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PACI FI C BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY’ S (U 1001 C) SUPPLEMENTAL BRI EF
I N SUPPORT OF D. 98-12-069 COMPLI ANCE FI LI NG AND | N SUPPORT OF
MOTI ON FOR AN ORDER THAT PACI FI C BELL TELEPHONE COVPANY HAS MET
THE REQUI REMENTS OF § 271 OF THE TELECOVMUNI CATI ONS ACT AND
§709.2 OF THE PUBLI C UTI LI TI ES CODE

| n Decenmber 1998, the California Public Utilities
Comm ssi on (“Conmm ssion” or “CPUC") provided a “solid blueprint”
for a 271 request that the Comm ssion could “enthusiastically
support.” Decision 98-12-069, at 71 (Dec. 17, 1998) (“Final
Decision”). Pacific Bell Tel ephone Conpany’'s (“Pacific”)
Conpliance Filing, submtted July 15, 1999, followed that
bl ueprint to the letter, establishing Pacific's conpliance with

section 271 of the Federal Tel ecomunications Act. On Septenber

" This filing will be available on March 8, 2000, at
http://ww. sbc. conf Publ i cAffairs/Public Policy/ G her/Honme. htm



7, 1999, Pacific answered all questions that subsequently were
rai sed regarding Pacific’'s show ng of conpliance.

Since Pacific's filings |ast year, |ocal conpetition has
continued to thrive in California. Pacific estimtes that as of
the end of January 2000, there are 232 carriers certified to
provi de |l ocal service within California, serving an esti mated
2.3 mllion local lines in Pacific's serving areas. See
Hopfinger Supp. Aff. 7 5-6.' Pacific has been processing orders
for at least 35 facilities-based CLECs in California, and at
| east 65 carriers resell Pacific’'s local service. [1d. T 5.
These CLECs are enrolling custonmers in nore than 85 percent of
Pacific's 413 local calling areas, confirm ng that |ocal
exchange conpetition is grow ng throughout the State. 1d.

Local conpetition is especially robust in the area of
advanced services, which the FCC has identified as being of
particular concern in section 271 proceedings. |d. ¥ 6. The
DSL mar ket has been explosive in California, far surpassing that
in New York, for exanple. |In January alone, Pacific billed
CLECs for 43,669 xDSL |oops. 1d. This conpares to a total of
172,404 UNE | oops provided to CLECs, neaning that fully one
quarter of all the |oops Pacific has provisioned are being used

for CLECs’ xDSL services. I d.

! The designation “Supp. Aff.” refers to an affidavit filed
with this Supplenmental Filing. “Aff.” refers to an affidavit
filed July 15, 1999, Conpliance Filing. “Reply Aff.” refers to
an affidavit filed with the Septenber 7, 1999, Reply Filing.



Since Pacific’s Conpliance and Reply Filings, the | egal and
regul atory | andscapes al so have changed sonmewhat. Pacific has
i npl ement ed nunerous i nprovenents promsed in its earlier
filings, and the FCC has issued nore orders relating to |ocal
conpetition.? In addition, the FCC has, for the first tine,
approved a Bell Operating Conpany (“BOC’') application to provide
i n-region interLATA service, providing additional guidance for
Pacific's showing that it also satisfies section 271.°3

Accordi ngly, on February 14, 2000, Assigned Comm ssioner
Josi ah Neeper instructed Pacific to update its Conpliance and
Reply Filings to take account of these intervening devel opnments
and other specific issues. Wth this filing, Pacific responds

to the specific issues raised in the Assigned Conm ssioner’s

2 See Third Report & Order and Fourth Further Notice of
Proposed Rul emaki ng, | nplenentation of the Local Conpetition
Provi sions of the Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of 1996, CC Docket No.
96-98, FCC 99-238 (rel. Nov. 5, 1999) (“UNE Remand Order”);
Suppl emental Order, Inplenmentation of the Local Conpetition
Provi sions of the Tel ecommuni cations Act of 1996, CC Docket No.
96-98, FCC 99-370 (rel. Nov. 24, 1999) (“UNE Renmand Suppl enent al
Order”); Third Report & Order and Fourth Report & Order,

Depl oynent of Wreline Services Ofering Advanced

Tel ecommuni cati ons Capability and | npl ementati on of the Local
Conpetition Provisions of the Tel econmuni cati ons Act of 1996, CC
Docket Nos. 98-147 & 96-98, FCC 99-355 (rel. Dec. 9, 1999)
(“Line Sharing Order”); Second Report & Order, Depl oynent of
Wreline Services Ofering Advanced Tel ecomruni cati ons
Capability, CC Docket No. 98-147, FCC 99-330 (rel. Nov. 9, 1999)
(“Advanced Services Second Report and Order”).

