempted to explain why its New Jersey hot cut costs could

rationally exceed costs for the very same processes in Virginia, Maryland, Delaware and

Massachusetts by as much as 1000 percent.

Verizon now attempts to justify its inflated New Jersey hot cut NRCs by asserting

that the relevant hot cut rate for New York should be $185, notwithstanding that the hot cut NRC

actually paid by CLECs in New York is $35. According to Verizon, the only reason that New

York's hot cut NRC is $35 is because Verizon "volunteered" to the lower its $185 New York hot

cut NRC to $35. See VZ March 8 ex parte Letter at 5. Verizon concludes, therefore, that the

$35 hot cut NRC is meaningless and that its New Jersey hot cut rates should be benchmarked

approved. The Board had expressly conditioned its endorsement ofVerizon's 271 application on
Verizon's acceptance of the Board's UNE rates.

4 See, e.g., ASCENT Comments at 5; Cavalier Comments at 10; AT&T Comments at 14; AT&T
Reply Comments at 8.
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against the $185 hot cut NRC.

benchmarking practices.

Verizon fundamentally misunderstands the relevant

The Commission's benchmarking analysis relies only on actual rates that the

Commission has actually approved in the Section 271 context. Verizon's $185 New York hot

cut rates were never even implemented in New York, and, if Verizon had not agreed to reduce

them, they would have been subject to reconsideration petitions by AT&T and others. Indeed,

the NYPSC Staff recognized implicitly that an increase of hot cut rates from the then existing

rate of $24 to $185 would have been the death knell for competitors, when it testified in support

of the settlement to reduce the hot cut rate to $35. See In the Matter of Verizon - New York,

Case 00-C-1945, at 29-30 (NYPSC Feb. 2002). Certainly, this Commission has never approved

such a high hot cut NRC for New York or, indeed any section 271 proceeding. The sole basis

for permitting a benchmarking approach is that a rate which is equivalent to a rate that the

Commission has already approved is deemed by the Commission to be presumptively valid.

Benchmarking against rates that the Commission has never even examined, much less approved,

literally makes no sense. It would be the worst of policies, encouraging all manner of political

gamesmanship that inevitably would lead to insurmountable barriers to entry.

Verizon's New Jersey hot cut rates are a perfect example. As numerous

competitors have shown, such extreme rates would spell the end of facilities-based competitive

entry. See, e.g., ASCENT Comments at 5; Cavalier Comments at 10; AT&T Comments at 14;

AT&T Reply Comments at 8. Indeed, that is obvious from the numbers alone - it defies

common sense even to suggest that new entrants could profitably absorb an additional $50-100

per customer each year. And with Commission approval of a $160 New Jersey (or $185 New

York) hot cut rates, Verizon would then seek to leverge that "benchmark" into all other states in
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its region, and claim that this Commission would be bound by the New Jersey determination in

all future section 271 proceedings.

Verizon's only other response is to complain that if hot cut and other non-

recurring charges are amortized over 36 or 60 months and mixed with recurring charges, New

Jersey does not seem so far out of line. See Verizon Reply, GarzillolProsini Decl. 28. Even if

that were true, but see AT&T's March J Ex Parte, new entrants are not indifferent about the

allocation of costs between recurring and non-recurring charges. In the face of such

extraordinarily high non-recurring charges, new entrants must be cautious in their assumptions

about how long they will retain customers, because the consequence of error is certain losses.

That is presumably why the Commission's rules forbid the shifting of recurring costs to non-

recurring charges 47 c.P.R. 51.507(d) ("recurring costs shall be recovered through recurring

charges") that Verizon apparently contends through its comparison of combined recurring/non-

recurring charges occurred in New Jersey. But even if such misallocations were not flatly

unlawful, no new entrant would, as Verizon claims, assume a five year customer retention under

any circumstances. 5 With non-recurring charges this high, it would be imprudent to assume

much more than two years; and, at any reasonable customer retention assumption, even Verizon

must concede that its New Jersey hot cut NRCs remain out of line, regardless whether they are

combined with recurring charges for purposes of comparison.

As fully documented by AT&T, the reason that Verizon's New Jersey hot cut

NRCs are so inflated is that they are infected by myriad fundamental TELRIC errors in

5 The NJBPU found that assumption appropriate only with respect to Verizon, and that makes
sense given that Verizon faces almost no competition and "loses" customers only when they
move.
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Verizon's cost studies. See, e.g., AT&T March 1 ex parte Letter at 2-6 & Walsh Dec!. ~~ 9-30.

Verizon's hot cut rates (1) are based on improper assumptions regarding the ratio of integrated

digital loop carrier ("IDLC") lines and end-to-end copper lines; (2) double count costs that

Verizon already recovers from its retail customers; (3) are inflated by improper assumptions

regarding the use of manual processes to perform hot cuts. See id; see also Walsh Supp. Dec1.

~~ 4-24 (attached as Attachment 3). Verizon's has offered no legitimate response to these

h . 6
S owmgs.

In its March 1 ex parte Letter, AT&T demonstrated that Verizon's methodology

for computing New Jersey hot cut NRCs violates the NJBPU's finding that Verizon's NRCs

should be computed based on the assumption that 60 percent of its lines are integrated digital

loop carrier ("IDLC") and that 40 percent of its lines are copper-to-copper. See Final Order at

71. Verizon effectively concedes this point. Verizon admits that it currently charges CLECs a

separate hot cut NRC for performing IDLC and copper-to-copper hot cuts. See VZ March 8,

2001 ex parte Letter at 7-8. The problem with that rate structure is that Verizon' s embedded

network does not remotely reflect a forward-looking network with a 60/40 split of IDLC and

copper-to-copper lines. Rather, Verizon's embedded New Jersey network contains only 17

percent IDLC lines and 83 percent copper-to-copper lines. See, e.g., Summary Order at 6.

Consequently, CLECs end up paying the IDLC hot cut rate only 17 percent of the time (rather

than 60 percent of the time) and the copper-to-copper hot cut rate 83 percent of the time (rather

6 Verizon's general response to these TELRIC errors is that the "New Jersey Board already has
addressed [the arguments raised in AT&T's ex parte Letter] regarding the efficiency of the hot
cut process." Verizon at 10. That is no response at all. Whether or not the NJBPU addressed
those TELRIC errors does not remedy the fact that they still inflate Verizon's hot cut rates and
must be eliminated.
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than 40 percent of the time). Verizon's hot cut NRCs, therefore, plainly contravene the clear

mandate of the NJBPU's Final Order. See Walsh Supp. Decl. ~~ 4-6.

As Verizon points out, however, the problem is even worse than described above

because Verizon's IDLC hot cut rate assumes that the IDLC loop will first be converted to

copper and therefore Verizon's rates effectively reflect a 100 percent copper loop assumption, in

direct contravention of the NJPBU's determinations and any possible application of TELRIC.

See VZ March 8 ex parte at 5-8. Specifically, Verizon's cost study assumes that hot cuts cannot

be performed on IDLC lines without first converting those lines to copper-to-copper lines and

then performing a copper-to-copper hot cut. See, id. In other words, Verizon's current IDLC

rates include all of the manual and other non-TELRIC processes that are reflected in Verizon's

copper-to-copper hot cut rate plus the additional cost of converting the IDLC line to a copper-to

copper line. That entire process is plainly unnecessary. There is no question that Verizon can

easily complete IDLC-to-IDLC hot cuts using virtually all electronic processes at very low cost.

See Walsh Decl. ~ 28 & Attachment 2. In fact, even Verizon's own "notes" confirm that IDLC

to-IDLC hot cuts easily can be performed electronically. See Walsh Supp. Dec!. ~ 6 &

Attachment 1.

Verizon's hot cutNRCs are inconsistent with the NJBPU's Final Order in many

other respects as well. For example, the NJBPU ordered Verizon to remove all "Field

Installation" costs from its hot cut NRCs. final Order at 161. However, according to Verizon's

Compliance Filing, Verizon has not even begun to remove all of those costs from its New Jersey

hot cut NRCs. See Walsh Supp. Decl. ~~ 7-9. To the contrary, Verizon's hot cut rates continue

to be inflated by numerous "Field Installation" costs, again in direct violation of the NJBPU's

Final Order. See id
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Verizon's hot cut NRCs also are inflated by well-documented double-counting.

Specifically, Verizon's hot cut NRCs reflect certain disconnection costs that Verizon already

recovers through its retail rates. See AT&T March 1 ex parte Letter at 4 & Walsh Decl. ,-r,-r 17

25; see also Walsh Supp. Dec1. ,-r,-r1O-17. Verizon denies this fact, claiming that "the [connect]

costs associated with a hot cut, when a retail customer chooses to migrate to a Verizon retail

competitor, account only for Verizon's costs for connecting a hot cut beyond those associated

with the disconnection of the end-user's service." But Verizon's own New Jersey Compliance

Filings show that this statement is not true. According to Verizon's Compliance Filing,

Verizon's hot cut rates reflect numerous costs associated with the "RCMAC" workgroup, which

focuses almost entirely in retail disconnect services. See Walsh Supp. Dec!. ,-r,-r1O-17. For

example, Verizon's non-recurring cost model reflects a RCMAC task for releasing of translation

packets. See id. That process is required only to disconnect the retail service - and Verizon has

already recovered those costs from its retail customers. See id

Remarkably, Verizon actually boasts about its inefficient hot cut processes.

According to Verizon, it "does not simply tum off its dial tone at the exact date and time

scheduled for migrations" rather "Verizon's dial tone is [not] disconnected [until] 11:59 pm on

the due date - well after the customer has been migrated by the CLEC." VZ March 8 ex parte at

13. According to Verizon, this expensive process allows Verizon to "resolve any problems." Id

In a forward-looking network, however, this process would be entirely unnecessary. See Walsh

Supp. Decl. ,-r 20. Verizon's responsibility should end at the time that the hot cut was scheduled

to take place. See id And CLECs should not have to pay for the increased costs caused by

Verizon's inefficient methodologies.
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Lacking any better response, Verizon attempts to justify the use of non-TELRIC

manual processes and other inefficiencies that inflate its costs by blaming CLECs. According to

Verizon, CLECs requested the inefficient methodologies used by Verizon to implement hot cuts.

See, e.g., VZ March 8 ex parte at 11. However, Verizon fails to note that these additional

activities have been implemented only because Verizon's hot cut provisioning process was so

poor and often resulted in outages for new CLEC customers. See Walsh Decl. ,-r 25; Walsh Supp.

Dec!. ,-r 18. For example, Verizon maintains a technician on stand-by while AT&T switch

translations are programmed so that the technician will be available to correct errors in the hot

cut provisioning that would result in no dial-tone for the new AT&T customer. See id In a

forward-looking network, where many hot cuts can be provisioned using only electronic

processes and where the rest of the hot cuts are properly and efficiently performed by Verizon,

these protective mechanisms would not be necessary. See id. Thus, the costs incurred by

Verizon are due to inefficiencies in its embedded network and its hot cut functions, and would

not exist in a forward-looking network (i.e., the type of network for which Verizon is paid

through recurring charges). But Verizon's costs are inflated by superfluous processes that are

not even necessary taking Verizon's existing network as given. See id

Verizon's only response to these facts is that its hot cut process is stellar and has

received "accolades" from "independent standards bodies." See VZ March 8 ex parte Letter at

12. The only "accolade" Verizon is able to cite, however, is an ISO-9000 certification. See id

Predictably, Verizon neglects to mention the "prestigious" ISO-9000 certification takes the

process to be certified as a given and only examines whether that process is well-documented

and carried out as planned. ISO-9000 in no way examines whether the process is efficient or

forward-looking. Thus, Verizon could obtain ISO-9000 certification for a hot cut process that
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relied on 100 technicians and hand delivery of instructions from one Verizon department to

another, so long as Verizon properly documented and followed that patently inefficient process.

