CenturyLink Response REVISED 12/7/11 to Integra 9/1/11 Response to Qwest’s/Centurylink’s (“CL’s”) 7/22/11 Technical Publication 77384 and xDSL Issues

	#
	Section # of 77384 –CLEC Comment
	Qwest/CL  Response 
	Integra (5/10/11)
	Qwest/CL 6/14/11 & 7/22/11 Response 
	Integra (9/1/11)
	CL Response Revised 12/07/11 associated with 11/09/11 updates 

	0
	Spectrum Management

In Section 9.2.6.10 of the Amendment, Qwest agrees to deploy advanced services and manage spectrum and binder groups in accordance with the Act and the Agreement.  The Arbitrated Agreement, in Section 4.0, defines the “Act” to mean the Act as from time to time interpreted in rules and regulations of the FCC and the state commission. (See also same language in Qwest template.)  Therefore, Qwest agrees to follow the federal rules, with which Qwest in any case must comply.  See 47 CFR §§51.230 – 51.233.

The Arbitrated ICA and the Qwest template address Spectrum Management in Section 9.2.6.  For example, in both the ICA and the Qwest template, Section 9.2.6.1 requires xDSL loops to be in compliance with the FCC rules and industry guidelines, including T1-417. (See also Section 12.4.3.5 of the Amendment, requiring Qwest technical publications to be consistent with industry standards.)  Section 9.2.6 of the ICA and the Amendment and all sections of the Amendment beginning with “9.2” are part of Section 9.2.  Both the ICA and the Qwest template in Section 9.2.2.1.1 provide, with respect to Section 9.2:  “Use of the word “capable” to describe Loops in Section 9.2 means that Qwest assures that the Loop meets the technical standards associated with the specified Network Channel/Network Channel Interface codes, as contained in the relevant technical publications and industry standards.”
  The Amendment requires Qwest to take into account the NC/NCI codes (including protocol options, see definition of NCI code in Section 4.0).

See also Rows 14 and 33 below.
	On the May 2, 2011 ad hoc call, Qwest agreed to begin the May 11, 2011 ad hoc call with a discussion of Spectrum Management, including Clause 5 of T1.417, and Qwest agreed that “Spectrum Management,” as used in that discussion, has the meaning from ATIS Standard T1.417, Section 3.1.45.  Qwest agreed to an action item to provide this definition to CLECs (see Qwest May 9, 2011 Matrix, Rows 33 & 35, pp. 37 & 40).  (As Qwest had not circulated the definition at the time, Integra circulated it to the parties.)  On May 10, 2011, Qwest provided the definition and other language from T1.417.


	On May 9, 2011, Integra circulated to Qwest and ad hoc call participants the definition of spectrum management from ATIS Standard T1.417, Section 3.1.45.  The definition states:  “In this standard, the term refers to processes that are intended to minimize the potential for interference and maximize the utility of the frequency spectrum of metallic loop cables.”  Integra proposes that this definition be added to Section 1 of the tech pub as follows:

1.7 Spectrum Management – xDSL Capable Loops

The term spectrum management refers to processes that are intended to minimize the potential for interference and maximize the utility of the frequency spectrum of metallic loop cables.  Advanced services Loop technology will be deployed, and spectrum and binder groups will be managed, in accordance with the Act and the CLEC’s interconnection agreement.  See Section 1.8 regarding NC/NCI codes.”

Qwest Tech Pub 77384 has historically included references to T1-417, and useful clarification will be provided by setting out the definition from T1-417 up front.

On the May 2, 2011 ad hoc call, participants asked a number of questions about spectrum management, including asking Qwest to identify any differences in Qwest’s spectrum and binder management before/after the Amendment, and we look forward to Qwest’s responses to those questions on the May 11, 2011 call.

Federal Rule 47 CFR 51.231 states:  (a) An incumbent LEC must provide to requesting carriers that seek access to a loop or high frequency portion of the loop to provide advanced services:  . . . (2) Information with respect to the rejection of the requesting carrier's provision of advanced services, together with the specific reason for the rejection; and (3) Information with respect to the number of loops using advanced services technology within the binder and type of technology deployed on those loops.