% See Menorandum Opinion & Order, Application by Bel
Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the
Conmuni cations Act To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Service in
the State of New York, CC Docket No. 99-295, FCC 99-404 (rel
Dec. 22, 1999) (“Bell Atlantic New York Order”).




Ruling (“ACR’), and, in so doing, confirnms its conpliance with

the Final Decision and section 271's fourteen-point conpetitive

checklist. Pacific will not repeat its exhaustive, itemby-item
show ng of conpliance with the entirety of the section 271

checklist and the Final Decision, both of which Pacific

denonstrated it had conplied with al nbst nine nonths ago. See
Conpliance Br. at 31-87; Reply Br. at 33-97. Likewi se, Pacific
denmonstrated in its Conpliance and Reply Filings that it

provi des nondi scrimnatory access to its OSS in accordance with
this Comm ssion’s requirenents, and there is no need to rehash
t hose broad discussions. See Conpliance Br. at 6-29; Reply Br.
at 6-33. Rather, as directed by the ACR, this suppl enental
filing includes only the information necessary to update
Pacific's earlier filings.

Paci fic has conpleted each task to which it commtted in
its earlier filings, and conplied wth each recent FCC order on
| ocal conpetition. 1In its ongoing effort to satisfy whol esale
custonmers in California and to keep |ocal markets open to
conpetition, Pacific has done everything this Conm ssion and the
FCC have asked of it. All that remains is the outcome of the
OSS testing now being conducted, see R 97-10-016; 1.97-10-017,
and a Conm ssi on decision supporting Pacific's effort to bring
California consuners the same benefits of full |ong distance

conpetition that are now available to consunmers in New YorKk.



DI SCUSSI ON

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS CONFI RM THAT PACI FI C MAKES

| NTERCONNECTI ON AND NETWORK ACCESS AVAI LABLE I N COVPLI ANCE
W TH ALL REQUI REMENTS OF THE FI NAL DECI SI ON AND W TH THE
COWPETI TI VE CHECKLI ST.

A. Addi tional Information Regarding the Final Decision's
OSS Requi renents

E911 Issues. Pacific’'s July Conpliance Filing explained its

plan to stream ine the ordering process for CLECs that purchase
Pacific’'s UNEs by integrating listings and E911 capabilities
into the LEX and EDI ordering interfaces. Conpliance Br. at 9-
11. In August of 1999, Pacific acconplished this streanlining
with the rel ease of “E911 and Listings Integration” (“ELI").
Ham Supp. Aff. ¢ 10. ELI allows CLECs to choose, on an order-
by- order basis, whether to provide listings and E911 i nformation
t hrough the Local Service Request (“LSR’) processor or through
Pacific’s Listings Gateway and MS E911 Gateway. 1d. § 11. ELI
al so ensures that CLECs’ listing information submtted via LEX
or EDI undergoes the sane initial editing as Pacific’'s retail
listings, ensuring accuracy and parity; ELI further provides
flowthrough for Directory Service Requests. 1d. T 10. The
benefits of ELI are set forth in detail in Pacific’'s Conpliance
Filing and the Septenber Reply. See Conpliance Br. at 8-13;
Viveros Aff. 19 129-150; Reply Br. at 7-9; Viveros Reply Aff. ¢
6; see al so Ham Supp. Aff. {9 10-11.

Fl ow- Through of xDSL Two-Wre Loops. In the Conpliance and

Reply Filings, Pacific commtted to inplenment a detailed plan

for flowthrough of orders for xDSL-capable |oops by the end of



Oct ober 1999. Viveros Aff. Attach. O Reply Br. at 12; Viveros

Reply Aff.  61; see also Final Decision, App. B at 3 (requiring

Pacific to develop a plan for flowthrough of xDSL two-wire
| oops with and without LNP by the end of 1999). On Cctober 23,
1999, Pacific fulfilled this commtnent with the release of its
new, nechani zed fl owthrough process. Ham Supp. Aff. T 8-09.

Rej ect and Jeopardy Notifications. As directed in the

Fi nal Deci sion, and as described in the Conpliance Filing,

Paci fic has inplenented automated reject and jeopardy notice

processes for both UNE and resale orders. See Final Decision,

App. B at 3; Conpliance Br. at 15-16.

Reject notifications for “syntax” errors on all LSRs
subm tted via LEX or EDI are returned electronically. Henry
Supp. Aff. 91 4-6. Syntax errors, which occur when an LSR is
ei ther inaccurate or inconplete per the |ocal service ordering
requi renents, are detected by “up front” systemedits and are
automatically rejected back to the CLEC wi thout LSC
intervention. Id.