See Walsh Supp. Decl. ,-r 19.

Lastly, Verizon retreats to its age old argument that it should be permitted to

recover the costs of the numerous inefficient activities reflected in its hot cut rates simply

because those activities are required given its embedded network. See VZ March 8 ex parte at

13-14. There are two fundamental problems with that argument. First, as fully documented by

Mr. Walsh, it is not true that Verizon's embedded network requires hot cut processes that include

the myriad manual and other inefficient procedures that its hot cut NRCs currently reflect. See

Walsh Dec!. ,-r,-r 21-24. 7 Second, it is axiomatic that TELRIC allows Verizon to recover only

efficient forward-looking costs, not the costs caused by inefficiencies in its embedded network.

See, e.g., Local Competition Order ,-r 685 (the forward-looking pricing methodology for

interconnection and unbundled network elements should be based on costs that assume that ...

[the] local network will employ the most efficient technology") (emphasis added). Thus,

Verizon's claims that it should be allowed to recover the costs associated with inefficiencies in

its network must be rejected.

Correcting for all of the problems with Verizon' s hot cut rates, AT&T has

demonstrated (and fully documented) that Verizon's New Jersey hot cut NRC should be no

7 Contrary to Verizon's claim that the efficient hot cut methodology described by Mr. Walsh is
"imaginary" and could not actually be implemented, VZ March 8 ex parte at 12, the process
described in his testimony has been commonly used for years to migrate customers in a matter of
seconds from one switch to another during switch cut-over conversions. See Walsh Dec!. ,-r,-r 22
23. The new switch office equipment is cross-wired to existing cable pairs and translations are
programmed in the switch. On the night of the conversion, instructions are sent to the old
(disconnecting) switch to terminate (or shut-down) service to that switch. Within a few seconds,
a similar instruction is sent to the new switch to turn-on translations.
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higher than $4.35. See Walsh Dec!. ,-r 27. The NJBPU found that a forward-looking network in

New Jersey would contain 60 percent IDLC and 40 percent end-to-end copper. The costs for 60

percent of hot cuts in New Jersey, therefore, would be $0.54. See id The copper-to-copper

loops will require only minimal manual processes, not the overblown processes asserted by

Verizon. See id The cost of these processes for the remaining 40% of the hot cuts in New

Jersey would be $10.06 per line. See id Taking a weighted average of these costs, the average

hot cut NRC in New Jersey, based on the NJBPU's definition of a forward-looking network,

would be $4.35, not the $159.73 to $233.12 charged by Verizon. See id

B. Verizon's Switching Rates.

Verizon's switching rates also plainly violate TELRIC principles. Verizon admits

that it recovers its costs of vertical features through its usage-based switch rates rather than

through its flat-rated port rate. See Verizon Reply at 36. Because the cost of vertical feature

software does not vary with usage, CLECs with above-average usage will pay more than the

actual cost of the vertical feature and CLECs with below-average pay less than the actual cost of

the features. Verizon's practice of recovering vertical feature costs through is usage-sensitive

switch rates violates, therefore, violates fundamental TELRIC principles. See, e.g., Local

Competition Order,-r 743 (as a general rule ... incumbent LECs' rates for interconnection and

unbundled elements must recover costs in a manner that reflects the way they are incurred"); see

also id. ,-r 744 ("we require that the charges for dedicated facilities be flat-rated" not "[u]sage

based").

III. VERIZON'S CLAIMS THAT AT&T'S SUBMISSION IS LATE ARE BASELESS.

Verizon asserts that AT&T's March 1, 2002 ex parte relating to hot cuts is "the

first time in the current proceeding that AT&T has attempted to provide substantive support for
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its claim" that Verizon's hot cut NRCs are substantially inflated. VZ March 8 Ex Parte at 1.

That is false. As Verizon is fully aware, AT&T's March 1 r.,x Parte was only a reply to

Verizon's misleading response to the hot cut problems that AT&T identified in both the state

proceedings and in its comments in this proceeding.

Contrary to Verizon's assertions, AT&T (and several other parties) provided

substantial evidence and detailed testimony demonstrating that Verizon's hot cut NRCs are

massively inflated above TELRIC levels. Specifically, AT&T explained that Verizon's hot cut

rates were the result of numerous non-TELRIC assumptions, including reliance on several

manual processes that the NJBPU had expressly forbidden. AT&T attached a portion of the

testimony submitted by Richard Walsh in the proceeding before the NJPBU showing that

TELRIC-compliant hot cut rates in New Jersey should be under $10/month/line. AT&T also

submitted the testimony of John Szcepanski who provided comparisons ofVerizon's New Jersey

hot cut rates to those in other states showing that Verizon's New Jersey hot cut rates are from

117 to over 3000 percent above those in its other states. Mr. Szepanski further explained that,

because of Verizon' s massively inflated hot cut rates, AT&T will have to reconsider its UNE-L

local entry strategy for business customers. In addition, AT&T submitted the testimony of

Stephen Huels who explained that Verizon's inflated hot cut rates also negatively impact

AT&T's UNE-L local entry strategy for residential customers. Thus, contrary to Verizon's

assertions, AT&T did not identify the critical flaws in Verizon's testimony for the first time in its

March 1, Ex Parte.

In reality, AT&T filed its March 1, Ex Parte in direct response to Verizon's new

(and misleading) statements relating its hot cut rates contained in Verizon's Reply Comments

and in its February 20, 2002 Ex Parte Letter. On February 1, 2002, Verizon raised for the first
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time the flawed argument that its hot cut NRCs, although substantially higher than those in other

states, can be evaluated only after amortizing those hot cut NRCs over three to five years and

then combining those hot cut rates with its non-recurring costs. Then, on February 20, 2002,

Verizon submitted an Ex Parte Letter to the Commission stating that its inflated hot cut rates are

consistent with the NJBPU Summary Order, and submitted new testimony from the state

proceeding purporting to support this assertion. AT&T's March 1, 2002 Ex Parte Letter and

supporting testimony was a prompt response, at the Commission Staff's request, to Verizon's

new arguments relating to its overstated hot cut NRCs. AT&T' s response included a short

declaration by its witness in the state proceeding which responded directly to the new issues

raised in Verizon's February 20 Ex Parte Letter. Thus, contrary to Verizon's assertions,

AT&T's March 1,2002 ex parte Letter was appropriately filed in direct response to new claims

raised by Verizon and to the Commission Staff s requests for additional information.

17
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Verizon' s application for interLATA authorization in

New Jersey should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark E. Haddad
David L. Lawson
R. Merinda Wilson
Ronald S. Flagg
Richard E. Young
Christopher T. Shenk
SIDLEY AUSTIN BROWN & WOOD, L.L.P.
1501 K St., N.W.
Washington, nc. 20005
(202) 736-8000

Mark C. Rosenblum
Lawrence J. Lafaro
James Talbot
Frederick C. Pappalardo
AT&T CORP.
295 Basking Ridge, NJ
(908) 221-8410

Attorneysfor A T&T Corp.

March 13, 2002
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ATTACHMENT 1



March 12, 2002

Via Hand Delivery

Kristi Izzo, Board Secretary
Board ofPublic Utilities
Two Gateway Center
Newark, NJ 07102

Re: In the Matter of the Board's Review of Unbundled Network Element
Rates, Terms and Conditions of Bell Atlantic-New Jersey, Inc. -
Docket No. T000060356

Dear Secretary Izzo:

In its Order of March 6,2002 in this proceeding, the Board directed Verizon New
Jersey Inc. to:

submit a verified statement no later than March 12, 2002 indicating whether
Verizon NJ waives its right to challenge the Board's UNE rates in any court or
before this Board; and certifying that it will not charge rates greater than the UNE
rates herein adopted; and affirmatively stating that it is currently charging these
rates.

Verizon NJ presumes that this letter, submitted by counsel of record in the matter and an
officer of the company, satisfies the Board's prescribed requirements respecting
"verifi[cation]" and "certif1ication.]"

Verizon NJ has not determined whether it will "challenge the Board's UNE rates
in any court or before this Board," but it cannot waive its right to do so. At a minimum,
there may come a time in the future when Verizon NJ would want to change one or more
of those rates because ofa change in costs or a change in the law. For example, the FCC
recently initiated its Triennial Review ofUNEs; 1 similarly, a case currently pending
before the United States Supreme Court may materially affect the TELRIC

1 in re: Review of the Section 251 Unbundling Obligations of incumbent Local Exchange
Carriers, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking; and Review of Regulatory
Requirements for incumbent LEC Broadband Telecommunications Services,
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. FCC Docket No. CC 01-339, dated Dec. 12,2001.



Secretary Kristi Izzo
March 12, 2002

Page 2

methodology.2 Decisions in either of those proceedings could require that the Board re
examine the matters before it in this case. Nonetheless, Verizon NJ commits to taking no
action to seek a stay or delay of implementation of the rates specified in the Order of
March 6, 2002.

As indicated in correspondence of January 10, 2002 to Acting Secretary Ogden in
Docket No. T001090541, Verizon NJ is currently charging its wholesale customers the
rates prescribed in the summary order ofDecember 17, 2001, which, upon belief, are the
same rates that are included in the Order ofMarch 6,2002. Verizon NJ will not charge
more than those rates as long as they remain in effect.

We trust this correspondence is responsive to the Board's directive, but please do
not hesitate to contact the undersigned should the Board require further information.

Very truly yours,

Bruce D. Cohen

BDC:dmp
cc: Service List (via e-mail & first class mail)

2 Verizon Comms.lnc. v. FCC, S. Ct. Docket No. 00-511, argued October 10, 2001.
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March 13, 2002

BY HAND

Kristi Izzo
Secretary
Board ofPublic Utilities
State of New Jersey
Two Gateway Center
Newark, NJ 07102

Re: IIM/O the Consultative Report on the Application of
Verizon New Jersey Inc. for FCC Authorization to
Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in New Jersey
BPU Docket No. TOO1090541

Dear Secretary Izzo:

AT&T Communications ofNJ, L.P. ("AT&T") submits this letter motion requesting that

the Board reverse its finding that Verizon New Jersey Inc. ("VNJ") has complied with checklist

item (ii), non-discriminatory access to unbundled network elements ("UNEs") of Section 271 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("Act") and immediately notify the Federal Communications

Commission that the Board no longer recommends approval ofVNJ's Section 271 application for

interLATA authority. AT&T respectfully requests that the Board decide this motion on an

expedited basis because the Act's ninety-day period in which the FCC must decide VNJ's Section

271 application expires on March 20, 2002.

The Board should take this action because recent events demonstrate that VNJ is not in

compliance with checklist item (ii). First, VNJ has not satisfied the Board's explicit condition that



Kristi Izzo
Secretary
March 13,2002
Page 2 of5

VNJ agree to not challenge the Board's UNE rate decisions. Second, new facts demonstrate that

VNJ does not provide an accurate wholesale bill to CLECs as required by the Act.

I. VNJ Has Not Agreed To Waive Any Right To Challenge The Board's UNE Rates

The Board's consultative report to the FCC made it clear to VNJ, the CLECs and the FCC

that its willingness to support VNJ's 271 application was expressly conditioned on VNJ's

willingness to adhere to the UNE rates the Board established in the UNE proceeding. 1

Based upon the evidence in the record, and because the Board has
established TELRIC-compliant rates for UNEs in the UNE Summary Order
dated December 17,2001, which are the lowest in the Verizon region and
among the lowest in the country, we conclude that Verizon NJ will
demonstrate compliance with Checklist Item 2 if it charges no more than the
new rates to all CLEC's in New Jersey, effective December 17,2001,
irrespective of any rates currently being charged either through previous
agreements or otherwise. A Verizon NJ challenge to the validity or effective
date of the rates or any attempt to increase or otherwise change these rates,
will raise the question ofwhether the modified rates are TELRIC compliant,
thus not permitting the Board to find compliance with Checklist Item 2.