            

AT&T provides information regarding disturbers and other interferers in the loop makeup provided to CLECs
 that Qwest does not.  CLEC believes that providing more of this type of information would be helpful to attempting to avoid, as well as resolving, issues relating to spectrum and binder group management.  Will Qwest provide such information?  Please describe how Qwest provides the information required by 47 CFR 51.231 today to CLECs, if Qwest provides it, and how Qwest will provide it going forward.  Indicate whether there are any differences (between before the amendment and now, as well as for CLECs with and without an amendment going forward).
	In Chapter 1 of the Tech Pub, Qwest incorporated the agreed to definition of Spectrum Management. This definition is the one agreed to by the telecom industry in ANSI T1.417-2003.

On May 11, 2011, Qwest agreed to research the availability of data fields that may indicate the potential of spectrum management issues when provisioning xDSL services in a binder group or area. Qwest already publishes information on the external website to this effect. The list of cross-boxes where interference may occur is found on the ICONN data base at the following URL:

http://www.qwest.com/iconn/.

The exact title of this information is “Cross Boxes with Potential Power Disparity”. Furthermore, at the request of CLECs in the State of MN, Qwest published on ICONN the Planned Remote DSLAM Deployment Schedule. Using this information along with IMA Raw Loop Data Tool, a CLEC may be able to predict the possibility of Spectrum Management issues that may exist or may come up in the future. This information is the same information available to Qwest in LFACS.

Qwest “Status”

Closed

7/22/11 Update 

After further review of the Spectrum Management guidelines, Qwest believes we are in compliance with Section 251 of the Telecom Act of 1996 as amended.  Qwest provides access to UNEs as stipulated within the Act. Furthermore, Qwest complies with  47 CFR §§51.230 – 51.233 as indicated in Section 9.2.6.5 of the ICA.  

Should a CLEC desire any system enhancements or new tools to be created associated with this process, the CMP system CR process  is always available.   


	This issue is open and disputed.  Although Integra pointed out in emails that it is misleading and confusing for CL to list the issue as closed, CL continued to identify the issue as closed, knowing that it remains disputed.  CL has not completed its action items or adequately responded to concerns raised by CLECs and state PUC staff. 

CL has made no movement in terms of a practical solution.  CL has not offered to provide more information to CLECs in loop makeup data or to ensure that more information is available about loops in proximity to the loop being installed during loop design or for its technicians.  Qwest offers no business solution to the real problems that result because CL is not looking at (or providing to CLEC) information about what is in close proximity (e.g., in the binder groups).  The end result is that, when CL makes a change or assigns a new loop without consideration for what is already there, CLECs suffer the consequence of this lack of planning, as CL then belatedly tells the CLEC it is interfering, when CL could have taken steps to avoid interference problems.

Absent from CenturyLink’s 7/22/11 response is detail on what CenturyLink is doing and will do to comply with the law.  Instead, CenturyLink makes the unsupported statement that “Qwest believes we are in compliance…”  CLECs have previously pointed out areas of noncompliance, and they remain unaddressed.

CenturyLink has not shown that CenturyLink complies with 47 CFR 51.231, even though the xDSL Amendment requires compliance.  The ICONN database does not provide the number of loops using advanced services technology within the binder and type of technology deployed on those loops, as required by that rule (and as provided by AT&T
).  

CL’s suggestion (when it cites ICA Section 9.2.6.5 in its 7/22/11 email) that a reactive approach, in which CL provides binder group information only after a service is significantly degrading the performance of other services, does not meet the requirements of the federal rule, nor does it meet your obligation to proactively manage spectrum.   Section 9.2.6.9 of the Arbitrated ICA provides, for example, that a CLEC that has deployed xDSL is entitled to require CenturyLink to take appropriate measures to mitigate the effects on CLEC’s xDSL service that arise from CenturyLink’s use of remotely deployed DSL service in that area.  The “appropriate measures” include managing spectrum in accordance with industry standards (see, e.g., ICA Section 9.2.6.1, also requiring compliance with industry guidelines and referencing T1-417). 

The definition of spectrum management in the industry standard (T1-417) requires CenturyLink to minimize the potential for interference and maximize the utility of the frequency spectrum of metallic loop cables.  CenturyLink cannot meet that definition without knowing what services are running on not only the loop being installed but also the loops in proximity to that loop, as was discussed in CMP. CenturyLink said in CMP, however, that the CenturyLink technician does not have that information, just as CLECs do not have it because CenturyLink does not provide it to them in the loop qualification/loop makeup data.  The parties were just getting to the crux of this issue, and how to address it, when CenturyLink unilaterally ceased the CMP discussions over CLEC objection.