An LSR that contains no syntax errors may neverthel ess
contain information that prevents the order from being processed
correctly. 1d. These errors, known as “content” errors, are
detected by LSC representatives during the order creation
process. |d. Prior to inplenentation of the LASR GU, depl oyed
July 6, 1999, content rejects were returned to the CLECs
manual |y (for exanple, by fax). 1d. Now, however, using the
LASR GUI, a LSC representative returns content reject

notifications electronically to the CLECs via the sane interface



t hrough which the LSR was received. |1d. The tineliness of
reject notifications for both syntax errors and content errors
is nmeasured agai nst an agreed-upon benchmark contai ned in Joint
Partial Settlement Agreenent on Perfornmance Measures (Measure
3). 1d. 1 7.

Paci fic deployed in August 1999 a fully electronic jeopardy
and m ssed appointnent notification process for CLECs submtting
requests via LEX and EDI. [1d. § 8  Under this process, the LSC
receives jeopardy notices fromPacific’'s provisioning centers
via e-mail. [1d. 1 9. The LSC forwards this notification to the
CLEC via the sane interface used by the CLEC to transmt the
original LSR. 1d. Thus to receive notifications, CLECs no
| onger need to nonitor their LSRs through CESAR or wait for
tel ephone calls fromthe LSC. 1d. The inplenentation of these
aut omat ed processes has inproved both the pronptness and
efficiency with which Pacific notifies CLECs of jeopardy
situations. [d. § 10. The tineliness of jeopardy notifications
is measured agai nst an agreed-upon benchmark contained in the
JPSA (Measure 6). 1d. { 11.

Since the Conpliance Filing, Pacific has also inproved its
provi sion of jeopardy notifications to CLECs that choose not to
use the available electronic interfaces. 1d. T 12. Pacific now
provi des courtesy notifications via e-mail or fax. 1d. CLECs
that elect not to receive the courtesy e-mail receive phone
calls from Pacific instead. 1d. T 13.

Change Managenent Process. As discussed in Pacific’s

previous filings, Pacific's entire suite of OSS interfaces is



continually reviewed in concert with other |ocal providers and
continuously evolves to neet these providers’ needs. See
Viveros Aff. § 35-36. Pacific’s conprehensive change nmanagenent
process (“CMP") has been designed to further this goal. Id.

Under the CMP, Pacific:

hosts open, quarterly CWVWP neetings (“QCMP neetings”) at
which Pacific and interested CLECs i ntroduce and di scuss
changes to Pacific’'s OSS interfaces;

announces all new rel eases, retirenment of old interfaces,
and the availability of new interface protocols via
accessible letters, on a set schedul e; and

enpl oys a formal Exception Process to ensure consistency
and avoid confusi on when departures fromthe standard
procedures of the CMP are necessary.

Id. 19 35-46. |In addition, when issues are raised during the
QCWP neetings that require nore focused attention, Pacific
schedul es “sidebar” neetings with interested CLECs. Results of
t hese sidebar neetings are distributed to all CLECs via
accessible letter and are discussed in subsequent QCMP neeti ngs.
1d. 1 41.

The CWP has yielded practical results, including successful
i npl ementation of a variety of CLEC suggestions and the
resolution of several process problens, particularly with regard
to the ordering of xDSL-capable |oops. 1d.  43.

Since the July Conpliance Filing and Septenber Reply,
Paci fic and other SBC i ncunbent LECs have also worked with CLECs
in a series of CMP “Drafting Teani neetings. These neetings are
designed to nerge Pacific’'s, Southwestern Bell Tel ephone

Conpany’s (“SWBT”), and Aneritech’s CMP docunents into an



i mproved, region-wide CMP. Ham Supp. Aff. 9 12-15. In

Sept enber 1999, Pacific and SWBT successfully nerged their CMPs.
Id. 1 12. Merger of the resulting CMP with the Anmeritech CWP is
likely to be conpleted in April 2000. Id. 91 14-15. Once SBC s
region-wide CVMP is established, Pacific will pronptly introduce
it in California. 1d. ¥ 15. As noted previously in Pacific's
271 filings, the region-wide CVMP will be nodeled |argely upon
the California process. Viveros Reply Aff. T 9-10; Ham Supp.
Aff. T 14.

OSS Performance Reporting. As detailed in the Conpliance

Filing, Pacific has agreed to incorporate this Conmm ssion’ s OSS
Ol Performance Measurenment Plan, in its entirety, into existing
i nterconnection agreenents with requesting CLECs. Johnson Aff.
19 6-7. Accordingly, Pacific now reports performnce data for,
anong ot her things, all LNP-related measures. Johnson Supp.
Aff. 1 5. These neasures include: Coordinated Custoner
Conversions as a Percentage On Tinme, PNP Network Provisioning,
Provi si oning Troubl e Reports (Prior to Service Order
Conpl etion), Percentage of Troubles in 30 Days for New Orders,
Cust omer Troubl e Report Rate, Percentage of Custoner Troubl e Not
Resol ved Wthin Estimated Time, Average Tinme To Restore, and
Frequency of Repeat Troubles in 30 Day Period. 1d. 6.