Consultative Report at 24 (emphasis added).

For nearly two months, VNJ stood silent on whether it would accept the Board's condition.

Yesterday, however, in response to the Board's demand that VNJ disclose its position, VNJ stated,

in no uncertain terms, that it does not accept this condition and will not waive its right to challenge

theUNE rates. Letter ofB. Cohen to Secretary Izzo, dated March 12,2002, Docket No.

T000060356. Thus, VNJ has failed to provide the assurance required by the Board in its

Consultative Report. Indeed, it is obvious that VNJ intends to challenge the Board's UNE rate

I/MlO the Board's Review of Unbundled Network Elements Rates, Terms and Conditions of Bell Atlantic
New Jersey, Inc., Docket No. T000060356.



Kristi Izzo
Secretary
March 13, 2002
Page 3 of5

determinations as soon as its Section 271 application is not pending before the FCC - which is

directly at odds with the Board's decision.

The Board was unequivocal in its statements that any VNJ challenge to the rates would

cause the Board to reverse its recommendations to the FCC. VNJ had to know from the day the

Board announced its UNE rate decision that it planned an appeal, yet stood silent in the hopes that

it could win 271 approval before being required to show its hand. This sort of gamesmanship,

where VNJ only pretends to comply with the Act's and the Board's market opening conditions

long enough to get what it wants, is exactly what the Board's condition was intended to prevent.

Accordingly, the Board should modifY its consultative report to reflect VNJ's non-compliance with

the Section 271 checklist.

It goes without saying that this must be given immediate attention. By law, the FCC must

act on VNJ's 271 application one week from today, March 20,2002. In order for the Board's

views to be given full consideration by the FCC, the agency must hear from the Board as soon as

possible.

II. VNJ's Wholesale Bills Are Discriminatory

In its Consultative Report, the Board recognized that accurate wholesale bills were critical

to the development of a competitive local exchange market and were required by the Act. 2 During

this proceeding, numerous parties cautioned the Board against any finding that VNJ provided non-

discriminatory access to its ass absent further commercial data and VNJ's implementation of the

new UNE rates. New evidence demonstrates that these cautions were well-founded. VNJ's

2 The Board stated that "Verizon NJ must render timely, accurate and auditable carrier bills to be paid for
Verizon-provided services to its CLEC customers." Consultative Report at 40.



Kristi Izzo
Secretary
March 13,2002
Page 4 of5

wholesale bills provided after VNJ allegedly implemented the Board's UNE order contain

significant errors. This performance harms CLECs and establishes that VNJ does not provide

nondiscriminatory access to its ass.

AT&T provides local service to certain New Jersey business customers through the

purchase of the UNE-platform ("UNE-P") from VNJ. VNJ bills AT&T for these wholesale

services on a monthly basis. As the Board is well aware, the UNE-P includes the unbundled port

and switch. Purchasing VNJ's unbundled port and switch provides a CLEC with, among other

things, the ability to provide vertical features to its customers without any additional charges.

Thus, any wholesale bill for UNE-P should not include separate charges for features such as

touchtone or call waiting.

However, in reviewing a sample of its January and February 2002 UNE-P wholesale bills

from VNJ, AT&T discovered that VNJ imposed on certain accounts charges for both unbundled

switching at UNE rates and for vertical features at retail rates. Copies of such bills along with their

billing claims forms are attached to this letter motion. As noted above, there is no basis for both

charges to ever appear on the same bill for a customer. This substantial deficiency in VNJ's ass

performance harms CLECs. In order to protect itself from paying numerous incorrect charges,

AT&T must expend substantial resources reviewing and analyzing the wholesale bills and

requesting credits from VNJ. This imposes unnecessary and significant costs upon CLECs that

VNJ does not incur.

Based on this indisputable evidence, the Board should notifY the FCC that its previous

findings regarding the accuracy ofVNJ's wholesale bills are no longer correct.

CONCLUSION



Kristi Izzo
Secretary
March 13, 2002
Page 5 of5

No doubt, VNJ has placed the Board in a position that the Board did not expect when the

Consultative Report was filed. Despite serious misgivings regarding this docket's process overall

and VNJ's filing with the FCC before the Board even completed the proceeding, the Board elected

to conditionally support VNJ's request for interLATA authority. Two months ago the Board

expected VNJ to comply with the conditions in the Consultative Report. VNJ has not done so.

VNJ did not satisfy two critical conditions established by the Board.

Thus, now the Board should take appropriate action. AT&T respectfully requests that the

Board immediately and formally notify the FCC that the Board's support ofVNJ's Section 271

application is withdrawn.

Respectfully submitted,

Frederick C. Pappalardo

Gregory K. Smith

Enc!.
cc: Attached Service List (bye-mail and regular mail)
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BELL ATLANTIC CLEe MANUAL CLAIMS FORM

End User Acct #: 973 _5048

Select One: Usage ( )

Ban/Acet #: 609Z101003

Bill Date: 1/20/02

NOn-recurring ( )

Invoice#:

Recurring (x)

Amount of Claim: $6.59

Reason for Claim: AT&T does not pay for touch tone $2.00 and call waiting $4.59.

Type of Call: NA No. Called: NA (usage claims only)

Duration: NA Date of Call: NA

From Bill Page No: NA

From am Line 10: NA

To Bill Page No:

To Bill Line 10:

(usage and non-recurring claims only)

USOC: NA PaN/Order #: NA (recu"ing claims only)

From Date: NA

Notation:

To Date: NA

CLEC Contact Name: AT&T - Chris Weekley

CLEC Tel. No:

CLEC Fax No:

770-750-8247

770-750-8201

STATUS OF CLAIM:

REASON;



@003

Iss d

$.00

$1.19

-2.72

;15.25

$15.25

Continued

January 20# 2002

Page 2 of 8
973 .5048-480 08Y

973....5048-480 OSy

Jinu3~Y 20, 2002

AT&T

•

January 20. 2002

Tohf Verizon basic charges

TAX KEY: US"* NJ:o:@ BOiH-=&

•
W-N-B~IC CHARGES

Nan-basic ser"i~e inc:r",de$ .11 charges. elCcept tolisl
that are not regulated by the New Jersey Board of
PLJbl ic Uti lities. such as Inside Wirin9 and Gul!t,.di~n.

These monthly Ch3~gA5 .re for your service trom Jan ~u to ~@b

cM..l. WAmNG ~ _..
2 AnafQ9 Residence Individual MesS3.98

Line - Platform .............•...• - .•...•....•.......
2 Rebundled BlSie Loop •...•...............••.. _ .

Loea I Number POl' tab i1 ity Surcharge - .
AdditiDnal ~tedits and charge..

Adjustment du~ to ehenge i~ rate for
Minutes uf Use + '" ~ • , '" , t.

Xeri2cn eharm

Total amount you owtt-transf.,...ad to SiJJmSary Bi II

BASIC CHARGES OJ
Basic ser'ol'iee includes all charges that are r-egufated by ,~\
the N~w Jer$ey 80ard of P.,.blic Utilitil!!$, such as ..r
the I ine charge. local CilI1 ing. etc. ~ t I

These monthtv cha~ge$ are for your service from J~n 20 to Feb 19
2 TOUCH TONE-PER LtNE·RfS..• , .•••.•••.•••............

NON PUBLISHED Ta LISTING .•.•..••....•............

Cha,.ges from last rnmrth
Amgunt of yol.lr lut bi II. .••••..••• I" $43.12
Amount tt'anderred to Sl.Jlft1lary Bi II ., -43:lZ
,Amount you st i I J awe ..•••.......• ~ •••••••••..••.••

Cha~ges for this .anth
Our- Ghatgllls •••••.•..•••••••••••••.••. __ 11S.25

C4111 1 888-847-6288 if you hlllve a question
Totll for th i s moreth .--------------------------- _..._----

03/13/02 WED 11:27 FAX 908 204 8538
v-.
ver,zs.~-JHmmarv of your acc:punt



®004

-to.ao

-.00

... ..

·.09
+.01

'Z.TI

$11.29

"-11.00@

Continued

Ri!lte
.002773
.002SO8

~ate

.002773

.002508

p ,

Ja~uary 20. 2002

Page 6 of 8
973 _-5048-480 08Y

January 20. 2002

AT&T

FF TR

Usage from Nov 20 to Oec 19
Qty

Originating Minutes 33.2
Terminating Minutes 5.S

Unbundled Residence Port Usage
Usage from Dec 20 to Jan 22

Qty
481.6
529.4

Ol"iginating Minutes
Terminat ing Mj nlJh$

~'

verizolj

\ ~~-------~--------------

~ Page 5 of 8
"erizeD 973 -"5048-480 oav

January 20. 2002

800 ~ery Dip Usage
Dee 20 to Jan 22 0 • @ 0.0009060

Opero.tar Applied Credits
Dec 20 to Jiltl 22 0 'll: @ 0.0044030

The Federal U"ive~sal Se~vjce Fund (FUSF) charge is increasing to $.54
The FUSF charge. which is reviewed quarterly. helps to keep lo~al

telephone rates affordable fer all CU$tome~~ and gives a discount to
schools, libraries and low~jncDlne families. This charse i.5 nat applied
to Lifeline cU!'lb:ltners. To find out if you ilIre eligible for lifeline.
go to http://Www.life!inesupport.Drg an the internet or contar:.t yo...r
V,=,r-'iI:;li'''' ~""iIIinlli•• o"";~ro.

Total Verizot'l charges
If you have a question call toll free 1 888-847-6288.
For repair call 1~800~275-23SS

Total Veri ~CJn toll eharges

yERIZON TOLL CHABW

Tolal Verizon non-basic charges

Addition",1 credits and charges
Adjustment due to change in rate
From Oec:. 17. 2001 to the date of thh bi II

TAX KEY: US~,.. NJ=@ BOTH=£.

-----~---_-..._------------_ ..

03/13/02 WED 11:28 FAX 908 204 8538
........ -verlz.q"
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BELL ATLANTIC CLEC MANUAL CLAIMS FORM

End User Acct #: 201.3959

Select One: Usage ( )

BanlAcct #: B09Z031 005

Bill Date: 2110/02

Non-recurring ()

InvoIce':

Recurring (x)

Amount of Claim; $12.74

Reason for Claim: AT&T does not pay for features: touchtone $10.05, call forwarding $2.69.

Type of Call: NA No. Called: NA (usage claims only)

Duration: NA Date of Call: NA

From Bill Page No: NA To Bill Page No: (usage and non-recurring claims only)

From Bill Line 10: NA To Bill Line 10:

USOC: NA PONIOrder #: NA (recurring claims only)

From Date: NA To Date: NA

Notation: These charges are for features that ATT should not be paying for.

CLEC Contact Name: AT&T - Chris Weekley

CLEC Tel. No:

CLEC Fax No:

770-750-8247

770+750-8201

STATUS OF CLAIM:

REASON:



\?tizoD..,cha,..ses February 10, 2002

Total amcunt you owe-transferrod to $UJlwnary Bill

1aJ006

-.00

".00

·.06
+.02

$.00

$23.55

$56.99
·1.15

$23.55

123.55

Continued

Rate
.002773
.001885

Rate
.002773
.001885

Usaga

k
x

;I( @ 0.0009060

Febru~ry 10, 2002

Page 3 of S
201 "'-3959-013 5GY

. 201 ~959-013 56Y

February 10, 2002

o

22.8
8.2

AT&T

Operator AppJ ied Credits
Jan 10 to Feb 12 0 )( @ 0.0044030

O,.iginating Minute$
Terminating Minutes

Unbundled Business Part:
Usage from Jan 10 to Feb 12

Qty
Origihating Minutes 2344.2 x
Terminating Minute5 2C131.2 l(

Usage fr~ De~ 10 to Jan 9
Qty

~-_.__.-..---_....._---
veriZRD

Jan 10 to Feb 12

Total Verjzon r;harges
For rel:lai,. call 1-800-275-1355

Additional chargEs •. See Page 8 ....