CenturyLink did not provide the requested information in either its 7/22/11 email response or the updated matrix and instead left the previous 6/14/11 response unchanged and identified the issue as closed, even though CenturyLink knew the information it had provided on 6/14/11 was insufficient per Integra’s 6/17/11 email response to Qwest/CL.  Velocity and PAETEC joined Integra’s request for additional information, and that request is ongoing.

Integra continues to request a collaborative approach, inclusive of all affected parties, and asks CenturyLink to reconsider the approach announced in CMP.  CLECs’ objections and request that CenturyLink will reconsider its decision are ongoing.
	This is not a Tech Pub issue. CL has reviewed other RBOC Tech Pubs to determine if the process of Spectrum Management is included in their technical documentation and the process is not addressed.   
Again, after further review of the Spectrum Management guidelines, CL believes 

· we are in compliance with Section 251 of the Telecom Act of 1996 as amended.  
· CL provides access to UNEs as stipulated within the Act. 
· CL complies with  47 CFR §§51.230 – 51.233 as indicated in Section 9.2.6.5 of the ICA.  

As CL previously stated, if the CLEC community believes an enhancement is required to the current tools, there is the option of generating a Change Request via the Change Management Process.   

12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL continues to believe 

we are in compliance with Section 251 of the Telecom Act of 1996 as amended. 

No further action is required.

	1
	Chapter Indexes and Titles

After all changes are made, a final review should be made of the chapter indexes and titles to conform them to the document.  (For example, the title of 2.2.2 was changed in Qwest’s redlined document, but the corresponding change has not yet been made in the chapter table of contents.)
GENERALLY – CLEAN UP NEEDED OF CONSISTENCY, AS WELL AS SPACING, FONT, AND OTHER FORMAT ISSUES
	Qwest agreed to sync up changes during final review. (4/20/11)
	Agree.  This should be part of a final clean-up effort to ensure changes are made consistently throughout the Qwest documentation (tech pub, as well as other documentation).
	On 4/20/11, Qwest agreed to sync up changes during final review. 

Qwest “Status” 

7/19/11 Closed

UPDATE

This will be updated in conjunction with the CMP notification.


	This issue remains open.  There are also consistency, spacing, font, and other format issues that should be part of a final clean up effort.

In a review of the 7/22/11 red-line of Technical Publication 77384, for example, Integra notes the following inconsistencies [and in all cases the name should be updated for consistency and clarity to “ISDN BRI/xDSL-I Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) Channel” (the term channel differentiates this from an xDSL loop with ISDN/BRI NCI/SECNCI codes)]:
Section 2.2.2 is titled “Interconnection Unbundled ISDN BRI Digital Subscriber Line (DSL).” 

The heading in Table 3-2 states “Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) Loops”.  

The heading in Table 3-11 states “ISDN BRI 160 kbit/s Digital Subscriber Line (DSL)” 

The Table of Contents for Chapter 5 refers to “Unbundled ISDN BRI 160 kbit/s Digital Subscriber”, “Unbundle xDSL-I Channel” and “Testing Unbundled IDSN BRI DSL and xDSL-I”

Section 5.3 references “Unbundled ISDN BRI 160 kbit/s Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) Channel”

Figure 5-2 references “ISDN BRI DSL Channel” 

The Chapter 6 Table of Contents references “Unbundled ISDN BRI Digital Subscriber Line (DSL).”  

Section 6.3 references “Unbundled ISDN BRI Digital Subscriber Line (DSL)” while the body of Section 6.3 references “The DSL xDSL Capable Loop” 
The clean up effort is not complete.
	CL updated the TP for consistency in the areas that were previously requested.  

Loop transport and   channelization are two different transport media.  There cannot be a global change to make them the same.  

CL believes that the terminology that is used in the Tech Pub and the Unbundled Loop – General PCAT are consistent with each other and they are also consistent with the Newton Telecom dictionary. This terminology is also consistent with the ICA.  
At this time, CL believes no further action is required.  
12/7/11 UPDATE 

All impacted Chapters have been updated in the ISDN BRI and xDSL-I sections to refer to copper loops free of load coils.   This item is also tied to Rows 10, 15, and 17.
Once the redlines have been finalized and accepted, a final pass of the chapters  will occur to address  spacing and font sizes.  