Mor eover, to support Pacific’s conpliance with the FCC s

Li ne Sharing Order and recent California |legislation, see infra

pp. 17-18, Pacific on February 28, 2000, filed a prelimnary
proposal for Line Sharing performance measurenents. Johnson

Supp. Aff. § 8 & Attach. 1. This proposal calls for tracking



i ne sharing as a unique Service Goup type under the OSS O |
Perf ormance Measurenent Plan, and additionally addresses the

chal | enge of evaluating two services, supported by two

conpanies, within the same loop facility. 1d. 71 9-11.
B. Addi tional Information Regarding the Conpetitive
Checkl i st
1. Updates to Checklist Item (i) — Interconnection
Col | ocation. As discussed in detail in Pacific’s

Conpl i ance and Reply Filings, Pacific' s collocation policies and
procedures are in full conpliance with the applicable FCC and
California Comm ssion orders. Conpliance Br. at 32-41; Reply
Br. at 35-49. As of February 29, 2000, Pacific had installed a
total of 1,917 collocation cages in California — 327 of which
were installed in the last six months — with another 158
col l ocati on cages pending. Hopfinger Supp. Aff. § 8. In
addition, Pacific has provisioned 195 requests for cagel ess
col l ocation, with another 273 cagel ess collocation requests in
the process of being conpleted, id.; installed 9 virtual
col l ocation arrangements since July 1999, id.; and reduced the
nunmber of central offices w thout avail able space for physical
collocation from18 to 8, id. 9.

Pendi ng a final Comm ssion decision on collocation pricing,
Paci fic has issued Accessible Letter CLECC 00-054, effective
March 15, 2000, inplenenting interimrates. |d. 1 11. These
interimrates, which are subject to true-up, are based on the
CLECs’ Collocation Cost Mdel (“CCM ), which provides cost-based

prices that are consistent with the TELRI C net hodol ogy. 1d.

10



The FCC approved an interimrate approach in its order approving

Bell Atlantic’s New York 271 application. See Bell Atlantic New

York Order q 258.

NXX Code Openings. Consistent with the informtion

provided in the Septenmber Reply Filing, Reply Br. at 51-53,

Paci fic conpl eted statew de deploynent of its new aut omated code
openi ng systemin Septenber 1999. Deere Supp. Aff. Y 5-6.
Recent data show parity between Pacific’'s code openings for CLEC
codes and Pacific’'s own retail code openings. From Novenber
1999 t hrough January 2000, Pacific successfully opened 99. 15
percent of CLEC codes on or before the LERG effective date. Id.
1 8 During this same period, Pacific opened 98.78 percent of
its own codes on or before the LERG effective date. 1d.

Bona Fi de Request (“BFR’) Process. 1In its Conpliance and

Reply Filings, Pacific denonstrated that it has fulfilled all of
this Commi ssion’s requirenents relating to the Interconnection
and Network El ement Request (“INER’), or BFR, process.
Conpl i ance Br. at 41-43; Hopfinger Aff. Y 43-51; Reply Br. at
54; Hopfinger Reply Aff. 1 14-18.

In its comments on Pacific’s Conpliance Filing, M
Wor | dCom cl ai med that Pacific m ssed the cost response deadline
for MCI WorldCom s request for diverse routing of
i nterconnection facilities for Ml WrldConmis Irvine switch. In
its Reply, Pacific described the facts surrounding that request,
and pointed out that MCI Worl dCom and Pacific had signed a
contract for the requested diversity routing. Reply Br. at 54

n.14; Hopfinger Reply Aff. 1 16-17. Al construction

11



associated with MCI Worl dCom s request was conpl eted, and the
j ob was cl osed, on Cctober 6, 1999. Hopfinger Supp. Aff. T 50.

2. Updates to Checklist Item (ii) — Unbundl ed
Net wor kK El enent s

UNE Remand Order. In the Conpliance and Reply Filings,

Pacific explained that it was in conpliance with the then-extant
unbundl i ng requirenents of section 251(c)(3), and that it
therefore satisfied item(ii) of the checklist. Conpliance Br.
50-54; Deere Aff. 99 47-57; Hopfinger Aff. 91 131-134; Reply Br.
at 55-67. On Novenber 5, 1999, following the Suprenme Court’s
mandat e, see AT&T Corp. v. lowa Utils. Bd., 119 S. . 721, 734-

36 (1999), the FCC released its UNE Remand Order. Sever al

aspects of this order went into effect February 17, 2000, and
the remaining requirements take effect on May 17, 2000.
Hopfi nger Supp. Aff. Y 25-26.

Pacific is in full conpliance with that part of the UNE

Remand Order that went into effect in February. Hopfinger Supp.

Aff. § 27. These unbundling obligations are largely simlar to
those of the FCC s prior Rule 51.319. Hopfinger Supp. Aff.