800 Query Djp Usage

This month's c=ha..ges Regular ser-vice •••••• See P~ge 4 _.•
Local N~ Porbb j I i ty Surcharge.

Charges fo,. this rrxtnth
OUr charges-See Page 2 $23.55

Call 1 888-847·6288 If Y0l.! h=ave a question
Tot,1 for this month.•.......•••.......••....••.. _.

SummarY,: of YOUI' account
AT&T
AT&T C.AI..1.ER SVC 6908
AnN Ace BL COORDINATOR
ALPHARETTA, G.6. 30009

ChargQS f~~ last month
Amount of your last bilL............. $98.52
Amount transferred to StMmIillry Bill •• -98.S2
Amount you sti II owe ........................•.....

03/13/02 WED 11:29 FAX 908 204 8538

veriZQI)
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February 10. 2002

~008

....73

·.00

·.00

....00

·.00
.....00

+8.12

-45.00

s -45.00

r'd::t~ U VI U

201 _3959-013 56V

~ebruary 10. 2002

Plige 8 of 8
201 ....3959-013 56Y

AT&T

Analog S"siness Indiyidual Message
lin. - Platfot"1lI 201 288-1823 ••.•..••. _.. _••.•..
Spec:ialized Routing AIN Solution .
201 288--9239.•.•.•.••..•...•..•••. _.••..••.•••••••••
Sp.eiali~ed Routing AIN Solution .
201 288·8421•........... __ ..•.••....•....... _.• , .....
Spec.ialized Routin9 AIN Solution
201 288-7971 ..•....... _. _.•••... __ ....•..•.•.••••....
Specialized Routing AIN Salutfan
201 288·1823. "" " ..
Specialized ROllting AIN SolutiClrl •.••...........•..••
Rebund Ied BiI, i r: Lgop .
201 288-9239.• _................•.•...••....• _.... _•..
Rebundled B...sic Loop
201 288-&4.27"" .. _ , oil ~
Rebundled Basic loop
201 288-7971 'P _ 'It oil ..

TAX KEY: US=* NJ=@l BOTH=&

Adjustment due to change in rate
From Dec. 17, 2001 to th. date of this. bi II ...••. ...

R~bundled Bash:: Loop
201 288· 1823 41 - , • " _ • _ '" • _

Rebundled Basic loop ._ _ _ .
Call 1 888-847-&288 jf you haYe a question.

Additional CLedit~ and cha~e$

Tilth- for additianOliI c.-edits and chars~
If yo... h.ve til question call toll 'free 1 8BB-547~e2I5&!1.

~~--.--~-·------------~-9-e-7~-f-8-~------'~

"er'ZolJ 201 -'3959-013 56Y
,.

03/13/02 WED 11:32 FAX 908 204 8538
~.ver,zon
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BELL ATLANTIC CLEe MANUAL CLAIMS FORM

End User Acct #: 201.1777

Select One: Usage ( )

BanlAcct #: 609Z03100S

Bill Date: 2110/02

Non-recurring ()

Invoice fl.:

Recurring (x)

Amount of Claim: $12.35

Reason for Claim: Al&T does not pay for tOlJch-tone$2.01, call waiting $7.65, catling card toll charges $5..36.

Type of Call: NA No. Called: NA (usage claims only)

Duration: NA Date of Call: NA

From Bill Page No: NA

From Bill Line 10: NA

To Bill Page No:

To Bill Line ID:

(usage and non-recurring claims only)

usoe:

From Date:

NA

NA

PON/Order fl.: NA

To Date: NA

(recurring claims only)

Notation: These charges are for features and calls that ATT should oot be paying fOr.

CLEe Contact Name: Ai&T - Chris Weekley

CLEC Tel. No:

CLEe Fall; No:

770-750-8247

770-750~a201

STATUS OF CLAIM:

REASON:



....

·.12
+.02

·.00

-.00
+5.36

-9.00

$.00

$21.85

$21.85

$18.S1
·.23

Rate
.OO2n3
.001885

Rate
.002773
.001885

x @ 0.0009060

Febrl,lii'l"'\' 10. 2002

Page"'" of B
201 ~1771-137 GaY

Feb,.ua,.y 10, 2002

201~~ii17-137 63V
-Februa~y 10, 2002

Page 2 of 6
201 ....1777-137 63Y

o

44. 1
8.S

------p~-------------------

AT&T

account

Opter-ate,. Applt~ Credits
Jan 10 to Feb 12 0 Jr @ 0.0044030

Toll charges .......•. See Page 6 ....

Jan 10 to Feb 12

800 ~ery Dip Usas~

Addi tional chial"ges ., Sse Page S ' ...

Unbundled Business Port Usage
Usage from Jan 10 to Feb 12

Q1:v
Originatin9 Minutes 1613.8
Termih3ting Mjrll~tes 1131.5
Usage frQm De~ 10 to Ja~ 9

Qty
Originating Minutes
Terminatl"9 Minutes

Tota' 'Varl z;an ch.rgeli
Far repair call 1-800-275-2355

Total amount you Clwe-t...ansfe,.red to St.InInary Bill

AT&T
AT&T ('".AI' fR sve: 6908
ATTN ACe BL COORDINATOR
AlPHARETTA. CiA 30009

Ch.rges fram last month
AAlof,/nt of yo... r- Iilst birL .••••.•.. _... $32.58
Amount tr-ansferr-ed to SUlIITIary Bill •• -32.SS
Amount you 5ti II owe " .•.• _..••.••••••............

Ch."'S&s for this month
Our charges-See Page 2 §21.85

Call 1 888-847~6288 if you have I question
Tab I fot' thi s month....•.•. _.•...••...•.....•.....

This month's charges Regula,. servic=e ....•. See Page 4 ...
Loc=a J Number Portab i Iitv Surcharge .

ContinLled
~-----_.-----------_._------_._---_&_....... ------ ...
~..

ver,zon

:Ve~iza~ charq~s

-~------------~---
~ver,Zl!!'J
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Total fa,. C1Ur toll c:afls
Call 1 888-847-6288 if you have a qUlmstion_

141011

-9.00

$5.36

$ -9.00

1r
1...
h·
1,.

Mi outf!!s
IIIJ 201"343-9579
NJ 201-343-9596
MJ 201-343-9596
NJ 201-343.9595

Number

February 10_ 2002

P_ge 5 of 6
201 ••1717-137 63Y

~.b~uary 10, 2002

P'ace
F", HAtlC;NSK
P,. ItACICNSK
F,. HACkNSl
F,. HACICNS/C

F'a1;
Flat

Flat:
Flat-

Can tTime
2:56PM
5:511"1'1
5: 58pl'1
2:49PM

Cl. Dilt.

~'

verizo",

¥etrzon toll r:harges:

1 J.n 18
2 Jan 23
3 JllIIn 23
4 JOIn 24

MonthlV ch.rg.s
TOUCHTONE-PER LINE-BUS
201 288-1777.......•.••..•...•..................••...
CAlL WAITING 201 288-1777 .
700 &. 900 BLOCKING OPTION
201 288-1777.............•.•........... _ _. . .
Analog Business Individual MesuSJe
Line - Platform 201 288~1777 •............ : .
Special ized Routing AlN Solution ••••........• .
Rflbundled BOisic: loop ........•...•... _•.. , ' ...••....

Call 1 888-847-6288 if you have ill Question.

Adj~stMent due to change in rate
~rom De~. 17, 2001 to the date of this bill .

TAX KEY: US=* NJ=@ BOTH~&

WED 11:33 F~~ 908 204 8538 AT&Tve,imo . 201·...-17n.,3763V
T •

Moa1hly ~harqe$ Feb~~.ry 10. 2002
~hese monthly charge$ are for your service from Feb 10 to ~r 9

T= Tal( r ..te ii1ppl ied: A;O().OO\

CilIlrs: marked wit" 0 ... "r" haye been pla(:ed using l-aOO-25S-CALL

Total for additional c.redits and charges
If you hlll ....e a question call tal J Ir-ee 1 888-847·6288.

I.l(,

~f.f6(t. 2hl __ 1777-137 63Y

6ddlt.ionaf credits and chars.!!

I~'
veriZOI}



03/13/02 WED 11:34 FAX 908 204 8538 AT&T

Senice List

I4J 012

DOCKET NO. TOOI090541

Bruce D. Cohen, Esq.* Frederick C. Pappalardo, Esq.*
Dawn M. Protokowicz* Gtegory K. Smith, Esq. '"
A. Ayo Sanderson, Esq.* Danielle Shanley*
Charlene L. Davis* AT&T Communicatiolls ofNJ, L.P.
Verizon NJ Inc. 295 North Maple Ave., Room 3136C2
540 Broad Street Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
Newark, NJ 07102 fpappaIardo@att.corg
b11lce.d.cohen@verizon.com gregoryksmith@att.com
dawn.m.protokowicz@verizon.com dshanley@att.com
aayo.sanderson@verizon.com
charlene.1.davis@verizon.com

Anthony Centrella* Dr. Fred S. Grygiel, ChiefEconomist*
Frank Chappa* Office ofthe Economist
John DeLuca* Board ofPublic Utilities
James Murphy* Two Gateway Center
Board of Public Utilities Newark, NJ 07102Division of Telecommunications
Two Gateway Center grygiel@bpu.state.nj.us

Newark, NJ 071 02
centrella@bpu.state.nj.us
frank.chappa®bpu.state.nL!ls
james.murphy@bpu.state.nj.us
geluca@bpu.state.nj.us

John M. Lynch, Esq. Michael P. Gallagher*
U.S. Department ofJustice Executive DirectorAntitrust Division

Board ofPublic UtilitiesTelecommunications Task Force
Two Gateway Center1401 H. Street, N.W.

Suite 8000 Newark, NJ 07102
Washington, D.C. 20530 michae1.gallagher@bpu.state.nj.us
John.Lynch@usdoj.gov

Francis R. Perkins, Esq.* Mark A. Keffer, Esq.*
Meyner & Landis AT&T
One Gateway Center, Suite 2500 3033 Chain Bridge Road
Newark, NJ 07102 Room 3D
fperkins@ix.netcom.com Oakton, VA 22185

mkeffer@att.com

·Proprietary



03/13/02 WED 11:34 FAX 908 204 8538

James H. Laskey, Esq....
Walter Reinhard, Esq.
Norris, McLaughlin & Marcus
The Mack Building
721 Route 202-206
P.O. Box 1018
Bridgewater. NJ 08807
jhlaskey@nmmlaw.com
wgreinhard@nmmlaw.com

AT&T

James C. Meyer, Esq.*
Riker, Danzig, Scherer, Hyland &
Perretti, LLP
One Speedwell Avenue
Morristown, NJ 07962-1981
imeyer@riker.com

~013

Mark L. Mucci, Esq.* Eugene P. Provost, D.A.G.*
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby, McRae Department ofLaw and Public Safety
One Riverfront Plaza 124 Halsey Stteet
Newark, NJ 07102 Newark. NJ 07102
mzrnucci@Ilgm.com m:gvoeu.g@law.1ps.state.nj.us

Seema Singh, Esq.'" Edie Brower, Deputy Director
Lawanda Gilbert, Esq. '"

Division of Consumer AffairsJose Rivera-Benitez. Esq.'"
DonnaCamey Office ofthe Director
Division ofR.&tepayer Advocate 124 Halsey Street, 7th Floor
31 Clinton Street, ))11I Floor Newar~ NJ 07101
P.O. Box 46005 browere@smtp.lps.state.nj.us
Newark., NJ 07101
ssingh@rpa.state.nj.us
19i1bert@rpa.state.ni.us
jrivera@rpastate.nj.us
dcamey@rpa.state.nj.us

Chana S. Wilkerson. Esq.* Karen D. Alexander
MCr Wor1dCom~ Inc. Executive Director
t133 19th Street, N_W. NJ Cable Telecommunications Association
Washington. DC 20036 142 West State Street
chanas.wilkerson@wcom.com Trenton, NJ 08608

kalexander@cablenj.org

Cherie Kiser, Esq.
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky & Popes, P.C.