	2
	General – CLECs which do not sign Amendment – Differences?

“If the intent of the changes is to reflect the xDSL Amendment terms, where in the Technical Publication does Qwest address these issues for CLECs that do not sign the xDSL Amendment?  Is there a difference (for CLECs that do/do not sign the amendment) and, if so, for which language in the Technical Publication?” CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 3.
	“Testing for both CLECs with and without the Amendment will be performed the same.  However CLECs that do not sign the amendment will not receive the test results unless the order a Coordinated Testing Installation Option.  CLECs not signing the amendment will also not receive the Conditioning options available with the amendment. (Conditioning or Remove All).” (April 20, 2011)

“Jamal to offer language to insert into General section on Testing Parameters and applicability to CLECs who signed the xDSL Amendment.” (5/9/11)

Qwest 5/9/11 redline, 1.1:

“The testing parameters as outlined in Chapter 6, Table 6-1 Transmission Performance Parameters will be performed by Qwest for all CLEC xDSL Loop orders.  However test results will be provided only to the CLECs who sign the xDSL Services Amendment.
  Furthermore, the conditioning options available under the xDSL Services Amendment will apply only to those signing the amendment.” 

.
	Qwest’s April 20 response and May 9 language are limited to testing and conditioning options, though CLEC’s question is broader.  Qwest needs to take a broader look at this issue.  For all aspects of the xDSL Amendment, is there a difference (for CLECs that do/do not sign the amendment) and, if so, for which language in the Technical Publication and where does the Technical Publication make that clear?  Are the two exceptions identified in Qwest’s language the only ones?  If so, will Qwest add a sentence to clarify that such as:  Except as noted here, the information in this Technical Publication is intended to describe Qwest’s unbundled loop offering for xDSL loop orders for all CLECs, to the extent not inconsistent with their interconnection agreements.
  If not, what other exceptions exist?

On the May 2 Ad Hoc call, when Qwest was asked about AML and EML being in Figure 6-1 (though AML and EML are terms from the Amendment), we understood Qwest to indicate that Qwest would propose language indicating that the Tech Pub does not apply to CLECs without the Amendment in this respect.  But, Qwest’s May 19 language says the opposite.  Please review Amendment Section 9.2.2.3.5.4.3 and subparts.  This is very specific language regarding AML (including, for example, a compromise regarding certain maximum levels) that CLECs choosing to not sign the Amendment will not have in their ICAs.  How can EML and AML apply to those CLECs, as indicated by Qwest’s underlined language and Table 6-1?

Qwest has ICAs (without the Amendment) which point CLECs to Tech Pub 77384 (see, e.g., §9.2.2.5 of Qwest template & MN Qwest-Cbeyond ICA).  Therefore, Technical Publication 77384 has to address CLECs that do and those that do not sign the Amendment.  It will help in understanding how Qwest is implementing the Amendment if Qwest will go over the differences for CLECs that sign or do not sign it, and where those differences are identified in Qwest documentation.  A CLEC that is directed to the Tech Pub by its ICA needs to know which provisions do/do not apply to the CLEC.
	Tech Pub updates were made to Chapter 1 associated with this and were posted to the May 11 Ad hoc meeting. The update refers customers to Chapter 6, Table 6-1 Transmission Performance Parameters.   

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest “Status”

Closed


	This issue remains open.

CenturyLink did not respond to Integra’s 5/10/11 concerns or agree to accept the language proposed by Integra.  CenturyLink cannot claim that this issue is closed without even providing a response to Integra’s proposed language in the matrix.

Qwest’s updates to Chapter 1 indicate that “The testing parameters as outlined in Chapter 6 Table 6-1 Transmission Parameters will be performed by Qwest for all CLEC xDSL Loop Orders. However test results will be provided only to the CLECs who sign the xDSL Services Amendment.”  This update does not address, for example, the impact of the amendment-specific AML versus EML transmission parameters for CLECs not signing the xDSL amendment. (See Integra’s 5/10/11 Response.)  Confusion as to which terms apply to which CLECs will not benefit any party later.
	CL disagrees.  The Tech Pub applies to ALL loops not just xDSL.  Including the additional language regarding xDSL Loops as proposed by Integra is not accurate.   
Regarding updates specific to AML and EML, CL disagrees and does not believe further updates to the Tech Pub are required.  CL continues to provide EML functionality in IMA via the  Loop Qual tool.  In regard to  AML, CLECs that have signed the xDSL Services Amendment will have the information available through CEMR.  For those that have not signed the xDSL Services Amendment, the information will not be provided.  In addition, for those CLECs that did not sign the xDSL Services Amendment, no limits exist.