19 21, 23, 27. As a result, because Pacific continued to
provi de unbundl ed access to the elenents identified by the FCC s
initial Rule 51.319 even while that rule was not in effect, see
Reply Br. at 55-56, Pacific has not been required to take
further action to be in conpliance with nost of the currently

effective requirements of the UNE Remand Order. Hopfinger Supp.

Aff. 19 27-33.

12



Paci fic has, however, taken sonme additional steps to ensure

conpliance with those new aspects of the UNE Remand Order that

are now in effect. These steps include:

revision of Pacific’ s generic UNE appendi x and pricing
appendi x, where appropri ate;

redefinition of the unbundl ed | oop el enent, including DS3
| oops, in those docunents;

redefinition in the generic UNE appendi x of the Network
Interface Device (“NID’) elenent to include any neans of
i nterconnecti on of end-user customer premi ses wiring to
Pacific's distribution |loop facilities, and to refl ect
that a CLEC may connect its |local |oop facilities to end
users’ prem ses wiring through Pacific’'s NID (or at any
ot her technically feasible point); and

redefinition in the generic UNE appendi x of the transport
network el ement to include dedicated transport above OC-
96 | evel s as such higher capacities are deployed in
Paci fic’ s network.

|d. 97 28-33. These steps ensure conpliance with the unbundling

requi renents set out in the UNE Renmand Order.

As noted, several unbundling obligations inposed by the UNE
Remand Order will not take effect until My 17, 2000. These

i nclude access on an unbundl ed basis to (1) dark fiber, (2)
subl oops and inside wire, (3) packet switching, (4) dark fiber
transport, (5) Calling Nane Dat abase, 911 Dat abase, and E911
Dat abase, and (6) | oop qualification information. 1d. T 26.
Pacific is currently working to ensure full conpliance with
t hese obligations (where they are not already satisfied), and it
intends to be in conpliance on May 17. 1d.

Pricing. Follow ng passage of the Federal

Tel ecommuni cations Act, the FCC instructed states to establish

13



different cost-based UNE and interconnection rates in at | east
t hree separate geographic zones, in order “to reflect geographic
cost differences.” 47 C.F.R 8§ 51.507(f). This geographic
deaveragi ng rule was stayed, and then vacated, by the Eighth

Circuit soon after its pronmulgation. See lowa Utils. Bd. v.

FCC, 120 F.3d 753, 819 & n.39 (8th Cr. 1997). The Suprene
Court reversed the Eighth Circuit, see AT&T Corp. v. lowa Uils.

Bd., 119 S. C. 721 (1999), but, soon after, the FCC itself
stayed the rule to “afford the states an opportunity to bring
their rules into conpliance with section 51.507(f).” Stay

Order, Inplenentation of the Local Conpetition Provisions of the

Tel econmmuni cati ons Act of 1996, 14 FCC Rcd 8300, 8301-02, 1 4
(1999).

Al t hough this Conm ssion has not yet adopted fi nal
deaveraged rates, it has signaled its intention to do so.* In
the meantinme, Pacific has issued an accessible letter offering
interim geographically deaveraged |oop rates in three zones,
subject to a true up once the Comm ssion adopts final rates.
Hopfi nger Supp. Aff. § 14 & Attach. 3. These interimrates were
derived directly fromthe costs the Comm ssion approved in the
OANAD deci sion (D.99-11-050). 1d. 1 14. Beginning in May 2000
(when the FCC s stay of its geographic deaveraging rule lifts),

and lasting until the Conm ssion adopts geographically

4 See Order Instituting |Investigation on the Conmi ssion’s
Om Motion into the Deaveragi ng of Unbundl ed Network El enent
Rates within at Least Three Geographi c Regions of the State of
California Pursuant to Federal Communi cati ons Comm ssion Rul e
51.507(f), 1.00-03-002 (CPUC March 2, 2000).
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deaveraged rates, Pacific will offer CLECs a choice of this
interimdeaveraged rate plan or the state-w de averaged rate
pl an approved in the OANAD proceeding. 1d. { 15.

UNE Remand Suppl enental Order. On Novenber 24, 1999, the

FCC i ssued a suppl enental order addressing i ncumbent LECs’
obligation to offer UNE | oop/transport conbinations. The FCC
stated that, at least for the tinme being, an interexchange
carrier “may not convert special access services to conbinations
of unbundl ed | oops and transport network el enents,” unless the
| XC al so uses UNE conbi nations “to provide a significant anount
of | ocal exchange service . . . to a particular custonmer.” UE

Remand Suppl enental Order | 2.

Consi stent with this supplenmental order, Pacific has

devel oped qualification criteria and a process to convert a
speci al access arrangenent for a CLEC custoner to a conbination
of the |l oop and transport el enents necessary to recreate that
arrangenent, provided that the requesting carrier certifies that
it provides a significant anmount of |ocal exchange service to
the custoner. Hopfinger Supp. Aff. § 34. Pacific has posted a
description of how to reconfigure special access arrangenents to
| oop and transport elenents, the qualification criteria, and the

certification formon its website. | d.