701 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington~ DC 20004
ckiser@;nintz.com

*Proprietary 2

Roxanne Vivanco
New Jersey Citizen Action
400 Main Street
Hackensack, NJ 07601
roxanne@gjcitizenaction.org



03/13/02 WED 11:35 FAX 908 204 8538 AT&T 141 014

Lisa Komer Butler William John Kearns, Jr., Esq. --
VP - Regulatory & Industry Affairs General Counsel
Network Plus, Inc. NJ State League ofMunicipalities
41 Pacella Park Drive Keams, Vassallo, Guest & Kearns
Randolph,~ 02368 630 Beverly-Rancocas Road
lkomer@nwp.com Willingboro, NJ 08046-3718

w:ik@kvgk.com

Karen Nations* Sue E. Benedek
XO New York, Inc. Nancy A. Clay
45 Eisenhower Drive, 5th Floor Sprint
Paramus, NJ 07652 240 North Third Street, Suite 201
Karen.Nations@Xo.com Ranisburg, PA 17101

sue.e.benedek@m;ill.sprint.com
nancy.a.clay@mail.sprint.com

Anthony R Petrilla, Esq. Martin C. Rothfelder; Esq.
Susan lin Davis, Esq. The Rothfelder Law Offices
Covad Communications Company 625 Central Ave.
600 14th Street, N.W. Westfield, NJ 07090
Washington, D.C. 20005 rothfelder@rlo-law.com
apetrilla@covad.com
sjdavis@covad.com

Michael 1. Clancy Rochelle Jones
Director ILEC Relations VP - Regulatory Northeast
Covad Communications Time Warner Telecom, Inc.
149 Margaret Blvd. 14 Wall Street, 9th Floor
Merrick, NY 11566 New York, NY 10005
mclancy@covad.com RochelleJones@twtelecom.com

Colleen Foley, Esq. Christopher A. Holt
LeBoeuf, Lambt Greene CoreComm Communications, Inc.
& MacRae, LLP 110 East 59th Street, 26th Floor

One Riverfront Plaza New York, NY 10022
Newark, NJ 07102 Cbris.holt@ntli.com
cwfoley@llgm.com.

Bruce Bennett Scott Dulin
CoreComm Coxrununicatioll$, Inc. Terence Holm
225 West Ohio Street 50 Monument Road
Suite 200 Bala Cynwyd. PA 10994
Chicago,IL 60610 Scott.Dulin@ATX.com

Terence.Holm@ATX.com

·Proprietary 3



03/13/02 WED 11:35 FAX 908 204 8538

Andrew O. Isar
Director - State Affairs
Association of
Communications Enterprises
7901 Skansie Avenue, Suite 240
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
aisar@millerisar.com

AT&T

Kevin M. Chapman
Director - Regulatory Relations
SBC Telecom, Inc.
300 Convent Street, RM 13Q40
San Antonio, TX 78205
kevin.chapman@sbc.com

141 015

William 1. Fislunan Paul E. Flanagan, Esq.
Swieller, Berlin, Shereff McDonough, Bauman, Teehan
Friedman, L.L.P. & Flanagan

3000 K Street, N.W. 658 Ridgewood Road
Suite 300 Maplewood, NJ 07040
Washington, D.C. 20007

Kenneth Peres, Ph.D.
Research Economist
CWA District 1
80 Pine Street, 37th Floor
New York, NY 10005
kpereS@cwa-union.org

,.Proprietary 4



ATTACHMENT 3
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Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of
)

Application ofVerizon New Jersey, Inc., )
BellAtlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a Verizon )
Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company )
(d/b/a! Verizon Enterprise Solutions), Verizon )
Global Networks, Inc., and Verizon Select Services, )
Inc., for Authorization to Provide In-Region )
InterLata Services in New Jersey )

CC Docket No. 01-347

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION OF RICHARD J. WALSH
ON BEHALF OF AT&T CORP.

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY.

1. My name is Richard J. Walsh. I am the same Richard J. Walsh that filed

testimony with AT&T's March 1,2002 ex parte Letter.

2. As fully documented in my initial declaration, Verizon's New Jersey hot

cut NRCs are inflated by myriad fundamental TELRIC errors in Verizon's cost studies.

Verizon's hot cut rates (1) are based on improper assumptions regarding the ratio of integrated

digital loop carrier ("IDLC") lines and end-to-end copper lines; (2) double count costs that

Verizon already recovers from its retail customers; and (3) are inflated by improper assumptions

regarding the use of manual processes to perform hot cuts. Correcting for all of these problems,

I showed in my initial declaration that Verizon's New Jersey hot cut NRC should be no higher

than $4.35.

3. The purpose of my supplemental testimony is to respond to the baseless

criticisms leveled against my initial testimony by Verizon in its March 8, 2002 ex parte Letter
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and to explain the impact of the NJBPU's Final Order on my findings. In short, the Final Order

confirms the findings in my initial declaration, and Verizon has offered no legitimate response to

these showings.

II. CONTRARY TO VERIZON'S CLAIMS, ITS HOT CUT NRCs PLAINLY
VIOLATE THE NJBPU'S 60/40 IDLC TO COPPER-TO-COPPER SPLIT.

4. As I demonstrated in my initial declaration Verizon's methodology for

computing New Jersey hot cut NRCs violates the NJBPU's finding (see, e.g., Final Order at 71)

that hot cut NRCs should be computed based on the assumed use of 60 percent IDLC lines and

that 40 percent copper-to-copper lines. In attempting to rebut that claim, Verizon has now

effectively conceded that point.

5. Verizon admits that it currently charges CLECs a separate hot cut NRC for

performing IDLC and copper-to-copper hot cuts. See VZ March 8, 2001 ex parte Letter at 8.

The problem with that rate structure is that Verizon's embedded network does not reflect a

forward-looking network with a 60/40 split of IDLC and copper-to-copper lines. Verizon's

embedded New Jersey network actually contains only 17 percent IDLC lines and 83 percent

copper-to-copper lines. See, e.g., Summary Order at 6. Consequently, CLECs actually pay the

IDLC hot cut rate only 17 percent of the time (rather than 60 percent of the time) and the copper-

to-copper hot cut rate 83 percent of the time (rather than 40 percent of the time). Verizon's hot

cut NRCs, therefore, plainly contravene the clear mandate of the NJBPU's Final Order (at 71).

6. As Verizon points out, however, the problem is even worse than described

above because Verizon's IDLC hot cut rate fully reflects the cost of a copper-to-copper hot cut.

See VZ March 8 ex parte at 5-8. Therefore, CLECs in New Jersey effectively pay the copper-to-

copper hot cut rate for 100% of Verizon's lines, not the 40 percent of lines as required by the

NJBPU's Final Order. Specifically, Verizon's cost study assumes that hot cuts cannot be
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performed on IDLC lines without first converting those lines to copper-to-copper lines and then

performing a copper-to-copper hot cut. That means that Verizon's current IDLC rates include all

of the manual and other non-TELRIC processes that are reflected in Verizon's copper-to-copper

hot cut rate plus the additional cost of converting the IDLC line to a copper line. That entire

process is plainly unnecessary. As I demonstrated in my initial declaration, there is no question

that Verizon can easily complete IDLC-to-IDLC hot cuts using virtually all electronic processes

at very low cost. See Walsh Decl. at 28 & Attachment 2. In fact, even the Te1cordia "notes"

confirm that IDLC-to-IDLC hot cuts easily can be performed. See Exhibit 1 (attached).

III. VERIZON'S HOT CUT NRCs REFLECT "FIELD INSTALLATION" CHARGES
IN VIOLATION OF THE NJBPU'S FINAL ORDER.

7. The Final Order identified non-TELRIC activities III Verizon's non-

recurring cost model and ordered Verizon to remove the cost of those activities from its NRCs.

My examination ofVerizon's Compliance Filing shows that Verizon did not comply with those

instructions. For example, the Final Order (at 163) requires Verizon to "Eliminate all field

installation charges associated with migration orders." To accomplish this modification Verizon

would first have to identify all migration type orders (including hot-cut orders) and then, within

each supporting worksheet that supports the migrating element, remove each work task related to

field installation. This can be accomplished by zeroing out the forward-looking occurrence

factor at the task level.

8. Verizon's Compliance Filing does not reflect these changes. To comply

with the Final Order, Verizon should (at a minimum) have modified worksheet #3 ("Two Wire

Rotcut Initial") to reflect the removal of all Field Installation related activities. That process

requires first the elimination of the "Field Installation" cost category and also the elimination of
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all activities related to field installation. Verizon did not remove either of these costs from its hot

cut NRCs.

9. For example, Verizon's Compliance Filing shows that "Two Wire Hotcut

Initial" CO Frame activity task # 18 in its non-recurring cost model states that "[i]f a problem

occurs, resolve the problem with field installation technicians and the RCCC to insure that the

CLEC can reach its end-user at the time of installation." By its own description, this task relates

to the field installation activities that, according to the Final Order, should not be reflected in

Verizon's hot cut NRCs. Likewise, the RCCC workgroup and its tasks generally deal with

technicians and the involvement of the Field Installation work. But Verizon has made no

modifications to the RCCC workgroup tasks that are reflected in Verizon's hot cut NRCs. 1 Put

simply, Verizon's hot cut NRCs continue to reflect the costs of many Field Installation Activities

in direct violation of the Final Order.

IV. CONTRARY TO VERIZON'S CLAIMS, ITS HOT CUT NRCs DO IN FACT
DOUBLE RECOVER DISCONNECTION COSTS.

10. As I explained in my initial declaration, Verizon's Hot Cut NRCs double-

recover disconnection costs by recovering those costs from CLECs through hot cut rates even

though Verizon has already recovered those costs from its retail customers. Verizon denies this

fact, claiming that "the [connect] costs associated with a hot cut, when a retail customer chooses

to migrate to a Verizon retail competitor, account only for Verizon's costs for connecting a hot

cut beyond those associated with the disconnection of the end-user's service." VZ March 8 ex

parte Letter at 9. Verizon's own Compliance Filing shows that this statement is not true.

1 In addition, as I explained in my rebuttal testimony before the NJBPU, Verizon's presentation
of non-recurring costs inappropriately reflects the cost of Field Installation activities. In cases
where the outside plant facilities were being re-used and no field installation is required,
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Verizon's hot cut NRCs do, in fact, recover many costs associated with disconnecting Verizon's

end users' service.

11. Verizon's Compliance Filing reflects, for example, the cost of individual

tasks of the RCMAC (Recent Change Memory Administration Center) workgroup in its

"Provisioning" cost category for computing hot cut NRCs. The RCMAC workgroup, however,

is required only to disconnect Verizon's retail services. Indeed, Verizon's own cost study shows

that RCMAC activities are unnecessary to provision the UNE-loop portion of the hot cut.