No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

After further review, CL continues to believe no further action is required.



	3
	Section 1.1

Please expand the list to include all of the types of xDSL Service listed in the amendment definition, and include the language of the definition which states that this includes, but is not limited to, “the following types of xDSL Service, and successor or successive (e.g., HDSL, HDSL2, HDSL4) technologies.”  If not, please explain why Qwest does not make these changes.  For example, is Qwest’s omission of certain xDSL Services intended to limit the availability of the any xDSL Services or to limit the applicability of the Technical Publication to them?” See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 3.
	Qwest has agreed to insert xDSL definition from Amendment and additional examples of xDSL technologies. (4/20/11)  Qwest agreed to add all DSL Technologies from the amendment. (5/9/11)

Qwest 5/9/11 redline:

An xDSL-I, DSL that provides a bi-directional, 160 kbit/s (144 kbit/s, full payload) transmission path.
	See also Row 0.

In addition to adding the DSL definition from the Amendment, Qwest deleted a bullet point (see previous column, shown in strikeout) since its previous draft.  Qwest, in its matrix, did not mention the new change or explain the reason for the new deletion.  Please explain.
	The reason for this deletion was to remove the two  definitions that do not conform to the Amendment.  Qwest then added multiple definitions that conform to the Amendment.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest “Status”

Closed
	As there are several definitions in Section 1.1, it makes sense to add a heading of “Definitions” for readability (see redline).

Now that CL has explained the deletion and added the xDSL definition from the amendment, the language of Section 1.1 of the tech pub is closed, except for the heading and open definitions (see redline).  As these terms are used in the tech pub, they should be defined, consistent with the definitions in the amendment.

Section 4.0 (Definitions) of the xDSL amendment includes a definition of Conditioning.  The first sentence of that definition is generally applicable, as it refers to the federal definition.  See also Rows 5-6 below.

Section 4.0 (Definitions) of the xDSL amendment includes definitions of “Embedded Base xDSL Capable Loop” and “Non-Embedded Base xDSL Capable Loop.”  See also Row 9 below.
	CL agrees to add the heading “Definitions” to Section 1.1 and will also add the definition of Conditioning from the Amendment to Section 1.6.1.  Note:  CL has not included the first sentence of this Conditioning definition as it is not appropriate for a product technical description.   
12/7/11 UPDATE 

After further review, CL continues to believe no further action is required.



	4
	Section 1.2 (Reason for Reissue).  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 3.  Integra anticipates that Qwest’s proposed revised language, when available, will be circulated to CLECs for comment, and discussion as needed.
	Qwest agreed to modify section 1.2 with final review of the tech pub. (4/20/11)
	Integra will respond to the revised language of Section 1.2 after Qwest distributes it to CLECs.
	7/19/11 Closed

UPDATE

This will be updated in conjunction with the CMP notification.
	This issue remains open.  In its May comments, Integra indicated it would respond to the revised language after Qwest distributed it.  Qwest distributed the language on 7/22/11 – and listed it closed as of three days earlier!  CLECs had not yet been able to review it, much less close it.  Qwest cannot unilaterally decide when issues among the parties are closed.

Now that Integra has had an opportunity to reviewed the revised language, Integra proposes the following change, given that the terms of the amendment and the tech pub are not identical (i.e., not perfectly “aligned”):

Technical Publication 77384 was updated to align with take into consideration the xDSL Services Amendment.
	CL accepts this update.  
No further updates are required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

After further review, CL continues to believe no further action is required.



	5
	Section 1.6 (…“free of faults”)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 3-4.  Because “Agreement” is not a defined term in the technical publication, should Qwest replace “pursuant to the Agreement” (see Qwest redlined document) with “pursuant to CLEC’s interconnection agreement”?
	Qwest added xDSL Capable Loop definition (changing reference to Agreement to CLEC’s ICA).

In Qwest’s May 9 redline, Qwest inserted that xDSL Capable Loop facilities should be “free of faults”:

Qwest Section 1.6 and 3.8.3 of the Tech Pub: . . these facilities shall be free of faults . . .


