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| NTRODUCTI ON  AND PURPOSE

1. My nane is John P. Lube. M business address is 308 S
Akard, Dallas, Texas 75202. | am General Manager - Net wor k
Regul atory for SBC Operations, Inc., a subsidiary of SBC
Communi cations Inc. (“SBC'). M current responsibilities
i ncl ude representing the planning, engineering, and
operations of Pacific Bell Tel ephone Conpany’'s (“Pacific’s”)
network before federal and state regul atory bodies.

2. | have a Bachel or of Science - Electrical Engineering degree
fromthe University of Houston in Houston, Texas. Al so,
have conpl eted conpany trai ning and external training
related to network planning and engi neering, network
t echnol ogy, accounting, and tel ecomuni cations policy and
regulation. 1In addition, I am a Regi stered Professional
Engineer in the State of Texas.

3. | have over 30 years experience with SBC. From 1969 through
1997, | held nunmerous positions wth Sout hwestern Bel
Tel ephone Conpany (“SWBT”) responsi ble for network planning,
swi tching and transm ssi on equi pnent engi neeri ng,
transm ssion facility design, trunk and special services
circuit design, plant cost allocation, plant val uation,
pl ant depreciation, and the standardi zation of all outside
pl ant and transm ssion equipnent. In 1997, | held a
position with SBC Long Di stance (SBC s |ong di stance

affiliate) and was responsible for all regulatory matters in



SWBT territory. | assunmed nmy present title and duties in

June 1999.

Pursuant to the Assigned Comm ssioner’s Ruling dated

Decenber 1, 2000, the purpose of ny affidavit is to respond

to the cooments of other parties in this proceeding filed on

Oct ober 13, 2000. 1In doing so, ny affidavit will explain

several aspects of Pacific’'s Project Pronto deploynent, as

fol | ows:

 First, | explain the Project Pronto network architecture,
showing that it is an overlay networKk.

« Second, | explain Pacific' s Broadband Service offering,
which utilizes the Project Pronto architecture, show ng
how this offering gives conpetitive |ocal exchange
carriers (“CLECs”) an additional choice for providing
digital subscriber line (“DSL”) services to their end
users.

e Third, regarding the CLECs’ clains that Project Pronto
shoul d be unbundled, | explain that (a) the Project
Pronto network architecture is not able to be unbundl ed;
(b) Project Pronto need not be unbundl ed based upon the
Federal Communi cations Comm ssion’s (“FCC s”) unbundling
rules; and (c) this Conm ssion cannot unbundl e Project
Pronto without performng the “necessary and inpair”
anal ysis required by the 1996 Tel ecommuni cati ons Act
(“Act”).

* Fourth, | explain that Pacific will incorporate new

features and functions into the Project Pronto



architecture whenever possible, utilizing industry
col | aborative processes.

e Fifth, I showthat Project Pronto is not line sharing, as
defined and required by the FCC

 Finally, I show that Pacific provides CLECs with viable
nmeans to access copper subloops at renote termnal (“RT")

sites.

PRQIJECT PRONTO ARCHI TECTURE

5.

Project Pronto is Pacific s deploynent of an overlay | oop

net wor k capabl e of supporting both voice and broadband

services. The broadband capabilities of this new network

architecture wll allow Pacific to offer new whol esal e

br oadband services and will allow CLECs to offer DSL

services to nore consuners and busi nesses than can be

reached today directly with central office DSL access

mul tipl exers (“DSLAMs”) over full copper | oops.

The new Project Pronto architecture consists of the

foll ow ng network conponents:

e copper feeder pahrs bet ween a serving area
interface(“SAl”)! and a Project Pronto RT

e next generation digital |oop carrier (“NGDLC) RES used
for both voice (i.e., POTS) and data (i.e., DSL)?

servi ces;

! The SAl is the subloop access point in the | oop where copper feeder pairs
fromthe central office, or DLC-derived feeder pairs fromthe renote term na
can be cross-connected to copper distribution pairs that serve the end users
prem ses.



e separate fibers for_voice and data between each RT and
its central office;?

e optical concentration devices ("OCDs") in the centra
of fices used for data; and

* NGDLC central office termnals (“COIs”) used for voice.

7. The conponents of the Project Pronto architecture that
represent new technology are the NGDLC and t he OCD.

8. The NGDLC technol ogy is anal ogous to existing, older digital
| oop carrier (“DLC’) deployed in Pacific’'s network. The
significant difference, froma Project Pronto perspective,
is that the NGDLC has the ability to support the higher
bandw dt hs of DSL services. The previously-deployed types
of DLC, including those that are fiber-fed, do not have this
bandwi dt h capability, and therefore, cannot be used for DSL
servi ces.

9. The OCD is a central office device that essentially serves
as a router and aggregator for data signals. The inbound
ports on the OCD receive the OC-3c optical signals from al
of the Project Pronto RT sites served out of that central
office. Al of these OC-3c optical signals contain the data
signals from nunmerous end users, each of which is served by
the CLEC of their choice. The OCD routes each end user’s
data signal to the appropriate outbound port on the OCD for

delivery to that end user’s chosen CLEC. All such data

2 Wiile the term*“data” can refer to many different types of high-bandwi dth
services, that termis used throughout this affidavit to refer only to DSL-
type services.

3 The majority of Pacific’s Project Pronto RTs will be Alcatel Litespan 2000
equi pnment that utilizes separate fibers for voice and data transm ssion.



signal s bound for a particular CLEC are agﬂregated to the
OCD s out bound port specific to that CLEC. *
Project Pronto As An Overlay Network

10. ORA and | P Conmunications (“IP") cantend Pacific is
repl aci ng copper loops with NGDLC.® As an overl ay
architecture, Project Pronto will not displace (i.e.,
renmove) any existing copper |oops; that is, Project Pronto
overl ays existing copper |oops where they exist today in
Pacific’'s network. Pacific has no current plans nor plans
under devel opnent to retire copper |loop plant as a result of
the Project Pronto deploynment. This is confirnmed by SBC s
voluntary comm tnents, which the FCC adopted and appended to

the Project Pronto Order granting SBC s request for its

| LECs to bﬁ allowed to own certain pieces of Project Pronto
equi prrent . °

11. Under these FCC-adopted commtnents and the Project Pronto

Order, Pacific wll continue to follow its established
copper retirenent policy. For exanple, if a section of
copper cabl e becones damaged or defective, Pacific wll
evaluate the costs to repair the copper cable. Based on the

evaluation, Pacific wll either replace the damaged or

“In this context, the terns “inbound” and “outbound” reflect the perspective
of upstream DSL traffic fromthe end user. 1In reality, DSL is a bi-
directional service. Therefore, the ports connected to both the CLECs and the
RTs are actually both inbound and out bound.