Moreover, the descriptions of the RCMAC tasks in Verizon's Compliance Filing confirm that

those tasks relate solely to disconnecting Verizon's retail services.

12. Verizon's NRC model for the "Two Wire Hotcut Initial" reflects

RCMAC task #1 which states: "Obtain direct notification from RCCC for UNE migration to

collocation arrangement which requires the release of translation packets held in MARCH."

The "release of translation packets" are the actual switch translations required to disconnect the

retail service. But Verizon already collects the non-recurring costs associated with the retail

service disconnect from its customer.

13. RCMAC task #2 in Verizon's non-recurring cost model for "Two Wire

Hot Cut Initial" says "Receive notification through PARIS of need to perform a manual

translation change on working service." But the only "working service" during a hot cut

migration process is Verizon's retail service. The work identified in that task relates to

translations for the disconnection of Verizon' s retail customer. Indeed, after the loop has been

disconnected from Verizon's switch, the hot-cut is simply a UNE-Loop, and the connection of

Verizon's NRCM includes the related (Field Installation) RCCC activities. This model design
flaw allows Verizon to collect non-recurring cost for activities that are not actually performed.

5



AT&T Corp. - Walsh Supp. Decl.
Verizon NJ 271 Application

the UNE-Ioop to the CLEC switch would not reqUIre the participation of the RCMAC

workgroup.

14. RCMAC task #3 for "Two Wire Hot Cut Initial" says "Release translation

change, under direction of the RCCC, into MARCH to effect number portability when required

with a Hotcut." This task relates to number portability and may be the only task that would be

necessary when migrating a customer to a competitor. However, in the retail service

environment, Verizon may have to perform this same task to effect number portability when they

acquire customers from competitors. Hence, the work involved for the retail service would be

collected from the customer when the service was initially established.

15. "Two Wire Hotcut Initial" RCMAC task #5 states: "Obtain notification

from the RCMC of trouble conditions on a CLEC end-user's line requiring RCMAC analysis and

translation changes." Here Verizon is requiring the CLEC to pay a non-recurring cost associated

with a trouble condition that Verizon has caused. When a hot-cut is fully migrated, and thus

comes under the control of the RCMC, it is a UNE-Loop without any connection to a Verizon

switch. The error condition that requires Verizon "analysis" or "translation changes" can only be

related to number portability errors because theUNE-Loop is not connected to the Verizon

switch. This is a maintenance expense that is already recovered by the UNE-Loop recurring rate

and, therefore, should not be recovered as a non-recurring cost hot cut rate.

16. Two Wire Hotcut Initial RCMAC task #7 states: "Research and refer to

the RCCC those translation packets held in MARCH for which no coordination call was

received." There is no question that this activity reflects Verizon's retail disconnect activities.

The "translation packets held in MARCH" is necessary only for disconnecting the retail service.

Under Verizon's inefficient migration methodology, disconnecting retail service translations are
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not released to the Verizon switch unless directed by the RCCC. In the event that Verizon's

RCMAC has created translation packets, and received no call from the RCCC, Verizon is

attempting to charge CLECs for the cost of that internal error through hot cut NRCs.

17. Thus, contrary to Verizon's assertions, its hot cut NRCs reflect the cost of

numerous activities associated with disconnecting retail serVIce. But Verizon has already

recovered those costs through retail disconnect charges.

V. VERIZON OFFERS NO VALID EXPLANATION FOR THE MYRIAD MANUAL
AND OTHER INEFFICIENT ACTIVITIES REFLECTED IN ITS HOT CUT
NRCs.

18. In my initial declaration, I identified numerous inefficient manual and

other activities that inflate Verizon's New Jersey hot cut rates. Verizon attempts to justify the

use of these non-TELRIC manual processes and other inefficiencies by blaming CLECs.

According to Verizon, CLECs requested the inefficient methodologies used by Verizon to

implement hot cuts. See, e.g., VZ March 8 ex parte at 11. However, as I explained in my initial

declaration, Verizon fails to note that these additional activities are required because Verizon' s

hot cut provisioning process was so poor and often resulted in outages for new CLEC customers.

For example, Verizon maintains a technician on stand-by while AT&T switch translations are

programmed so that the technician will be available to correct errors in the hot cut provisioning

that would result in no dial-tone for AT&T's new customer. In a forward-looking network,

where many hot cuts can be provisioned using only electronic processes and where the rest of the

hot cuts are properly and efficiently performed by Verizon, these protective mechanisms would

not be necessary. Thus, the costs incurred by Verizon are due to inefficiencies in its embedded

network and its hot cut functions, and would not exist in a forward-looking network.

19. Verizon's only response to the fact that its hot cut NRCs reflect the

numerous non-TELRIC activities due to its poor hot cut provisioning processes is that its hot cut

7



AT&T Corp. - Walsh Supp. Decl.
Verizon NJ 271 Application

process is actually stellar and has received "accolades" from "independent standards bodies."

See VZ March 8 ex parte Letter at 12. The only "accolade" Verizon is able to cite, however, is

an ISO-9000 certification. See id Predictably, Verizon neglects to mention the "prestigious"

ISO-9000 certification takes the process to be certified as a given and only examines whether

that process is well-documented and carried out as planned. ISO-9000 in no way examines

whether the process is efficient or forward-looking. Thus, Verizon could obtain ISO-9000

certification for a hot cut process that relied on 100 technicians and hand delivery of instructions

from one Verizon department to another, so long as Verizon properly documented and followed

that patently inefficient process.

20. Lastly, Verizon actually boasts about one of its inefficient hot cut

processes. According to Verizon, it "does not simply turn off its dial tone at the exact date and

time scheduled for migrations" rather "Verizon's dial tone is [not] disconnected [until] 11 :59 pm

on the due date - well after the customer has been migrated by the CLEC." VZ March 8 ex parte

at 13. According to Verizon, this expensive process allows Verizon to "resolve any problems."

Id In a forward-looking network, however, this process would be entirely unnecessary.

Verizon's responsibility should end at the time that the hot cut was scheduled to take place. And

CLECs should not have to pay for the increased costs caused by Verizon's inefficient

methodologies.

VI. CONTRARY TO VERIZON'S CLAIMS, THERE EXIST TODAY MORE
EFFICIENT METHODS FOR PROVISIONING HOT CUTS THAN THOSE
ASSUMED BY VERIZON'S HOT CUT NRC COST MODEL.

21. I demonstrated in my initial declaration that Verizon could immediately

adopt more efficient methodologies for provisioning hot cuts. In particular, I explained that

many of the labor intensive processes used by Verizon are not necessary. A more efficient and

less labor intensive hot cut methodology would be for the central office frame technician to
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terminate (ahead of the scheduled due date and due time) the cross-connections at the CLEC

equipment to the cable and pair without affecting working service. The cable pair would then be

double tapped going to both Verizon's port and the CLEC port. If the service order says the due

time is 10:00 am, it is expected that Verizon's ass would release the translation message at that

time to Verizon's switch, thus terminating their service. The CLEC's ass would then release its

translation message to activate their service, thus migrating the customer without the need for

constant monitoring by Verizon.

22. Contrary to Verizon's claim that this methodology is unproven and

"imaginary," this process and methodology has been commonly used for years to migrate

customers in a matter of seconds from one switch to another during switch cut-over conversions.

The new switch office equipment is cross-wired to existing cable pairs (in essence the switch

ports are double tapped) and translations are programmed in the switch. On the night of the

conversion, instructions are sent to the old (disconnecting) switch to terminate (or shut-down)

service to that switch. Within a few seconds, a similar instruction is sent to the new switch to

turn-on translations. This allows everyone in the old switch to be migrated to the new switch.

While I was in NYNEX, I was personally involved with many switch conversions during the

1980' s as an ESS Conversion supervisor.

23. At that time, NYNEX replaced "electro-mechanical" and "analog"

switching centers with both #IA ESS switches and more updated Digital switches. This was

accomplished using the "double tapped" methodology, i.e., the end user's cable-pair was cross-

wired to both the old switch and the new switch simultaneously. At a prescribed date and time,

the old switch would be de-activated, immediately following the newer switch was activated,

thus migrating thousands of working customers between switches in a matter of minutes. The
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switching center conversions I was personally involved with included such places as Broad

Street Central Office, Providence RI, (40,000 ++ working Lines), Green Street Central Office,

Providence, RI (65,000 ++ working lines), Pawtucket, RI (50,000 ++ working lines), to name a

few. Verizon should have modeled their hot cut process to reflect the efficiencies long used in

their switch conversion process. Instead, Verizon modeled an unnecessarily labor intensive

process that has the effect of inflating NRCs.

24. The only manual labor (and non-recurring cost) that should be assessed to

the CLEC in the hot cut process, therefore, is for the connection of the UNE-Loop to the CLEC's

equipment. The manual activity involved in the connection of the UNE-Loop is the connection

of two copper wires at the Central Office MDF, which can be accomplished in a matter of

minutes (when the customer receives service over fiber feeder this connection can be made

electronically with no manual labor). Verizon's elaborate cost scheme, involving numerous

coordinating personnel from the RCCC and other Verizon employees, as they identify and

disconnect the already paid-for retail service is, therefore, unjustified.

VII. CONCLUSION.

25. For the foregoing reasons, Verizon's New Jersey hot cut rates are far

above those that it would incur in the forward-looking network defined by the NJBPU.

10
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rP.m0Wlll~ wired connection to the !LEe nrttch bl the central oft'lee and rewires
the ~UKtorner'5 loop to a CI.F.C "me-f"t" point ill th~ t"l'nt.ral office FIgure 12..'32
depict.l!l whole loop transfers in t.he 1LEC reulnU OmCf' when the (.,.tomer Is lielVed
hy copper fadlitie8 or by a UDLC 8'}"5tem In most c~s. the", Is an a.naI()~ hanl"lorr

". '1.":( !' th.· ('U:(' r'~I'I<""" ,Uhll..:'; h,;ulfJur; i.tH· ll.l:..l· m.i1)' Ul.J!.J.z.t·1 [J..l

channel bank to d1gUue the drcu11& MUIIC CLEC'.s LraNpOrt the unbundled Joopet
beek to their central afBceII (sw1t.ches)~ GR-300 IDLe 5)'StemII. To do thia. the
CI..ECs deploy GR..:JO:i 'RDTB wtUlln th£olr collocation <'&get'! in Ult' lLEC's c~ntra1

officee.

The mCJAf critical rlt(,'tor a!l5()("iat.t'd wIth W1bunl111~ a n.l..~omcr loor is thfo t~ uf
lVllp r~,.,"ty tiult Int' custnmn 15 alrt'<Ui,) ut1ll..£III,g fur spn ILe, such a.:s dll-coiJ!.J't=c,

UDLe liIY~I, or IDLe 5y-.em.
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Figure 12·32 Unbundling Loops Sef"l+'ed by Copper Of UDlC Systems

• If the CWltomer is recet~ NOMe!" ov!"r llJb:Quper facllitlee, the t.1"lUlm~rof the
whoJ!" lonp L~ !'Itrai.«htfnrwi1rrl ao; lntilr-.:u ..d In ~UI" 12-32 ThP ll.Er r..moves
the central otTice conot"\.tion to i~ :nnteh and pl.a.Ct=:lIlJurnper troIn the MDF to
UIe meet point at the CLEC's eolJocation c-.. 'I't'M!re is no need to rewire the
outside plant or visit the CU8t:01ner preml~ .