	The “free of faults” discussion in the Tech Pub needs to be moved to a separate paragraph, as it is a separate issue from the definition of conditioning (see next row).  CLEC agrees the loop Qwest delivers to CLEC (for which the CLEC is paying NRCs and RCs) should be free of faults.  CLEC proposes a separate paragraph that states:

The facilities will be free of faults, such as opens, grounds, shorts, and foreign volts.

See Section 9.2.2.9.6 of the Qwest template & the Arbitrated ICA.
	The Tech Pub has been updated.

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status”

Closed
	This issue remains open.

CL did not update the tech pub to include Integra’s proposed language (shown in underlining in this row, 5/10/11), and CL did not explain why not.  (See Qwest Template and Arbitrated ICA Section 9.2.2.9.6 re. no opens, grounds, shorts, or foreign volts.)  This is a technical publication, which should be detailed as to the technical issues, including examples of faults.

CL uses “At the time of provisioning,” but that is too narrow.  The loop needs to be free of faults with repairs as well.  Conditioning may be requested during repair as well under the amendment.

As indicated, the “free of faults” issue is separate from the “conditioning” definition, and confusion is caused by Qwest attempting to address both in the same sentence.  Integra has separated them into two sentences.  See redline & Row 6 below.
	CL accepts a portion of this proposed update.  However the last sentence,   
Qwest has responsibilities to provision the best available loop based on estimated measured loss and conditioning, as described in Section 1.6.2.
is not accepted.  The proposed CL language refers to Section 1.6.2.  This new sub-section adequately addresses the estimated measured loss (EML) requirements.  

12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL added the requested wording from Integra with the exception of the “…on estimated measured loss and conditioning…” associated with the Conditioning wording.  This additional wording is unnecessary since Section 1.6.2 accurately and fully describes the process of loop provisioning as agreed in the xDSL Services Amendment.  Also, CL did not include that wording because if there are any changes in the product or process, only one documentation update will be required instead of multiple. 

After further review, CL believes no further action is required.  

	6
	Section 1.6 (Conditioning definition)

“If a definition of conditioning is not yet provided in the Technical Publication, use the FCC definition:  “the removal from a copper loop of any device that could diminish the capability of the loop to deliver xDSL.  Such devices include bridge taps, load coils, low pass filters, and range extenders.”  47 C.F.R.§51.319(a)(1)(iii)(A).  Loops must be "stripped of accretive devices."  TRO ¶ 643.”  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 4.  

See also Section 3.8.3, Section 6.1, Figure 6.1, Section 6.3, Section 6.4, Section 6.5, and Section 6.6 below.
	Qwest proposed additional language for Section 1.6 in response to this issue.  On April 28, 2011, Qwest said in an email:  “Per Jamal, here is the language that Qwest proposes:

Qwest Section 1.6 and 3.8.3 of the Tech Pub:  At the time of Provisioning, these facilities shall be free of faults and of devices that could diminish the capability of the loop to provide the xDSL Service as indicated by the NC/NCI code combination. Qwest has responsibilities to provision the best available loop based on the NC/NCI code combination requested by the CLEC.

FCC Rule – Definition of Conditioning (Matrix Row 6):  “the removal from a copper loop of any device that could diminish the capability of the loop to deliver xDSL.  Such devices include bridge taps, load coils, low pass filters, and range extenders.”  47 C.F.R.§51.319 (a)(1)(iii)(A).”

Qwest has responsibilities to provision the best available loop based on the NC/NCI code combination requested by the CLEC.


	Integra provided a response, for Qwest’s review, by email on May 9, 2011.  Both parties have quoted the federal rule in providing their positions, and the definition of conditioning in the Amendment, Section 4, states:  ““Condition” or “Conditioning” has the meaning set forth in 47 C.F.R. §51.319 and as interpreted in the rules and orders of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”).”  Therefore, because Qwest’s intent is to reflect the Amendment’s terms, the Tech Pub needs to also include the FCC definition wherever the Tech Pub defines conditioning:

Conditioning is the removal from a copper loop or copper subloop of any device that could diminish the capability of the loop or subloop to deliver xDSL service.  Such devices include bridge taps, load coils, low pass filters, and range extenders.  

As Qwest indicated at the outset of the earlier ad hoc tech pub call, we are not re-negotiating the Amendment.  The Amendment uses the definition from the federal rule.  Qwest’s definition begins with “At the time of provisioning,” but that is too narrow.  For example, conditioning may be requested during repair as well.  Qwest’s proposed language appears in several places throughout the tech pub.  For each of those places after 1.6, Integra proposes that Qwest’s language be replaced with the following:  

“For a description of conditioning, see Section 1.6.”