5 ORA Reply Conments, p. 4; IP Reply Conments, pp. 19-20.

® In the Matter of Aneritech Corp., Transferor, and SBC Communi cations, Inc.,
Transferee, for Consent to Transfer Control of Corporations Hol ding Conm ssion
Li censes and Lines Pursuant to Sections 214 and 310(d) of the Conmmunications
Act and Parts 5, 22, 24, 25, 63, 90, 95, and 101 of the Conm ssion’s Rules, CC
Dkt. No. 98-141, Second Menorandum Opi ni on and Order, FCC No. 00-336 (rel.
Sep. 8, 2000) (“Project Pronto Order”), Appendix A, para. 7.




12.

13.

14.

defective cable with new copper cable, or retire the copper
cable and replace it with new fiber facilities.

QO her situations falling under this copper retirenent policy
i nclude (1) cables that cannot continue to provi de adequate
| evel s of service, (2) cables that have becone uneconom cal
to maintain, (3) cables that are affected by public
requirenments (e.g., relocations, zoning restrictions), (4)
exhaust of conduit duct space, and (5) acts of God or other
catastrophic cable failures. Decisions to renove copper
cable in situations such as these are not affected by the
depl oynent of the Project Pronto network overlay. Such
decisions also will not be affected by the current users of
these copper facilities, whether Pacific' s retail custoners,
affiliated tel ecommuni cations carriers, or unaffiliated

t el ecommuni cations carriers.

Even under the retirenent policy described above, these
commtnents require Pacific not to retire, through Septenber
2001, any central office-term nated copper |oops overlaid by
the Project Pronto architecture, except as required by acts
of God. Also, under the commtnents, the use of this
retirenment policy through Septenber 2003 wll result in the
retirement of no nore than 5% of the SBC I LECs’ total

central office-term nated copper |oops in service as of

Sept enber 1, 2000.

Additionally, the issue of retiring existing copper |loops is

still before this Conmn ssion, as noted in the Final



15.

16.

Arbitrator’s Report in the California InterimLine Sharing
pr oceedi ng:

The FCC does not restrict the ILECs ability

to decommi ssion old plant. (FCC Line Sharing

Order, 9 80.) During the interimperiod,

however, until the issue of transport over

fiber DLC plant is resolved (i.e., Issue 3),

| LECs shoul d not decomm ssion plant when to

do so unreasonably termnates a CLC s ability

to offer,_ or to continue to provide, data

service.I
Because Project Pronto will support POIS and sone types of
DSL service simultaneously to the same end user (such as
with Asymmetric DSL, or “ADSL”), this architecture will free
up copper feeder pairs currently used for existing POTS-only
end users. This occurs when an existing POTS-only end user
requests the addition of ADSL service over the same copper
pair into the end user’s prem ses, and the end user’s CLEC
chooses to utilize Pacific’ s Broadband Service (described
bel ow) to provide that ADSL service.
However, the deploynment of Project Pronto will not cause
Pacific to proactively mgrate existing POTS-only end users

from copper | oops to the Project Pronto architecture.

" Final Arbitrator’s Report in Line-Sharing Phase of QANAD (R 93-04-003/1.93-
04-002), dated May 26, 2000, p. 83.



CLECS OPPORTUNI TI ES TO CFFER DSL SERVI CES

17.

| P Communi cations (“IP’) characterizes Pacific’s Broadband
Servi ce, provided over the Project Pronto architecture, as
di scrim nati ng agai nst thﬁ CLECs’ ability to provide
conpetitive DSL services.® This is not true. In this
section of ny affidavit, | describe the Broadband Service,
and then outline the choices available to the CLECs for

provi ding DSL, including Pacific s Broadband Servi ce.

Paci fic's Broadband Service

18.

19.

Paci fic’s Broadband Service is a whol esal e, end-to-end
service (i.e., fromthe central office to the end user’s
prem ses) which utilizes the various conponents of the
Project Pronto architecture (described above) and Pacific’s
exi sting copper distribution pairs. Al of these network
conponents work in conjunction with one another to provide
t he end-to-end Broadband Service capabl e of supporting
CLECs’ retail DSL services.

Pacific offers the CLECs two_basic configurations of the
whol esal e Broadband Service.® The first is the “data
service” configuration. The “data service” configuration
supports two possible scenarios. The first of these is a
“data-only” scenario where a CLEC provides only DSL service

over an end user’s |l oop and that loop is not used to provide

8 |P Reply Conments, pp. 17-18.
® See Affidavit of Carol Chapman, Attachnment 2 (Sep. 29, 2000).



POTS to that end user. The diagramincluded in Attachnent
JPL-1 to ny affidavit shows this scenario.

20. The second scenario of the data service configuration is a
“data with line-shared subl oop” scenario. The diagram
included in Attachnent JPL-2 to ny affidavit illustrates
this second scenario. As this diagramshows, the CLEC may
provide DSL service to a Pacific POIS custoner over the
sane, single copper distribution pair. However, | wll
explain |ater (paragraphs 72-78) in ny affidavit why the
end-to-end “data with |ine-shared subl oop” Broadband Service
scenario is, indeed, different fromthe |Iine sharing
requi red by the FCC.

21. The second configuration of the whol esal e Broadband Service
is the “conbined voice and data” service configuration. The
diagramincluded in Attachnment JPL-3 to this affidavit shows
this configuration. |In this configuration, the sanme CLEC
provi des both the POIS and the DSL service. A new
accessible letter announcing the availability of the
“conbi ned voi ce and data” service configuration wll be
rel eased during the first full week of Decenber, in

O

accordance with the FCC s Project Pronto Order.'°

CLECs’ Choi ces For Providing DSL Services

O
22. Contrary to IP's allegations referenced above, ' Pacific’s

Proj ect Pronto depl oynent does not elimnate any of the

10 project Pronto Order, Appendix A, para. 3.
1 TP Reply Coments, pp. 17-18.




23.

24.

25.

26.

CLECs’ current choices for offering DSL services; in fact,

thi s depl oynent enhances these alternatives as expl ai ned

bel ow.

CLECs have several options for providing DSL services.

First, there are multiple ways CLECs may utilize Pacific’'s

pre-existing copper network with their own DSLAMs. As

expl ai ned above, Project Pronto does not renpbve any of the

pre-exi sting copper |oop network.

A CLEC may utilize its own DSLAMs as foll ows:

e The CLEC nmay collocate its DSLAMin a Pacific central
office and provide DSL services to its end users over
Pacific’ s full copper |oops.

e The CLEC nmay collocate its DSLAMin a renote | ocation and
provide DSL services to its end users over Pacific’'s
copper distribution subl oops.