• If the cusl.omer 1.5 receiving service over II UDLC system, Lhe tran.ster or Lht:
whole loop C'lU'I ~ !Itral.ghtforward as shown In Figure 12--32. The ILEe I?mov~

the C"f'ntnU nmrf" coonection to Its swlt.e.h and P~C'8 ajwnper (rum the MDF/,o
U\f~ meet point at the C1.EC'a colloca1Jon cage. Ag&\n, c.henJ ill no need Lu rewile
the~deplent or vid the CUBtc:Jma prerniaee.

• Howpvpr If tnf" cu..<;1omf'r i.... "'e'rv~d bv lU1 IDLe ~Y3tem, tht" IlJu~ i.E; ~lt:i.ll)' -J
t.T7Ulsmitted to~ lLEC switch. There iI.re a variety of '"technicli1Jy feaaible
optlon~ ava.!lahlc t.o tht' tLEr to u.nhu.ndlf" the' loop Each TT.F:C" has C'stAbll..;lll'd
ItFl OIolfT'l A..( ur ~rrnvpd Ul\hW,dJlrl~ (){Jlron..<; i-t.Jong with tnt' cun .....l","ding

methods, procec1uras, and p~tiCe8needf:<! for implemellt.inc these oplJomt.
Numerous unbundling OJ)tiONl are possiblr. hecau~ many or tOO.y's ROTs
'<1Jppnrt mllltlpkldnrl.qrrl'rnl'·~I1('"·,,,d, ..I..... (;R!.O;l rh:...(1S {TJL(" .1,\,1 n·, "::~_

Ala0 , s.nml" ROTs ar~ ("ap<iliJ~ of :;upportJ~mulllp1t: r.R-.JOJ lnter[~:~ l,roupb,
t..l'\A!!'n-by perntttt1lU1: a ...in~(' RIYr ~o C"onnpr"f to multiplt" <;W1trhp"

Somf' C'l~m"IOII IDLC WIl.>llllrlHng optIon ... drl'

If there are available Sp».n- copper f.ac':1Uues serving the rustomer's
ncishborhood. transfen1ng the IDLe (.''Ustumcr to a spare al1<opper drcuit
msy b .. a viablE' opt1nn for thE' rur 8.Oj ~hown lrt Flgu~ 12-33 Althnugl't this

'2-53 I
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Flgur8 12-13. IDLC Unbundling - Bypass the IDLC System

procedure i.I relatively llimple, it requil"et centra] o1ftce and outltde plant
rt"wirtng to complete the new c1rcu.ft 1'rorn the MDF to the customer. The an·
copper unbundled loop is the easiest unbundling architeetu.re for the!LEC
to perform maintenance and testing.

Some ILECs serve new ndghborhoods./hOt.l&1ng d~""t:lopUl~II~ "",lUI OLC
systeIna md tnstaU • "'"'Y limtted number ofcopper pUl1I to support certain
!IIe~. Tn thmr area, spare copper tacll1t1_ can be quickly exhawIted tr
~ for unbunc1l,.rl loop...

2. [lypa..'i8 the IDLe 9y~.ern and tr4l\Sfer the loop t.o a UDLC !r')'stem

\
I

If Lh..-n--~ llO",p...r ... (lJpv ... r fa.t.tlitit·:; in tn,· ("u~lurnf'r'"nC'!plhorhliod thE'
n..EC may t.ra.ns!er the CUSl.omer's circuit mun tJlt~ IDI.G ~tem to a UDLe
system (see F!gw-e 12-38). 'I'h.l3 tnNfer will also involve both central8lld
outside plant wnric a.ctivity.

The <':Ustomer fill rates at IDLC/UDLC CEV sites are typically GO to 7096.
The["{' It; a modt"rat.t' amount of "part' C"'apacity on thE' {TOLe ~~!'I to

support ta.nsfel'5 from IDLC syst.etrus.

S. Utilize tbe UDLC capabW1.) (}( IJI~ IDtc~m

It thl? IDLC sysU>m 15 equlppt'o LA.> su~porl eDLe l'urlcuollality, thl" lLEC can
electronically re-provision the circuit trom IDLe to UDLC (see Ftgure 12·
34). No out1Jidf! plant work activity is needed. Central omce work act1vlt)/l!J
ru·~Pd to f'U11 .lumPt'J"'!l frmn thf" MDP tn the C"olJocatiun ca~l' IlIld. t!
necUlvY, place a UOLe plQa-m at the COT.

4. Ut.1Jbe a !Iep~ GR...~ Jnt.erfaclr' Group ror the CLEC C'W!ItOmers

F~u.r~ 12....15 slluws lilt" \l:it" uf :lcpur..te GR-303 Interface Groups to C&l!}'

ILEe and CLEC tn.t1'ic ThC' ROT mwrt support the MIG (MuJt1ple lnterf&l:~

r.rrmp) capability dC'finN:! in thE' GR 30S sp€.'ct1'kru:1on. This con1\gura110ll
allows a CLEC ~witrh to connect to the Il.EC's ROT at the GR-~1n~rfaCA

level.

I 12-64
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FIg"re12-34. IDle Unbundling Using the UOLC Capability of ROT
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Figure 12·35. IDle Unbundling UsIng Separate GR-30J Interface Groups

Thh :"iIT"t.n~'·ll"'''' Ilia. tH' l'()...,i ('l"f,'<"tJ\" rrJf I nO';(' CLF.C" 1"wV1r\.b <J ·C'.,tir:.}

11'1a!IiI5" at subec.r1bers .erved by the ROT or group at ROTs In a GEV. Since
the GR-3Oa Interface Group aupportB operatJorl8 runctionalitY. there are a
v><fiery of t..s"llf''< (j1rn\i"ionLJu:! H.l<.l1 I , rl'pl,rlII,j1 'lh:lf1n,' ,"I"~I n''','I:rv'···~,

etc.) that are currently hel1lg addc~ by tile lndlJ8U7(.

1/1 n>sporu-t- 10 t1'I ... T ...I",·onlrlllJnlcanon:; An or 1~6, GR,101 r'l-'luirem('nts

W('rt' C"harlgt·ct III 19U7 tu ~nn1t lo "Ing.l .. OS 1 lu Ix: l.aJ.k,J d J03 IW...,ll.il.Ce
Grnap. A mtllimwn ottwo DSls w*", previously t'CqUired. nus change allows
• CLEe to 8l!J"Y'e a limeD bufo! nt cutltotners at an ROT more econon\lc&IJ)'
(but at the rlak n( ln~r service availabU1ty and r~llatolJUity).

5. Sh.are a GR-303 Interface Group and use the sidcdoor port of thP. ~wJ\,('.h to
transport CLEC tnfl'k out of the ILEe swHrh

12-55
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F1g\.u:e 12--36 shows Lhe use ot &GR~ Interface Group ahar1ng ll..EC and
CLEC tramc where all CLEC tnmc • routed tht'oQgh lidedoor port 081.
out of the UC'a o!wite.h

r· ·-- -.---- oo .. -. - --.- oo ,

OC"'" on_ ...-1llI'.""".........
~"•• Ol.'C_et.~.......

un/

'lute CO

II1gUN 12·31, IOLC UnbundNng Using Sidedoor Port

e'LEC' t'ircutu arE' PlTlVl~lon('d ~... (\lln-.'iw1rcheod. r1on·locall:t :-ow it c-ht'G
dreuits within th~ IDLe system. While the OC>110 1l!I shown In the ncure. it
18 not a requ.1rement of this arc.hitectulT. The advallt~('or using at OC'S-IIO
l.!If"PLlizt"rl if tht" CLEe' is not ruB)' utilizSng a 001 from the ILEC LOS to~
CLEC, and multiple switch modules trtth lOCUs are UII8d by the U..EC. Ifa
J)(S.1IO is placed between the LOS OSI ,,1d~oorport and the CLEC OS Is,
It wO\llci pnml1 fltll IItiliz.atlon uf the sJdf:'door I.DSIlDCl: hanlwlltC by
enabling CLEC DSOs to be nlaJ'l'aI\ged 1n the OC8-l10 and pl-.'ed on the
individual CLEC OSIs.

The!LEC must adt1re:ie the followiug il5sues ~ocia.ted wiUl the lfidedoor

port anucement:
A 1't1(' ("o~ or II n~l ~w1trh tf'rmin..atinn rnr a ~id('door pnrt L... abunl I~jl

Qmes the C06t for a DSI I1ne card on a RDT.

Fl ~1nM" t'ach CLEr: C'irMllt rPq1..l1~ :l nallNi up nso, thf' D...Er. may
cn<'OUnter blodClng over the IDLe Syst.eUl as other dn:wLIJ compete [or
D8) eNIImelII,

~ Thto num~r of sidf'door P()~ that ("811 hf" en~t"E'red varies dept'nd.!l1~

on th.. U)S supplier.

D. There 1!4 limIted support in eX1LV'1n~ special8ervk:es deslgn SYlft.(;'rt'\5 anet
databases to support sidedoor port c1ccwts.

E.~ IL!C may need neJd vmts to tnstallapeciaJ _rvice D4 channel unit...
at the ROT.

I '2~8
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6 UUl1ze »epaeate TR-OB interface Groups to tnlnsport CLEC tramc

F'igure 12-37 show8 the use of separate TR-oS Interlace Groups to carry
CUC !..nItriC whjJp~th~ GR~03 Imt'rl~ Cor ILEC t:ntlk. In the
ftgure, the ROT .upports both GR-303 and TR.{)8 sener1c interfAce
capabWtielI. CLEC sWitches can tnr~r('.nnn..et with th~ lLE<:'s ROT utili41~
Lh", uS1 handoff Crurn tilt" TR·Ck! UlLt-rface.

,. _--_ .,

I

MUX

,.....1(.)
IQfI

,

:rucco.............. _- .

7. CLEe leuee ent1re ROT

FIgure 12~7. IDLe Unbundling Using Separate TR08 Interface Groups

.........

~lr@ 12~~8 sho\ll'" the eont1guration when a CLEC It"a.ses all t'nti~ ROT
frum th~ lLEC.

--- -- .

CLeCC,,__

MUX

i.I.~!=s.~ _._ __ . .

FIgu,.1J.a.IDLC Unbundling. CLEC L98MfJ Entire ROT

'2-571



- ...carele "Iol9!l Of' lNi 1IoI9~Orn

I u'81I' ,OlJtlgn

ROT.I~ the lLEC cwnomen. &ridR~-e~ the CLEC customelli.
nw. unbundling optian rna)' M coet-errective for the CLEC it the CLEC hU
a ~lflc&l'lt number of reBldcnUa.l ~mers in the ne1&hborhood or ia
een1nC a bua1ne. puk or campu..

'2 , 32.2 Sub-loop UnbundllnQ Configurations

~lI~lnopunbundlln~o("'('U~whpn 0 ('L.F:(' InlrrrONlpli,."l to ,. 1001' rarility at It point
nul.:>ldt' t..h<.' IUC"s celltnJ ornee Tht: Sub-Luup LNE j" lldined by UIC Ii'CC a.~

poItioNt of the loop that can be acc_ed ... &crminaIs in the Me. outDie plant.
An a,r.~letenninal is a point on thr loop where techl'lidallll can aeee.Nt Lhc win'
or ti~r wtthin u,(' cabl.. without l"l"ffiOVlT\J': a spJin- \~ to reac-h tht' .. In: or fibt:r
within. Examples of accesa tenninal6 are: poles, pedestals, the NID, the Mlnltnum
Point Of E:ntJ:v (MPOE) to (),~ Ml8tom..r pn-mi_, th~ MDF, lll'ld thf' F'PNIt-rl
I 'l"TJ1huoon lntrr1"n' (In(llIdir\~\FYs. uolJC) rnonl1;, ;ljld OLe ~mull: Tl'IIrun~).