Regarding the NC/NCI codes, they also need to be dealt with in the Tech Pub consistently with the Amendment, but the conditioning definition is not where the NC/NCI codes are addressed in the Amendment.  

Regarding the best available pair (Qwest’s second underlined sentence), that term has a definition separate from the conditioning definition.  See the definition of Best Available Pair in Section 4 and see Section 9.2.2.3.5.1.  Qwest’s proposed sentence differs from, and is more limited than, the Amendment language.  On April 14, 2011, Qwest said with respect to language containing this same sentence (in 3.4.3 and 3.8.3):  “Qwest will delete all of the above-quoted language (unshaded as well as shaded language).”  If Qwest intends to deal with assignment of the best available pair in the technical publication, then a new subsection for facilities assignment may need to be added to Section 1.

Is Qwest indicating that it will provision the best available pair for all CLECs?  If so, what are the differences, if any, based on whether a CLEC has signed the Amendment? (See Row 2 above.)
	The Conditioning language has been updated in Sections 1.6, 3.4.3, 3.8.3, and 6.3.  

Qwest does not agree that the Tech Pub has to mirror placement of information as in the Amendment.  Qwest believes this information is sufficiently covered and that the Tech Pub does not contradict the Amendment.

Qwest agrees to insert the Amendment language titled   “Assignment of Facilities – xDSL Capable Loop” to a new sub section in 1.6.   
Yes. Qwest agrees that it will provision the best available pair for all CLECs. 

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
[Note: Qwest proposed language for Section 1.6, on April 28, 2011, in an email:  “Per Jamal, here is the language that Qwest proposes:

Qwest Section 1.6 and 3.8.3 of the Tech Pub:  At the time of Provisioning, these facilities shall be free of faults and of devices that could diminish the capability of the loop to provide the xDSL Service as indicated by the NC/NCI code combination. Qwest has responsibilities to provision the best available loop based on the NC/NCI code combination requested by the CLEC.

FCC Rule – Definition of Conditioning (Matrix Row 6):  “the removal from a copper loop of any device that could diminish the capability of the loop to deliver xDSL.  Such devices include bridge taps, load coils, low pass filters, and range extenders.”  47 C.F.R.§51.319 (a)(1)(iii)(A).”]
	This issue remains open.  

To attempt to resolve this issue, Integra has proposed placing the definition of conditioning from the amendment in Section 1.1 (see Row 1), just as the definition of conditioning is in the definitions section (4.0) of the amendment.  The tech pub should use the amendment definition in 1.1 and then it does not have to repeat or rephrase it (which causes discrepancies and ambiguities).

CL proposes language that says xDSL capable loops “shall be free of . . . devices that could diminish the loop unsuitable to provide the xDSL Service indicated by the NCI Code.”  This ignores CL’s process, under which the loop will not be “free” of these devices if conditioning is not requested (whether a CLEC has signed the amendment or not).  Also, ambiguity is caused by CL attempting to address too much in one sentence, which deals with faults, conditioning, and NCI codes.  (See also Row 5 above.)  The amount of information in the xDSL amendment relating to conditioning and NC/NCI codes cannot be meaningfully collapsed into half of one sentence.  Integra has proposed two separate sentences (see redline).  By defining conditioning in 1.1, it does not have to be repeated or rephrased here.

CL’s continued use of “unsuitable” (a term not used in the amendment) also remains a problem.  In its April 28, 2011 email, CL had dropped the use of “unsuitable,” but Qwest continues to use the word in its tech pub redline, although Integra has objected to its use.  Using an undefined term opens up the possibility that CL will unilaterally define the term, in much the same way that Qwest proceeded before execution of the xDSL amendment terms.  Integra continues to object to CL’s proposal to use “devices that could render the loop unsuitable” (everywhere it appears in the technical publication).  
Integra asked Qwest to “use the FCC definition:  ‘the removal from a copper loop of any device that could diminish the capability of the loop to deliver xDSL.  Such devices include bridge taps, load coils, low pass filters, and range extenders.’  47 C.F.R. §51.319(a)(1)(iii)(A).”  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 4 (emphasis added).  The xDSL amendment terms, in the definition in §4.0 of Conditioning, specifically states:   ‘Conditioning’ has the meaning set forth in 47 C.F.R. §51.319 and as interpreted in the rules and orders of the Federal Communications Commission (‘FCC’).”  The last sentence of both the Qwest template and the Arbitrated ICA also require use of the definition from the FCC rules because the term Conditioning was not defined.  Integra’s proposed changes reflect the language of the FCC rule.  Despite CL’s reliance on the rule in its 4/28/11 email, CL’s language does not.  As Qwest indicated at the outset of an earlier ad hoc tech pub call, we are not re-negotiating the Amendment.  The Amendment uses the definition from the federal rule.  
CL’s definition of conditioning language appears in several places throughout the tech pub.  For each of those places after 1.6, Integra proposes either the language as shown by Integra in the 9/1 redline or that CL’s language be replaced with the following:  