If the CLEC chooses to renotely |ocate its DSLAM it has

mul tiple choices for (a) the location of the DSLAM (b) the

means to connect the DSLAMto its own data network, and (c)

the nmeans to extend the DSLAM to Pacific’s copper subl oops.

Regardi ng the placenent of a renotely-located DSLAM the

CLEC could use its own renote site, or collocate the DSLAM

at a Pacific RT site. Pacific has enhanced a CLEC s ability

to collocate the DSLAMin a Pacific RT site. As outlined in

SBC s voluntary conm tnents adopted by the FCCin its

Project Pronto Order, Pacific will increase the size of new

controlled environmental vaults and huts; and increase the

10



27.

28.

29.

30.

si ze of new cabinets or Eﬁace new adj acent cabi net
structures for CLEC use. '

Regardi ng the CLEC s connection of a renptely-|ocated DSLAM
to its data network, the CLEC may utilize Pacific’'s
unbundl ed dark fiber (where available), its own fiber
facilities, third-party-owned fiber facilities, or PEﬁific’s
unbundl ed DS3 or optical subl oops (where available).®
Extension of the CLEC s renotel y-located DSLAMto Pacific’s
copper subl oops is explained |ater (paragraph 83) in ny
affidavit.

As an alternative to utilizing its owmn DSLAM CLECs may
choose to take advantage of Pacific’ s Broadband Service

of fering descri bed above. In other words, Pacific’'s

whol esal e Broadband Service provides CLECs another option to
the use of Pacific s pre-existing copper |oop network.

Even though the end-to-end whol esal e Broadband Service t hat
Pacific offers utilizes an existing copper subloop fromthe
SAl to the end user’s prem ses, none of these copper

subl oops are pre-dedicated to the Broadband Service (i.e.,
none of these copper subl oops are pre-wired to the new
Project Pronto architecture). A copper subloop to an end
user’s prem ses becones a part of the end-to-end Broadband

Service only when a CLEC chooses to utilize the Broadband

12 project Pronto Order, Appendix A, paras. 5(b), 5(c).

B 1f Pacific has placed a stand-al one SONET nultiplexer in a RT site for

ot her purposes, and if spare capacity is available in that nultiplexer, the
CLEC may obtain an unbundled DS-3 or OC-n subloop fromPacific. The other end
of this high-capacity subloop would connect to the CLEC s coll ocation
arrangenent in the Pacific central office.

11



Service to provide DSL service to that end user. O herw se,
all of the copper distribution pairs between the SAl and the
end users’ prem ses are available to be used by the CLEC as
an unbundl ed subl oop or as part of a full unbundled | oop.

31. To the extent that Pacific’s Broadband Service offering does
not currently support all of the types of DSL that the CLECs
would i ke to offer their end users, Pacific has commtted
to make additional types of DSL available with the Project
Pronto architecture and associ ated Broadband Service.

32. 1P alleges that the decision to serve a new area with DLCis
based upon Paﬁﬂfic’s intent on limting the availability of
copper pairs.'* Pacific acknow edges copper feeder pairs
are sonetines not available fromthe central office to the
SAl. For exanple, when Pacific provides the feeder facility
to a new serving area such as a new residential devel opnent,
it determnes the type of feeder facility (i.e., copper
versus DLC) based upon economics. This economc choice is
based upon the relative costs of copper versus DLC, the
anount of custoner demand, and the different types of
customer demand (e.g., POIS, high capacity digital services,
DSL). Pacific has made this type of econom c determ nation
for new serving areas since the 1980s (i.e., long before the
passage of the Act, and | ong before SBC s announcenent of
Project Pronto). |If DLC, including the Project Pronto
NGDLC, is the nost economc facility to serve a new area, it

woul d be inappropriate and unnecessary for Pacific

4 1P Reply Coments, pp. 19-20.

12



additionally to provide parallel copper facilities to that
sanme area.

33. 1P also alleges that where Project Pronto and Pacific’s
copper infrastructure coexist, the CLEC s own DSL service on
full copper |oops would not be equal iquuaIity to the DSL
servi ces provided over Project Pronto. [P s clains relate
to the potential for interference wthin Pacific’ s copper
di stribution subl oops between a DSL service using a central
of fice DSLAM and a DSL service using the Project Pronto
architecture. |P fails to acknow edge that this sane
potential for interference exists where any CLEC has
remotely |ocated a DSLAM In other words, the DSL signal
transmtted by a CLEC s renotel y-1 ocated DSLAM woul d
i ntroduce the sane power |evel into Pacific’ s copper
di stribution subloops as the DSL signal transmtted by the
Project Pronto NGDLC. Additionally, the FCC has clearly
acknow edged that CLECs’ central office DSLAMs, CLECs’
renotel y-1 ocated DSLAMs, and Project Pronto would coexist in

t he sane copper plant, as evidenced by all three of these

configﬁﬁations being addressed in its Project Pronto

Oder. Finally, this is an industry-w de issue that is

currently being evaluated in industry standards bodies.

5 1d. at 20-21.

1 Project Pronto Order; e.g., paras. 39-40 (retention of copper for use with
central -of fice DSLAMs); paras. 28, 34 (collocation space for renptely-I|ocated
DSLAMs); paras. 1, 10 (Project Pronto).

13



UNBUNDL I NG PRQJIECT PRONTO

34. 1P, ORA and the CLEC Coalition contend that Pacific’'s
Pr oj ect PrEHtO and the associ ated Broadband Service nust be
unbundl ed. ! Pacific cannot unbundl e and shoul d not be
required to unbundle Project Pronto or the associ ated
whol esal e Broadband Service. First, the Project Pronto
network architecture cannot be unbundled for a CLEC s
dedi cated use in the manner that the FCC has unbundl ed
network el enments. Second, even if there appeared to be sone
conpel ling reason (which there is not) to unbundle this
network architecture, it would not be appropriate to do so.
This is because the Project Pronto architecture includes
conponentstﬂhat fit the FCC s definition of packet
swi t ching, *® which the FCC declined to unbundle in its UNE
xtremely limted circunstances that

e
L]

19

Remand Order, except in

do not apply to Pacific. Finally, even if the FCC had not
al ready spoken conclusively on the issue, any CLEC effort to
unbundl e the Project Pronto architecture or the associated
Br oadband Service woul d have to be supported by an anal ysis
that satisfies the “necessary aEg i npai r” standards required

by the Act for such unbundling.?

Unbundling Project Pronto Is Not Feasible

7 1P Reply Comments, pp. 15-22; ORA Reply Comments, pp. 3-4; CLEC Coalition
Reply Conmments, pp. 39-40.