Figure12-39 shows ~ub-loopunbundltng at II GR-303 Ikmote Tennhlal (RDT) where
• CLEC interr0nned3 at the MC"s RD1' ust~ its own GR-300 Interface Group
f::l..rlllt:ip~ tn p"widc- y,."'kf> 10),g ru.'~tnrrll"n:; In tJU... cunngurallon, tht· ("LEe h~~('s

from the lLEC the RIIT equipment and the ROT line r.acUUies to each o( ita cust<mler
p!"enWtea-.

Fe

:

cue I : CLECC.--.
LDS D

T
,

(' co C1l.J«I Dl'lH.)
.. 1e<r1 ROT n..rc 6 CLC____

........-_..........." -!

r ,
n..r.C IUfC"' ("YO"",,","

BLOS
D !T GR.l«J DtoII (I)

IGWl

-
l cu.. --.

... -.- .,,

ILl

:cu:

f'··

I
:.

P1.u... ,2.... Sub--loop Unbundling at an ROT

Th.. FCC mandal.e on !luh-loop network deme!lL~ 1'1~es the burden on ~.;u.,:h stat~

rt!gUlat.ory r.omtnisaiOll tD determine whethef' specUk l11lP.rconnecUu(I points 1n !.he
C'utaidl' pla.nt arE' ~("hnjC'all.Y 'f'~hle· nIt' 11W t11n>l'ls the stalE' l'llmmi..~lun to
p1t3mlnp rhE' fLEC''! ~pe'dfk arch1ttoCI.'ln: and t.h .. :<pt·ooc led,noJogy u:.It:d over the

loop to cltetenNne -hetbn it. rull7 tzcludca1ly feasible 1.0 unbundle \.he IUb-Joop
at. poteIIdaI~ potnt where a earn~ carrier requestB ac~.Two key
farto", t.hat art" C'on~id('rt"d In this -tpc.hnJeally (easlblt>" dl>U'nnlflation are whC'ther
thf!l'e ia adequate space for collocated GLEe equipment t.o lJe installed and if the ::iitc
hM ~cirntsecurity safpgu.ard8 to prP~nt rnJschld ur sabo.~e.The FCC haa

I12-.Q8
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U1c1ic~ted th.&l Ita central oiTICtl coUocaODn rules are also applJcable to c:ollocatlun
In oUWide plant Jocat1ON.

Sin.ct> the FCC sub-loop unbundling maJldate ~88 a.nI1ounC'e'd In 1999, there hISS be~n

Uttle t1me (orlLECs, CLECa, and lIt.\I.t.e comnus&1ons to deal with this UNE. Sl.lkrloop
UNEs are an emet"fd,ng mark~ anti, at thi8 tim.. , It I~ naf (-lear which port.1o/\8 of lhl'
rLF:C out.!lidE" plant will he- aggn-~& ... t"'ly pur.;uE'd by CLF-Cs.

Numerous su~lo()punbundling con11gurations aN polIlIibJe. A Cl.EC Jnay leue
facilities from mult:1rle carriers to C'Teiltr cin.-utts, ur it mil)' deploy SOffit> or its own
facilities and IcasE" othPf facilIties to extend lts Ilt:twork to ''''ach a g.Tealt"T customp.r
base. De~ndingon !.he CLEe's n~twork arch.ltecttJ.re, some oft.he t:rar&8miaBlon and
tpchnk.'i.J wue~ aBAuci.ated witla IDLe ano l'DLC ('onn~uratluns(cle:iC'rihed in
S"CtJUfI 12133) nUlY h ... nh...... rved.

12.13.3 Unbundling I..~ A.uoclatlltd wtth UOLC and IDLC System.

There are various tnmsITW4lrion and eUler l'P<"hrucal issup.s ll8SodatPd with Ul£> u~e

uf l,,;'DL(' lU'1d IDLe sY'!'IIJ.:m.q III rhP unbundlH\~ t'nnrDllnlefil In ffi:.:I.lty 1001-'

UJltJundlu\g l.:lIH~r<&tlDns, the L1.EC utiliz.es an illl.c syYf.Crn tA, ecouumically
tnINIport Wlbundled loop. from the IrZC'. centnJ oftlce to Ule CLEC's centraJ
otne-.e. IlJSuee arise when the U..EC '.t"rm.!Jwcs long length alJ~·opp.--r loop!ol or lJl.C
tranfrport-l"d 10<1p5 tAl tilt> Cr.EC'H RDT (m~l. pomLos at .l.ht' (,~llo(;lwon cage).

When IlJ'l unbundled all-eoppe.r Inop gn-atA.>r than 900 oh.n\S or 12 Kft: lun,q is
lPrmlnatl'd at the CL8C':; RDT. tht> custom!'r may .. rHUl.ll1!t:r degra<kd vui.Cf:

In..oquency transmL"IBion. To ma1ntain Ute POTS padeO!~,the CLEC may need
to bwcaJl an ROT line unit wun • hWter DC supem-ory l"IIllge to aceommodate the
Jongloop.

When an unbundled UDLe loop is terminated at the CLEC'8 ROT, Ule following
lmpactB may be ob8erved:

- lncreued dial tone delay

-~ Glon-hook~n.ervices.~h sa caller ID (due to delays)

- Degradation or slgnaJ quality (as a result of multiple AID and DlA conversions)

- Reduction 1Ft analog modem operaUon l!Ipet"<J (connection speed depends on
loop l..~h. numbf-r of AID ("onve-~Ion.". loraJ '>'\lo1l' h ryp.., arll1lnLt'rUm("l'

r-:J.ll t,,)' I.,ype).

~~ show. the back-t&back OLC configuration.
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Flgu,.. 12...0. ILEC/CLEC Back-To--6ack OLC Conflguratlon

Inft1Ally, rLEc~ orrered and provlded unbW\dled CH'C'u1~ to CI.ECs as analog
handoffif to tJ\C.~ colloc.alilill c.ages of tile CLECs. Many ILEes now offer DS-O tUgjtal
("OnnE"<1:ivity to tilt" CLEC collo(,81.1on ('~ DS-l intc.:rcollnt'Cljun Lq t'mel1(ing, Less
rhlUl 2% of all a.c~ lint:~ in UII..' U.S. are (;~ntJ.,y unbunilled, lJut thts ma.,y ri&P. to
aB much .. 3O'K. in the next I) to 10 yean. The fadora that wW ""i1kal1t1y imped.
!.he potential growth in unbundled 1001'8 are: additional FCC regulatory/court
C'har~£'!l, MlU> or impl~mp!lta1iortof ILECICLEC linp Maring, and dt'ciqivrul by
Indl\lldual tKa~ comnilil8iolll!l.

In thf" C'"W'T'f'nt loop unbundl.m~ f'nvironrTlt'nt, ('LEC~ arp laN:Pl:Y fl lC., '31 r1g 0(\

unl>und.I.J.slg l:l.£C b~n~t6 CUblon~t'llI.. The drivenl beiulld thi8 appruaeh ».re
ecurlOlllks and a:c:aIIIbillb. l"roviIIiClll'1llI and rnaiJItaininC multiple unbuncDed loop!t
from. single busineM customer leta the CLEe use digitAlsub8c:riber linftl OYf!!"

ILEC tacilit:ies. CLECs ar.. rf>qut>Stillg cnpp('r unbum.1l.-d pairs a.nd pLacing USL
equipment on these~ t.o provide multipJc POTS hnes o~r no more than hvo
unbundled c.-oppe-r paine Tho residtW'lC'E' unbundling an"hJt.eet~pl'e!'ents II gre~r

Pl:\.>nD.Ili(" challenge to '.he CLF.C ~au:te res.uJent1.ll.l cUBlumenl will ¥cnentJl;y
reqUtWt -llinile unbundled loop. ClECa ftnd~ b1IIlnees OUItaJlenr much
more proOtabJe than S1erving n!IIIidc!ntial c:utomers. 1be FCC nuand.a1.es on ~ub-Joup

unbundUng and llnp shar'tng are t'xpe\trd to havE' a significant impaL't on CLEC
expansion inLo the xDSL marketpblce br.cawIe CLECa wiD no Jonger be forced Lo
Incur the run cost of a separ.&t.e copper line to serve C'u.qWmers.

Th... Fe C ord~lS ","",c:iaung lIU~k»op wlbundllng ~d line 5hartnC wW likely be
c.ha1leDced in the courbI. WbUe t.biIt~ evolwe, (''1..ECs wUI~ foc~ to
the kx-:alloop at the tnt.croonnectJon polnt N"areM to th~ C'Ulflomer. When OLe
sy~tc:rnJIare used to provide ll.F.C servi("~ the CLEC will want to i.n~rcon.nectat.
!.he RDT. The~ning for gai:ning access to the ROT on the lIJ'\alog e:uswmer side
is to havp the ability to pmvide Il1l or lhp oITer'Pd u...EC :iC1'Vi("~s wlthoul Lh(>

112~O
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~a.nsmi.<;s1O!1 lmp.aiT1Tlpnt~ llT1d CTpp!"VJa"aJ i'l'luMl a.~iated with interconnection
at any other location.

When theSE' RDTIL are within 3.000 r~f of tile cU8tomer. either the ILEC or CLEC
C-.I'I h&·..e tilt: ability to UeW xDSL tcchnulogy to oCf",r hl.gh-~~..t>d daIa &C'c,.~ al' well
asvideo~.The CLEC may al8nch~ to offer trBditiona1 telephone services
Wlil1g ·voice OVt"T IP- t.P.Chnology. With this t:I'clmololtY, it is poI!IIftble toO ha~ th..
fLEe owni/ll'( !.he 0- tn :>-kll:l band wHlth nn II ! wirrt,.rl f'slr t'rom th,. RIYT' tn th,.
c\~.omefNID and having nu ~rvtcesconnected at the c:ustomer prem18ee. Th"
CLEC ut1hz.c~ tJlt' Cre-quent"')' ~l)l1ve 3 kH7. (xDSL) llnd pm'YVtPevokC". c1ata. and vidflO
service5.

n\t" evolution uC Lhe loop plant 111 ah11t.ing toward greatcJ' nber deployment. When
nbef systems advance to the sttuat10n -here a stgniftom.t number of I'88idences IU"f!

s.·rveu u~lng Fi"TC ~y~l.t-ms. CLECs wl11 request ;U-~f"!l8 to 80m,. or the
interr..nnnectiOIl polnts in the fiber network.
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Figure 12-36 shows the UBe ofa GR-303lnterface Group sharing !LEC and
CLEe traffic where all CLEc tramc is routed through sidedoor port DSls
out of the ILEC's switch.
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RDT

Figure 12·36. rOle Unbundfing Using Sidedoor Port

CLEC clrcuiL<; are provisioned as non-switchl'd, non-locally ""'fitehed
cir"uits within t' 'IDLe sY8tern. While .e D< '')..1/0 is shown . the figure, it
~ ..Jt a requirf'hll~nt of this arrhitprhlW"n 'Ph, ,t.. __
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Figure 12·35. IDlC Unbundling Using Separate GR-303 Interface Groups

., .11.,,.. ..

This arrangement may be cost effective for those CLEes having a "critical
mass" of subscribers selVed by the ROT or group of ROTs in a CEV. Since
the GR-303 Interface Group supports operations flffictionaIity, there are a
variety of issues (provisioning, alann reporting, sharing of test resources,
etc.) that are currently being addressed by the industry.

In response to the Telecommunications Act of 1996, G R-303 requirements
were changed in 1997 to pennit a single OSI to be called a 303 Interface
Group. Aminimum oftwo DSls was previously requin'd This chanpn allov'"
. eLf''' to serve; maD ba<;p of cus .ners at an ROT i ..•)I"e econOl.dc;Jllv
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