3. Updates to Checklist Item (iv) — Unbundled Local
Loops

Loop Installation/Provisioning. As explained in the

Conpl i ance Filing, Pacific has, pursuant to Staff’s

recommendati on, see Final Decision at 42-45 & App. B at 17-20,
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revised and i nproved its whol esal e processes to ensure that
CLECs can order loops at parity with Pacific's retail
operations. Conpliance Br. at 55-60. Applying these revisions
and inprovenents, Pacific estimates that it has provisioned,
fromthe end of July 1999 through January 2000, at |east 85, 000
stand al one UNE | oops. Hopfinger Supp. Aff. | 6.

Pacific agreed in the Coll aborative Wrkshops to provide a
Fl exi bl e Due Date (“FDD’) with a m ninmumthree-day conmm t nment
for most 2-Wre Anal og Loop orders. Viveros Aff. 11 65-67.
This new process allows CLECs to provide the nost reliable due
date to their end users. 1d. 1 65. Pacific net this comm tnent
by inplenmenting the FDD process in three phases. Ham Supp. Aff.
19 4-7. The first phase, conpleted in May 1999, insured that
Pacific could provision CLEC orders for new 2-wire analog |ines
within three days. 1d. 1 6. The second phase, conpleted in
Oct ober 1999, insured that Pacific could do so w thout manual
intervention. |1d. The third phase involved noving Pacific’s
exi sting Expanded Interconnection Service Cross Connect
(“EISCC") inventory fromthe TIRKS database to the SW TCH
dat abase, as a neans to inprove Pacific's efficiency in the
provi sioning of 2-wire analog | oops. This final phase was
conpleted in Decenmber 1999. [1d. 1Y 6-7.

Coordi nated Loop Cutovers. The ACR cites the allegation

that “Pacific personnel place [CLECs] on hold for such an
extended period of tine” that scheduled cuts are cancelled. ACR
at 4. As the ACR recogni zed, Pacific has previously explained

that the average speed of answer at the LOC varies depending on
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whet her a call is routed to the maintenance, provisioning, or
acceptance testing queue. See Tenerelli Supp. Aff. 1 8;
Tenerelli Reply Aff. ¢ 5.

Paci fic nakes every effort to staff the LOC to ensure that
all custonmer calls, including hot cut calls, are answered
pronptly and courteously. See Tenerelli Supp. Aff. § 12. As
part of that effort, Pacific has repeatedly requested that CLECs
provide information to support accurate forecasts of order
loads. 1d. But with |ittle data provided by CLECs, Pacific has
had to rely largely upon historical data to determ ne staffing
needs. Even so, answer times in each of the three queues have
declined significantly in the |last several nonths. 1d. T 13 &
Attach. 1-3.

Paci fic makes extraordinary efforts to accommodate CLEC
orders, and has yet to deny a CLEC request for a schedul ed
cutover. 1d. T 12. To ensure that CLECs receive pronpt,
efficient service fromthe LOC, Pacific also provides CLECs with
escal ati on procedures and the tel ephone and pager nunbers for
all LOC supervisory personnel. 1d. f 14 & Attach. 4.

Li ne Sharing Order. On Decenber 9, 1999, the FCC rel eased

its Line Sharing Order, which directed i ncunbent LECs to provide

CLECs seeking to furnish xDSL service wi th unbundl ed access to
t he high frequency portion of the Ioop. See also Cal. Pub.
Uil. Code 8 709.7. The Line Sharing Order becane effective

February 9, 2000. However, due to the necessity of extensive
system nodi fications to provide separate access to the high

frequency portion of the | oop, the FCC has determ ned that an
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i ncunbent LEC providing |line sharing by June 5, 2000, wll be in
conpliance with the order. Hopfinger Supp. Aff. § 36. 1In an
Adm ni strative Law Judge and Assi gned Comm ssioner’s Ruling

i ssued on February 25, 2000, the Conmm ssion set forth a tinme
line for either agreed-to anmendnents for |line sharing to be
subm tted on March 27, 2000, or for parties to submt a request
for interimarbitration on that same date. 1d. Y 41. The
schedul e contenplates that a final arbitrator’s report is to be
filed by May 26, 2000, and contract |anguage consistent with
that report is to be filed and effective June 2, 2000. 1d.