8 Affidavit of Curt Hopfinger (Aug. 23, 2000), paras. 39-41.

9 1n the Matter of Inplenentation of the Local Conpetition Provisions of the
Tel econmuni cati ons Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98, Third Report and O der
and Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rul emaki ng, FCC No. 99-238 (rel. Nov. 5,
1999) (“UNE Renand Order”), para. 306.

20 8 251(d) (2) (A, (B).

14



35.

36.

37.

It is not physically possible to unbundle the Project Pronto

network architecture because of the manner in which the

conponents of the architecture interconnect and interact

with one another. For exanple, a single end user’s DSL

servi ce does not occupy an accessi bl e, physical, end-to-end

path through the architecture. |In addition, the physical

parts of this architecture used by the CLEC, through the

Br oadband Service offering, to provide DSL service to an end

user do not bear a one-to-one correspondence throughout the

DSL service’s path. As a consequence, Pacific offers the

CLECs an end-to-end whol esal e Broadband Service, fromthe

end user’s premses to Pacific's central office, for

i ncorporation into the CLECs own DSL services for their

i ndi vi dual end users.

For a CLEC to provide DSL service to a single end user with

t he Broadband Service, the path through the various network

conponents woul d i ncl ude:

e a copper pair fromthe end user’s prem ses through the
SAl to the NGDLC RT,;

e aport on a nmulti-port line card in the NGLC RT,;

e avirtual circuit established within the NGDLC RT

e avirtual circuit established in the OC3c signal riding
over the fibers between the NGDLC RT and the OCD;, and

e avirtual circuit established through the OCD to a CLEC s
hi gh-capacity port on a nulti-port OCD card.

As this list denonstrates, a single end user’s DSL service

does not occupy an accessible, physical, end-to-end path

15



38.

39.

t hrough these various network conponents. This list also
shows that the physical network conponents used by the CLEC
do not bear a one-to-one correspondence throughout a DSL
service's path. For instance, a CLEC uses a copper pair at
one end (which carries a single end user’s DSL service), yet
an OCD port at the other end (which carries numerous end
users’ DSL services).

This i s best understood by conparing the end-to-end

Br oadband Service to unbundl ed network el enents (“UNES”)
established by the FCC. Consider UNEs such as unbundl ed
dedi cated transport (“UDT”) and unbundl ed hi gh-capacity

| oops. Each of these UNEs represents and provides the CLEC
with a specific and constant anount of total bandw dth
within the ILEC s underlying facility (e.g., a SONET
transport facility). |In addition, each of these UNES is
accessible at both end-points of the UNE with the sane
interface specifications (i.e., bandw dth, signal
characteristics, and physical connection). Pacific' s end-

t 0- end whol esal e Broadband Servi ce does neither of these

t hi ngs.

As a clear exanple of this difference, DS-3 UDT occupies a
fi xed piece of bandw dth (approxi mately 45 Mops) within a

hi gher - bandwi dt h, underlying transport facility. In sone

i nstances, this UNE may traverse nore than one such facility
connected in tandem between the two end-points of the UNE
The bandwi dth of this UDT is constant throughout the entire
|l ength of the UNE. In addition, the UDI" s bandw dth

16



40.

41.

occupi es an unchangi ng position within the digital

mul ti pl exi ng hierarchy of an underlying transport facility.
This UDT is also accessible at each end with the same DS-3
bandwi dt h, sane el ectrical signal characteristics, and sane
physi cal coaxial connection.

Unli ke the UDT described in the paragraph above, the virtual
circuits established for DSL services through the Project
Pronto NGDLC RT, OC-3c data transport fibers, and OCD do not
occupy a specific and fixed piece of bandwi dth. 1In other
words, while these virtual circuits do share the sane

Proj ect Pronto equi pnment and transport facility, they do so
only in a statistical (i.e., variable) manner, not as
specific, fixed anbunts of bandw dth for each virtua
circuit. Therefore, various CLECs’ end user circuits
literally share the very sane bandwi dth in the Project
Pronto architecture, and even then, only virtually, not
physical ly.

In addition, these virtual circuits do not have the sane
interface characteristics at each end. At one end, the
virtual circuit for one DSL end user can only be physically
accessed as a two-wire netallic DSL-formatted interface that
connects to the copper pair extending to that end user’s
prem ses. At the other end, the virtual circuit for that
same end user exists only within the ATMformatted hi gh-
bandw dth signal delivered to a port on the OCD, which
contains not one but many virtual circuits for different end

users’ DSL services. In contrast, as descri bed above, UDT

17



can be accessed on a circuit-by-circuit basis with the sane
bandwi dt h and interface specifications at both ends.
Therefore, the dissimlar interfaces at the ends of the
Project Pronto architecture and the rel ated whol esal e

Br oadband Service do not allow this configuration to be

unbundl ed as discrete network elenents for a CLEC s use.

Project Pronto and Packet Swi tching

42.

Inits Project Pronto Order, the FCC found that the Project

Pronto NGDLC RT is functionally equivalent to a DSLAmAZEZ?nd

that the Project Pronto OCD is ATM switching equi prent . 23

The FCC found in its UNE Remand O der th&ﬁ this type of
equi pnent i s packet switching equi pnent.? The FCC deci ded
agai nst a general requirenent to unbundl e packet sw tching,

stating in its UNE Remand Order that “given the nascent

nature of the advanced services narketplace, we will not

or der unbundlingtﬁf t he packet switching functionality as a

general matter.”?

The FCC went on to say:

the record in this proceedi ng, and our
findings in the 706 Report, establish that
advanced services providers are actively
deploying facilities to offer advanced
services such as xDSL across the country.

: [Clarriers have been able to secure the
necessary inputs to provide advanced services
to end users in accordance with their

busi ness plans. This evidence indicates that
carriers are deploying advanced services to

21
22
23
24

Project Pronto Order, para. 14.

Id.

at para. 18.

UNE Remand Order, paras. 177, 302-303.

Id. at para. 306.

18



the business market initially as well as the
residential and small business narkets. 2

]

43. The FCC s UNE Remand Order defines the limted Eﬁrcunstances
under whi ch packet switching nmust be unbundl ed. ?°

Specifically, the FCC s rules provide that,

An incunbent LEC shall be required to provide
nondi scri m natory access to unbundl ed packet
switching capability only where each of the
followi ng conditions are satisfied:

(i) The incunbent LEC has depl oyed digital

| oop carrier systens, including but not
limted to, integrated digital |oop carrier
or universal digital |loop carrier systens; or
has depl oyed any other systemin which fiber
optic facilities replace copper facilities in
the distribution section (e.g., end office to
renote termnal, pedestal or environnentally
controlled vault);

(ii1) There are no spare copper |oops capable
of supporting the xDSL services the
requesting carrier seeks to offer;

(iii) The incunbent LEC has not permtted a
requesting carrier to deploy a Digital

Subscri ber Line Access Miultiplexer at the
renmote termnal, pedestal or environnentally
controll ed vault or other interconnection

poi nt, nor has the requesting carrier
obtained a virtual collocation arrangenent at
t hese subl oop interconnection points as
defined by 8§ 51.319(b); and

(itv) The incunbent LEC has depl oyed Eﬁcket
switching capability for its own use.
44. Two aspects of these FCC rul es warrant enphasis. The
requi renent to unbundl e the packet sw tching equi pnent

described in the fourth condition is (1) dependent on the

% 1d. at para. 307.
% 1d. at para. 313.
21 47 C.F.R 8§ 51.319(c)(5) (enphasis added).
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45.

46.

a47.

si mul t aneous exi stence of all four of these conditions in a
particul ar service area, and (2) determ ned on an RT site by
RT site basis.

These four conditions will not exist together with the

depl oynent of Project Pronto. The first condition involves
the presence of DLC or the replacenment of copper |oops with
fiber. DLC already exists in many serving areas; also,

Proj ect Pronto deploys NGDLC i n many serving areas.

However, Project Pronto does not result in the replacenent
of copper loops with fiber, as explained previously in ny
testi nony.

The second condition concerns the availability of copper

| oops. Copper |oops will be available to the CLECs in nost
serving areas. As | explained above, the depl oynent of

Proj ect Pronto does not displace any existing copper |oops,
and, in fact, will usually free up working copper |oops for
future CLEC use.

The third condition concerns the ability of a CLEC to
renotely locate its DSLAM equi pnent at Pacific’'s RT site.
Despite IP s allegation that only a small anount of space
wi | | Eﬁ available in cabinets installed after Septenber 15,
2000, ® a CLEC has an enhanced opportunity to renotely-

| ocate its DSLAMs. First, Pacific does permt a CLEC to
collocate its DSLAM equi pnent in a RT site where space and
ot her environnmental factors allow In addition, SBC s

vol untary comm tnents enhance the CLEC s opportunity to

22 | P Reply Conments, p. 19.
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48.

49.

collocate its own DSLAMs at or near Pacific’'s RT sites.
Specifically, Pacific wll, upon a CLEC s request and
paynment under a special construction arrangenent (“SCA”),
either increase the size of future RT structﬁﬁes or provide
the CLEC with an adj acent cabinet structure. 2

The fourth condition involves Pacific s deploynent of packet
switching for its own use. Wth Project Pronto, Pacific is
not depl oying this packet sw tching equipnment for its own
use. The DSL-capable portion of the Project Pronto NGDLC RT
and the OCD equi pnent are bei ng depl oyed by Pacific only for
CLECs’ use in provisioning their own retail DSL services to
end users.

| Ps allegations not only fail to acknowl edge the limted

ci rcunst ances under which the FCC requires the unbundling of
packet swi tching, but also failtﬂo denonstrate that these
circunstances apply to Pacific.3® |In fact, as just shown
above, the Pacific’s network does not neet the requirenents
established for the unbundling of packet swtching in the

FCC s rul es.

Necessary and I npair Anal ysis

50.

In determ ning which network el enents shoul d be nade
avail able to CLECs on an unbundl ed basis, the Act requires

an eval uati on of whet her:

(A) access to such network elenents as are
proprietary in nature i s necessary; and

2% project Pronto Order, Appendix A, paras. 5(b)(1), 5(b)(2), 5(c).

3 TP Reply Cormments, pp. 18-109.
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(B) the failure to provide access to such network
el enents would inpair the ability of the
t el ecommuni cations carrier seeking access to
provi de the services that it seeks to of fer. Bl
As expl ai ned bel ow, the Project Pronto architecture does not
satisfy this test.
51. The Project Pronto architecture and the associ ated whol esal e
Br oadband Service are not proprietary to a CLEC. That is, a
CLEC can interconnect and utilize the Broadband Service to
its own data network.
52. However, each manufacturer’s equi pnent used in the Project
Pronto architecture is proprietary to that manufacturer.
That is, another manufacturer’s equi pnent (e.g., plug-in
cards) cannot be used within these pieces of equipnent. For
i nstance, only line cards manufactured by Al catel can be

used in the Al catel Litespan NGDLC equi pnent.
53. The FCC has found in its UNE Renand Order that the

proprietary nature of these manufacturers’ individual itens
of equi pnent doEﬁ not relate to the “necessary” standard set
out by the Act. 3%

54. In order for the Project Pronto architecture or the
Br oadband Service to be unbundled, it would, however, have
to satisfy the “inpair” test. But neither the Project
Pronto architecture nor the associated whol esal e Broadband
Service offering have to be unbundl ed for CLECS to be able
to provide DSL services to their end users. First, absent

the voluntary deploynent of SBC s Project Pronto initiative,

%t g 251(d)(2)(A),(B).
32 UNE Remand Order, para. 38.
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56.

the CLECs would still have the ability to provide DSL
services to end users, using either their own central

of fi ce-based DSLAMs and Pacific’s full copper |oops (as
stand-al one UNE | oops or the related HFPL UNEs), or their
own renotely-located DSLAMs and Pacific’s copper subl oops
(as stand-al one UNE subl oops or the related HFPL UNES).
Most i nportantly, these options would be the sanme for any
CLEC, including Pacific s advanced services affiliate.
Second, assune for a nonent that SBC had never voluntarily
initiated the Project Pronto deploynent. Certainly, CLECs
could not be inpaired wthout unbundl ed access to a non-
exi stent broadband network (i.e., a broadband network that
SBC had never deployed in California). However, Pacific is

voluntarily deploying Project Pronto, and is offering its

end-to-end whol esal e Broadband Service over this new
architecture to all CLECs. As | explained previously, this
Br oadband Service provides CLECs with an additional option
for offering DSL services to their end users, above and
beyond the pre-existing network options available to the
CLEGs.

As a result, all of the CLECs have a conpletely equal
opportunity to utilize yet another option to provide DSL
services. Therefore, no CLEC is inpaired w thout unbundl ed
access to Project Pronto and/or the associ ated Broadband

Servi ce.

NEW FEATURES AND FUNCTI ONS
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57. 1P and the CLEC Coalition contend their ability to offer
differentE?SL services is limted by the Broadband Services
Ofering.® This section of my affidavit addresses those
concerns by addressing new features and functions in the
Project Pronto NGLC. These include the ability to provide
different types of DSL services, and the ability to provide
DSL services with different ATM Quality of Service (“QS")
cl asses.