In conjunction with the pending Conm ssion |ine sharing
proceeding, Pacific is inplenmenting a conprehensive |ine sharing
trial to ensure its conpliance with federal and state |ine
sharing requirenents when they go into effect. 1d. 1Y 42-47.
As a first step, Pacific and other SBC LECs are conducting a
regi on-w de seven-city line-sharing trial. The details of this
trial, which begins this week, were included with Pacific’'s
February 15, 2000, filing in this Conmm ssion’s Line Sharing
proceeding. 1d. 91 43-46; see also Johnson Supp. Aff. 1 8-12.
Pacific will continue the provisioning of |line sharing for trial
partici pants upon CLEC request after the trial ends and until
such time as the terns and conditions for such service are
negoti ated and interconnection agreenents anmended. 1d. Y 46.
In addition, on March 1, 2000, Pacific filed with this
Conmmi ssi on proposed | anguage — including interim TELRI C-based

rates — to be used as a starting point for the negotiation of
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line sharing arrangenments in existing interconnection
agreenments. Hopfinger Supp. Aff. § 40.
Loop Qualification. As explained in the Conpliance Filing,

Paci fic has enhanced its OSS to permt CLECs real-tinme

el ectronic access, via either Verigate or DataGate, to databases
containing informati on about the suitability of |oops for xDSL
service. Conpliance Br. at 55; Murray Aff. 91 25-29. Pacific
al so provides | oop pre-qualification via the K1023 CLEC Request
Form for CLECs opting not to obtain this real-tine electronic
access. Murray Aff. 1 25. In either case, Pacific provides
CLECs access to the very sanme loop information that is avail able
to Pacific’'s own retail advanced services operations.
Conpliance Br. at 55-56; Viveros Aff. 1Y 68.

Since its July 1999 Conpliance Filing, Pacific has further
upgraded its |l oop pre-qualification and | oop qualification
processes and systens to ensure parity. Pacific has devel oped
and depl oyed additional tools — including RTZ | oop-I|ength
i ndicators and a DSL Planning Inquiry Web Site (fornmerly known
as Geomap) —that allow CLECs to pre-qualify certain | oops.
Viveros Reply Aff. T 51; Ham Supp. Aff. § 16. Pacific now also
provi des e-mail responses to CLECs’ faxed and phoned | oop
qual ification requests. Ham Supp. Aff. § 16. In addition, on
March 18, 2000, Pacific will add a new functionality, “Loop
Qual ,” to DataGate and Verigate. 1d. 1 17 & Attach. 10 & 11.
Loop Qual will provide a requesting CLEC nechani zed | oop make-up

information for specified addresses, allowing the CLEC to
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determ ne for itself whether a particular |oop is capable of

supporting the CLEC s intended advanced service(s). |d.

4. Update to Checklist Item (viii) — White Pages
Li stings

I n Cox/ Medi aOne’s Comments on Pacific’s Conpliance Filing,
Cox conplained that its CLEC custoners were not receiving
Pacific's directories as required under Cox’ s interconnection
agreenent with Pacific. This allegation was a restatenment of
Cox’s formal conplaint, which the Comm ssion concl uded was
premat ure.

Paci fic has worked closely with Cox to investigate and
resolve the issues regarding delivery of initial directories to
new- connect custoners raised in Cox’s dism ssed conplaint, and
these efforts have borne fruit. 1d. 1 52-54. |ndeed,

i nvestigation of the new connect custonmer conpl aints about
initial delivery of directories comunicated by Cox since m d-
Novenmber 1999 reveals that of the conplaints alleging non-
delivery of initial directories, 88%invol ve situations where
directories were, in fact, delivered. 1d.  54. The few
delivery failures for initial directories to new connect
custoners that did occur were due to factors beyond Pacific’'s

control, such as inconplete orders. 1d.

5. Update to Checklist Item (xii) — Local Dialing
Parity

In response to Sprint’s conplaint that its |local resale
custoners cannot purchase Pacific’ s intraLATA toll service,

Pacific previously explained that the dialing parity checkli st
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requi rement — checklist item (xii) — addresses only |ocal
dialing parity. Reply Br. at 89. Pacific satisfies this item
as long as “custonmers of conpeting carriers are able to dial the
same nunber of digits that [Pacific’ s] custonmers dial to

conplete a |l ocal tel ephone call, and . . . these custoners

ot herwi se do not suffer inferior quality such as unreasonabl e
di aling delays conpared to [Pacific’s] custonmers.” Menorandum

Opinion & Order, Application of Bell South Corp., Bell South

Tel ecomuni cations, Inc., and Bell South Long Distance, Inc., for

Provi sion of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Louisiana, 13 FCC

Rcd 20599, 20772, T 296 (1998) (enphasis added); see also id. at

20772, Y 297 (checklist item (xii) requires LEC to show “| oca
dialing parity”); Bell Atlantic New York Order 11 372-73 (sane)

Pacific has satisfied this standard, and is therefore in
conpliance with checklist item(xii). Conpliance Br. at 82-83.
The ACR, however, suggests that Pacific’ s decision not to
provide intraLATA toll service to CLEC custoners conflicts with
the FCC s statenent that the 2-PIC nethod inplenmenting the
dialing parity requirenent in 47 U S.C. § 251(b)(3) - as opposed
to checklist item(xii) — “generally allows custonmers . . . to
presubscribe to [a] telecomrunications carrier (including, but

not limted to, the custoner’s |ocal exchange carrier) for al

intraLATA toll calls.” Second Report & Order and Menorandum

Opinion & Order, Inplenentation of the Local Conpetition

Provi sions of the Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of 1996, 11 FCC Rcd

19392, 19418, | 47 (1996) (enphasis added). Although that
passage suggests that an incunbent LEC may offer intralLATA tol
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service to CLEC custoners, it does not suggest that any

i ncunbent LEC nust do so. Rather, the passage suggests that the
only carrier that nust offer intraLATA toll service to a
particul ar end-user (if there is any such obligation at all) is
the end-user’s own local carrier.®> In the situation outlined by
Sprint, therefore, it is Sprint, not Pacific, that nust offer
intraLATA toll service to Sprint’s |ocal custoners.

Paci fic does offer its intralLATA toll service for resale,
t hereby enabling Sprint, and other CLECs who resell | ocal
service, to conply with their obligation to offer intraLATA tol
service. Hopfinger Supp. Aff. § 55. But contrary to the ACR s
suggestion, dialing parity does not nean that Pacific nust
itself be one of the carriers to which Sprint’s |ocal custoners
are allowed to subscri be.

Currently, Pacific’s network is not configured to provide
stand-al one retail intralLATA toll service to CLEC end-users.
Nonet hel ess, if Pacific receives retail custonmer requests from
CLEC | ocal end-users to purchase intraLATA toll, Pacific wl
i nvestigate the econom c practicability of providing such

service on a case-by-case basis. |d.

® See also Fifth Report & Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rul emaki ng, Access Charge Reform CC Docket No. 96-262
FCC 99-206, Y 50 (rel. Aug. 27, 1999) (“Dialing parity” requires
that the custoner’s LEC — be it an incunmbent LEC or a CLEC -
“must . . . allow] its [own] custoners to presubscribe to at
| east one carrier other than the LEC for intralLATA tol
services, and to at |east one carrier other than the LEC for
i nter LATA toll services.”).
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6. Update to Checklist Item (xiv) — Resale

Avail ability of Advanced Services at \Wol esale Rates.® On

Novenmber 9, 1999, the FCC rel eased its Advanced Servi ces Second

Report and Order, in which it addressed the application of the

federal discounted resale obligation to i ncumbent LECS’
provi si on of advanced services. |In that order, the FCC
concl uded that DSL and ot her advanced services sold by incunbent
LECs at retail to residential and business end-users are subject

to the resale requirement. Advanced Services Second Report and

Order 1 3. The FCC s order goes into effect on March 13, 2000.
Pacific will conply with this order and will negotiate with
requesting CLECs for the resale discount. Hopfinger Supp. Aff.
1 19.

It should be noted that the resal e discount requirenent
only applies where Pacific, as an incunbent LEC, offers advanced
services at retail. See 47 U S.C. § 251(c)(4). SBC has forned
an affiliate, SBC Advanced Solutions Inc. (“ASI”), to offer
advanced services in California and other states. Because ASI
is not an incumbent LEC, the resale requirenment articulated in

the FCC s Novenber 9 order does not apply to it.

1. PACIFIC IS IN COWLI ANCE W TH THE STRUCTURAL SEPARATI ON
REQUI REMENTS OF SECTI ON 272

The ACR notes the Conm ssion’ s decision not to require

Pacific to nmake any further denonstration of its fulfillnment of

© As used in this section, the term “advanced services”
refers to the termas defined in the Advanced Servi ces Second
Report and Order, p. 1 n.2.
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the Act’s section 272 requirenments. Nevertheless, the ACR
invites Pacific to address the section 272-related issues raised
in the Final Staff Report.

Pacific respectfully declines to address those issues at
this time. In the Conpliance Filing, Pacific explained that, in
accordance with section 271(d)(3), it will provide interLATA
service in conpliance with the requirenents of section 272.
Conpliance Br. at 88. Pacific believes that it is already
conducting its operations, and those of its |ong distance
affiliate, in accordance with section 272's requirenents. See
id. Pacific will make a conprehensive showing to that effect

when it files its section 271 application with the FCC.
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CONCLUSI ON
Pacific’s Conpliance and Reply Filings denonstrated

conpliance with the Final Decision and with each itemin section

271’ s conpetitive checklist. Pacific has fulfilled the
commtnents set forth in those filings, and has taken the steps
necessary to conply with the relevant intervening FCC orders.
Subj ect only to the outconme of Pacific’'s OSS testing, the

Comm ssi on should endorse Pacific's application to provide

i nter LATA service in California.

March 6, 2000 Respectfully submtted,
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