Different Types OF DSL

58. The Pﬁgject Pronto architecture currently supports only
ADSL.3** The reasons for this are very clear. First, SBC
has al ways portrayed Project Pronto as a neans to extend
broadband capabilities to the “nmass market” (i.e.,
residential and small busi ness custoners), a segnent of the
public historically unable to obtain broadband services. In
contrast, other business custoners generally have had access
to broadband capabilities for many years. Today, this nass
mar ket generally wants broadband capabilities for high-speed
I nternet access. The bandw dth needed for Internet access
is generally asymetric (i.e., |large bandw dth downstream
toward the end user, and snall er bandw dth upstream t oward
the Internet). |In addition, these end users often want the
sane lines into their prem ses for both POTS and I nternet
access. Simlarly, many CLECs want to use the POTS |ine

into an end user’s prenm ses to be able to offer DSL service

33 | P Reply Conments, p. 21; CLEC Coalition Reply Comments, pp. 18-19.
34 The Alcatel ADSL Digital Line Unit (“ADLU’) card is used in the NGLC to
provi de ADSL.
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60.

61.

nore quickly. ADSL is the formof DSL that provides the
best match for these criteria, and is nore readily avail abl e
in NGDLC equi pnent (i.e., the ADLU line card is currently
avail able from Pacific’s NGLC manufacturers). Therefore,
this choice allows all CLECs the ability to offer DSL

services to these end-users nore rapidly.

In response to CLECs’ requests, PacEﬁic has commtted to

maki ng another type of DSL, Glite,®

avai |l abl e on an RT- by-
RT basis starting within six nonths after developnen&jand
comercial availability fromthe NGDLC manuf act urer . 3

O her types of DSL services are not yet supported by
Pacific's Project Pronto NGDLC manufacturers. And, even if
ot her manufacturers’ plug-in line cards can support other
types of DSL, those other manufacturers’ |ine cards cannot
be utilized in the Project Pronto NGDLC equi pnent. The |ine
card and the rest of the NGDLC equi pnent nust be nade by the
sanme manuf acturer because these NGDLC systens are software-
driven, and each manufacturer’s software is proprietary.
However, Pacific wll work collaboratively in the future

wi th individual CLECs, groups of CLECs, and the industry at

| arge to introduce additional types of DSL into the Project

Pronto architecture, subjecﬁjto the criteria outlined in the

FCC s Project Pronto Order.®’

% Gliteis a formof asymmetrical DSL simlar to ADSL, but with | ower speeds
and splitters at the end users’ prem ses that can be installed by the end

users.

3¢ project Pronto Order, Appendix A para. 4.

% Td. at Appendix A, paras. 4(a), 4(b), 8.
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One of these criteria is that the introduction of an
additional type of DSL into this architecture cannot inpair
the capacity of the deployed Project Pronto RTs. It would
be conpletely unreasonable for Pacific to be forced to

i ntroduce such a new capability into its network if doing so
woul d strand any part of Pacific’s considerabl e investnent
in Project Pronto RTs, or otherwi se inpair other present and
future end users fromreceiving advanced services and POTS

t hrough t hese RTs.

Anot her criterion is that such introductions are

technol ogically and operationally feasible in Pacific's
network architecture. Additional criteria include the

exi stence of a reasonable market or CLEC conm tnent for the
new capability, and a willingness by the CLEC(s) to pay for

Pacific’s reasonabl e costs for that new capability.

O her ATM QS d asses

64.

Wth digital services, the quality of the service may be
defined in terns of specific error conditions. For exanple,
QoS paraneters (such as Cell Del ay VariationE%nd Cell Loss
Rati o) have been defined for ATMtechnol ogy.3 Further, ATM
QoS cl asses have been defined based upon factors such as

these QoS paraneters, traffic parameters (such Peak Cel

38 ATM or “Asynchronous Transfer Mde,” is a technol ogy where information is
divided into a series of “cells” of fixed byte-length, and routed across a
network fromthe originating point to the termination point via transm ssion
I inks connected by ATM switches. Cells are allocated to a specific service
based upon denand and priority.
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Rate), and end user application (such as Internet access or

full-notion video).

65. The ATM QoS cl asses are:

« Constant Bit Rate (“CBR’) — a constant bandw dth
all ocation, typically used for voice traffic,

vi deoconf erenci ng, and tel evision;

* Variable Bit Rate (“VBR') — a statistical (average)
bandwi dth all ocation, typically used for interactive
conpressed video and nul ti nedi a servi ces;

* Available Bit Rate (“ABR’) — a bandw dth all ocation based
upon network availability, primarily for data traffic
such as file transfers; and,

e Unspecified Bit Rate (“UBR")Ij a best-effort bandw dth
all ocation, ideal for bursty® traffic such as Internet
access.

66. ATM QoS classes relate to Project Pronto because this
architecture utilizes an ATMtype of digital transm ssion
for DSL services.

67. Through its whol esal e Broadband Service, Pacific currently
offers the UBR ATM QoS class. This is based upon the
followng factors. First, as explained above in discussing
the types of DSL supported by Project Pronto, SBC s intent
with Project Pronto is to extend the reach of DSL to nore of
the general public than can otherw se receive such services

today. Second, the data needs for these end users are

3 As defined in Newton's Tel ecom Dictionary, “bursty” refers to data
transmitted in short, uneven spurts.
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69.

70.

generally bursty asymetric Internet connections, which is
best satisfied by the UBR QS cl ass.

Pacific's Project Pronto network architecture currently
cannot support all ATM QoS cl asses. Therefore, it is sinply
not possible for these classes to be provided by Pacific
over Project Pronto.

In addition, the use of other ATM QoS classes in Pacific’'s
Project Pronto architecture nmust be carefully studied
because of the serious inpact they can have on the capacity
of the architecture and the perfornmance of other DSL
services carried over the architecture. |In other words, the
use of other QoS classes can result in significant portions
of the total bandw dth capacity of the NGDLC RT and data
transport being allocated to sonme DSL end users, and
therefore, less of the total bandw dth capacity being
avai l abl e for the remai nder of the DSL end users.

Therefore, offering these other QoS cl asses requires
consideration of the capacity of the Project Pronto
architecture and the effect on the quality of other end
users’ DSL services.

As an exanple, in one typical RT configuration, the Project
Pronto NGDLC RT equi pnent can accommopdate 672 separate DSL
end users. This is based upon using the UBR QS cl ass, and
a nom nal downstream DSL bandwi dth of 1.5 Mips. As
expl ai ned above, the UBR QoS cl ass provides all end users
the sanme opportunity to vie for and statistically share the

avail able bandwidth in this architecture. If the CBR QS
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71.

class were offered to these end users instead, two things
woul d happen. First, with the CBR QS class, each CBR DSL
end user is guaranteed a set anount of bandw dth, |eaving

| ess bandwi dth available for all of the UBR end users to
share. This wll create poorer service performance for al

of those UBR end users. |In addition, if every DSL end user
had a CBR Q@S class with 1.5 Mps, the capacity of this
architecture woul d be approximately 100 end users,
representing only about 15% of the physical DSL end user
capacity (i.e., 672) of the NGDLC RT equi pnment. |n other
words, the effective DSL capacity of the RT would be reduced
by approximately 85% This is a serious concern that nust
be evaluated by Pacific, the CLECs, and equi pnent vendors in
the industry coll aborative sessions commtted to by SBC
before additional QS classes are depl oyed as part of

Project Pronto. Wthout such an evaluation, this Comm ssion
shoul d not require Pacific to deploy these other QS

cl asses.

Just as described above for different types of DSL, Pacific
will work collaboratively in the future with individual
CLECs, groups of CLECs, and the industry at large to

i ntroduce additional capabilities such as other QS cl asses
into the Project Pronto architecture, subject to the

criteria also described above.

PRQIECT PRONTO VERSUS FCC- REQUI RED LI NE SHARI NG
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72. The CLEC Coalition alleges Project Pronto should be

unbundl ed by conpari ng Project ProEﬂo to the high frequency

portion of a copper loop (“HFPL”).* First, Pacific cannot

and need not unbundle the Project Pronto architecture for
the reasons explained previously in ny affidavit. Second,
for the reasons expl ained below, Pacific is not required to
unbundl e the fiber portion of the Project Pronto

architecture in a manner equival ent to the unbundl ed hi gh

frequency portion of the | oop established by the FCCin its
]

Li ne Sharing Order.* The Conmmission |ikew se found that

“the line sharing UNE occurs on the coppﬁﬂ, but not the

fiber optic, portion of the local |oop.”*

73. Several citations directly fromthe FCC s Line Sharing O der

provide a very clear picture of the line sharing defined by
and required by the FCC. First, the FCC order provides a

very basic definition of line sharing as foll ows:

Li ne sharing generally describes the ability of
two different service providers to offer two
services over the sane line, with each provider
enpl oying different freﬂﬂencies to transport voice
or data over that I|ine.

The order then clarifies that this line sharing occurs only

over copper loops (i.e., not fiber facilities), stating:

40 CLEC Coalition Reply Comments, p. 16.

4 See, e.g., In the Matters of Deploynent of Wreline Services Ofering
Advanced Tel econmuni cations Capability and I npl enentati on of the Local
Conpetition Provisions of the Tel econmuni cati ons Act of 1996, CC Dkt. Nos. 98-
1478, 96-98, Third Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-147 [and] Fourth
Report and Order in Docket No. 96-98, FCC No. 99-355 (rel. Dec. 9, 1999),
para. 25.

42 D, 00-09-074, pp. 2, 7 (Sep. 21, 2000).

4 Line Sharing Order, para. 17 (citations omitted).
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Next ,

porti

Li ne sharing through the sinultaneous use of

di screte el ectromagnetic frequencies on a single
wire pair to provide separate communi cations
services, is the only formof |ine sharing
considered in this Order, and is only possible on
nmetallic | oops. Thus, fiber-based transm ssian
systens are not considered in this Oder ....%
(enmphases added).

the FCC order defines a new UNE, the high frequency

on of the loop (“HFPL”), as foll ows:

. we concl ude that access to the high frequency
spectrumof a local |oop neets the statutory
definition of a network el enent and satisfies the
requi renents of sections 251(d)(2) and (c)(3). It
is technically feasible for an incunbent LEC to
provi de a conpetitive LEC with access to the high
frequency portion of the Iﬁﬁal | oop as an
unbundl ed network el enent.

The FCC order then re-enphasizes that its required line

shari

HFPL

Last,

ng relates only to copper |oops by clarifying that the

UNE exists only on copper |oops, stating:

We define the high frequency spectrum network

el enent to be the frequency range above the

voi ceband on a copper loop facility used to carrt|
anal og circuit-swtched voi ceband transm ssions.
(enphasi s added).

the FCC order limts line sharing to those situations

where the incunbent LEC (e.g., Pacific) provides the POTS

over

t he copper pair, stating:

As stated previously, line sharing contenplates
that the incunbent LEC continues to provide POTS
services on the | ower frequencies while another
carrier provides data services on higher
frequencies. The record does not support

*d.

at fn.

27.

% Td. at para. 25.
% 1d. at para. 26.

31



extending |ine sharing requirenents to | oops that
do not neet the prerequisite condition that an

i ncunbent LEC be providing voi ceband service on
that | oop for a conpetitive LEC to obtain access
to the high frequency portion. Accordingly, we
concl ude that incunbent LECs nust nake avail abl e
to conpetitive carriers only the high frequency
portion of the | oop network el enent on | oops on
whi ch the i ncunbent LEC is al so providi ng anal og
voi ce service ....El (enphases added).

74. The diagram shown in nmy Attachnment JPL-4 denonstrates how a
CLEC can |ine share over a full copper loop (i.e., a |oop
that is copper all the way fromthe central office to the
end user’s prem ses). As denonstrated by the thick line in
this diagram both the Pacific POIS and the CLEC DSL service
co-exi st on the sanme copper |oop fromthe end user’s
prem ses to the central office splitter. The splitter is
essentially a filter that separates the POTS | owfrequency
signal fromthe DSL service' s high-frequency signal. Once
separated, the POIS travels over a copper path to the
Pacific |l ocal switch, and the DSL service travels over a

separate copper path to the CLEC s DSLAM | ocated in the

47 |d. at para. 72.
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76.

CLEC s central office collocation arrangenent. In this
diagram the splitter is provided by the CLEC

FCC-required line sharing involves only Pacific s copper
subl oops when DLC is present. Wen DLCis present, a CLEC
can only line share over the copper subl oop between the
serving area interface (“SAl”) and the end user’s prem ses.
The di agram shown in ny Attachnent JPL-5 illustrates how a
CLEC woul d l'ine share over a copper subloop. As
denonstrated by the thick line in this diagram both the
Paci fic POTS and the CLEC DSL service co-exist on the sane
copper distribution subloop fromthe end user’s premses to
the SAI, and on the CLEC’SESainng fromthe SAl to its

renotel y-1ocated splitter.*®

Again, the splitter is
essentially a filter that separates the POTS | owfrequency
signal fromthe DSL service's high-frequency signal. Once
separated, the POIS travels over a copper path to the
Pacific DLC RT for transport back to its local switch, and
the DSL service travels over a separate copper path to the
CLEC s renpotel y-1 ocated DSLAM

The FCC s line sharing rules contenplate the situation where

a CLEC Iine shares over just the copper subloop. Section

51.319(h)(6) of the FCC s |line sharing rul es states:

Digital Loop Carrier Systens. Incunbent LECs nust
provide to requesting carriers unbundl ed access to
t he high frequency portion of the | oop at the

48 pacific offers CLECs a nore econoni cal and conveni ent nmeans of accessing
copper subloops at multiple SAls froma single point within or near a Pacific
RT site, referred to as an engineering controlled splice (“ECS"), described
later in my affidavit.
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renote termnal as well as the central office,
pursuant to section 51.319(a)(2) and section
51.319(h)(1). “[|(The title of this rule is
underlined in the FCC s rules; the remaining
underlining has been added here for enphasis.)

The underlined portion of this rule refers to two other FCC
rules. These other two rules, taken together, explain that,
where DLC has been depl oyed, l|ine sharing can occur only
over the copper distribution subloop. |In other words, in
this situation, a CLEC nust access the copper distribution
subl oop to line share because the DLC portion of the |oop
cannot pass the DSL service’'s high-frequency signal back to
the central office for access by the CLEC. Specifically,
the first of these other two FCC rul es, Section

51.319(a)(2), defines the subloop and subl oop access as:

Subl oop. The subl oop network el enment is defined
as any portion of the loop that is technically
feasible to access at termnals in the incunbent
LEC s outside plant, including inside wire. An
accessible termnal is any point on the | oop where
techni ci ans can access the wire or fiber within
the cable wi thout renoving a splice case to reach
the wire or fiber within. Such points nmay

i nclude, but are not limted to, the pole or
pedestal, the network interface device, the

m ni mrum poi nt of entry, the single point of

i nterconnection, the main distribution franme, the
renot e tergﬁnal, and the feeder/distribution

i nterface.

More i nportantly, however, the second of these other two FCC

rules, Section 51.319(h)(1), limts line sharing in DLC

4 Al't hough the FCC uses the term“renote terminal” in this rule, there is
generally no access to subloops at a renpte ternmnal site. The next paragraph
innm affidavit cites FCC Rule 51.319(a)(2), which clarifies the conditions
for subl oop access.

%0 The “feeder/distribution interface” is another termfor the SAl.
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78.

situations to only the copper subloop (i.e., not also the

DLC portion of the |oop), stating:

The hi gh frequency portion of the | oop network

el enent is defined as the frequency range above
t he voi ceband on a copper loop facility that is
being used to carry analog circuit-swtched

voi ceband transm ssions. (enphasis added).

Pacific’'s Project Pronto has no inpact on the |ine sharing

scenarios illustrated in both Attachnent JPL-4 and

Attachnent JPL-5 because Project Pronto is an overl ay

network architecture. This nmeans that the existing copper

| oops and copper subloops in Pacific’'s network are not

repl aced by Project Pronto, as explained previously in ny
affidavit. In other words, Project Pronto has no inpact on
the availability of copper |oops or copper subloops to a

CLEC for line sharing in accordance with the FCC s Line

Shari ng Order.

In fact, as al so previously explained, the “data with Iine-
shared subl oop” scenari o of the whol esal e Broadband Service
offers CLECs an additional option for providing advanced
services to a Pacific POTS end user (i.e., achieving the

sane functional result as the FCC s required |line sharing).

ACCESS TO SUBLOOPS AT REMOTE TERM NALS

79.

| P and the CLEC Coalition suggest that Pacific limts or

ref uses CLEC access to the subl oops at the Project Pronto RT
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O
site.® These allegations are unfounded, as | explain

bel ow.

80. The FCC in the UNE Remand Order, defined a subl oop as

foll ows:

We define subl oops as portions of the | oop
that can be accessed at termnals in the

i ncunbent’s outside plant. An accessible
terminal is a point on the | oop where
techni ci ans can access the wire of fiber

wi thin the cable without renoving a splkﬁe
case to reach the wire of fiber within.

81. Based upon the FCC s UNE Remand Order, Pacific offered the

fol |l owi ng unbundl ed subl oops:
e main distributing frame (“MDF") to feeder-distribution
interface (“FDI ")
]

MDF to service terninal 3

« FDI to service term na

 FDI to network interface device (“NID’)E;I
» service terminal to NID

82. Access to subl oops generally does not exist at Pacific RT
sites. In other words, DLC equi pnent |ocated at RT sites is
generally hardwired to copper pairs that extend fromthe RT
site to the SAI. There are several reasons why Pacific

hardw res these copper pairs at the RT. This configuration

1 | P Reply Conments, pp. 19-20, 23; CLEC Coalition Reply Comments, p. 39.

52 UNE Remand Order, para. 206. This FCC statenent is further clarified by
footnote 395 in the UNE Remand Order, which states “Accessible terminals
contain cables and their respective wire pairs that termnmi nate on screw posts.
This allows technicians to affix cross connects between bi ndi ng posts of
termnals collocated at the sane point.”

5% The service ternminal is the cross-connect terminal where the drop wire to
the end user’s premises is connected to the distribution cable.

5 The network interface device is the access point at the end user’s prenises
between the drop wire and the inside wre.
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elimnates the need for the Pacific technician to stop at
the RT to run an additional cross-connect on a service
order-by-service order basis. This configuration also

avoi ds the increased cost associated with inventorying a
cross-connect point at the RT site. |In addition, savings
are realized by not increasing the size of the RT structure
to house the additional cross-connect device. In sum this
configuration mnimzes the cost and tine required to
install end user services provisioned over DLC.

SBC s voluntary conm tnents adopted by the FCCin its

Project Pronto Order include another opportunity for CLEC

access to Pacific’s subloops. Upon a CLEC s request and via
a special construction arrangenent, Pacific will provide
this additional access point to subl oops at or near each
Project Pronto E}, utilizing an engi neering controlled
splice (“ECS").>®

Wth the ECS, a CLEC will have the ability to access al

SAls served by an RT site, thus elimnating the need for the
CLEC to place its own copper facilities between a renotel y-

| ocated DSLAM and every SAl, or to place its DSLAMs at every
SAl .

The following is a list of the new (i.e., additional)

subl oops that IP or any other CLEC may now access through an
ECS, thus elimnating the need for C%%Cs to collocated at

every SAl, as |P erroneously alleges® it nust do:

5 Project Pronto Order, Appendix A, para. 5(d).

TP Reply Conments, p. 23.
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86.

87.

 MDF to ECS

« ECS to FD

 ECS to service termna

« ECSto ND

Accessi ble Letter CLECO0-230, dated Septenber 15, 2000,
(Attachment JPL-6) offers the ECS to requesting CLECs, under
a special construction arrangenent, at all Pacific RT sites,
not just those that contain Project Pronto NGDLC equi pnent.

This concludes ny affidavit.

[ S| GNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]
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| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is
true and correct to the best of ny know edge, information and
bel i ef.

Executed in Plano, Texas this 7th day of Decenber 2000.

John P. Lube
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