“For a description of conditioning, see Section 1.1.”

Qwest concludes Section 1.6.1 with a sentence relating to the best available loop.  Section 4.0 of the xDSL amendment defines “Best Available Pair” as meaning “for facilities assignment purposes, the Loop that has the least Estimated Measured Loss (‘EML’) and that is assigned taking into account the least amount of Conditioning, as described in Section 9.2.2.3.5.1.”  Language similar to Section 9.2.2.3.5.1 of the amendment appears in Section 1.6.2 of the tech pub.  Integra’s redline of this sentence helps sync up the tech pub sentence with the amendment.  CL’s reference to the NC/NCI codes (which are not mentioned in the definition of Best Available Pair) is covered in Section 1.6.2.1 (see also Section 9.2.2.3.5.1.1 of the amendment).
	As identified in the CL response to Row 3, CL agrees to add the definition of Conditioning to Section 1.6 from the xDSL Services Amendment.  Note:  CL has not included the first sentence of this Conditioning definition as it is not appropriate for a product technical description.   

This comment has been  addressed in Row 5.

Again, see Row 5.

CL has used the definition that is included in the xDSL Services Amendment with the exception of the first sentence as noted in previous line items.  

The definition of conditioning does not appear in other places of the Tech Pub therefore no other updates are necessary.

CL has addressed this comment regarding best available loop by referring to the process outlined in Section 1.6.2.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

After further review, CL believes no further action is required.  
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	Section 2.2.2

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 4.  Qwest agrees that Section 2.2.2 is limited to ISDN BRI.  Integra used the change in the title as an “example” and anticipated that, if Qwest agreed that this section is limited to ISDN BRI, Qwest would conform the language of 2.2.2 accordingly.  
	Qwest will sync up during final review of PCAT. (4/20/11)  
	This is part of the final clean-up effort to ensure changes are made consistently throughout the Qwest documentation.  When Qwest said “PCAT” in its 4/20/11 response, presumably Qwest meant to include the Tech Pub (correct?).
	This review is focused on the Tech Pub updates. Qwest agrees to consider such an update to related documentation at the time those revisions are to be made.  

Similar to Row 1 above, Qwest agrees to sync up changes during final review. 

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
	This issue remains open.  The clean up effort is not complete.  See Row 1 above.  

See 9/1 redline (inserting in Section 2.2.2 the BRI terminology in two places and changing loop to Channel where needed because the term channel differentiates this from an xDSL loop with ISDN/BRI NCI/SECNCI codes).  See also Table 3-2.

	CL accepts this change with the exception of the Integra proposed update to Table 3.2.  Regarding the definition of the AD- - and the ADU- NC codes, the title definition for these two NC codes in the table should continue to  match the Telcordia Industry definition of these two codes. 
No further action is required. 

12/7/11 UPDATE 

After additional review, CL agrees to make the update to Table 3.2 to make the title specific to ISDN BRI/xDSL-I Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) Channel.
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	Section 2.3 

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 4 (emphasis added).  Regarding the definitions, see Section 1.1 (above) regarding the definition of Digital Subscriber Loop and Section 1.6 (above) regarding use of “Agreement.”


	Qwest has agreed to insert xDSL definition from Amendment and additional examples of xDSL technologies.


	Qwest included part but not all of the definition. (See Row 3 above – Qwest revised in Section 1 but did not provide Chapter 2 on 5/9/11.)  CLEC proposes that Qwest delete the definition in 2.3 and replace it with:  

For a description of “Digital Subscriber Loop,” see Section 1.1.  For a description of “xDSL Capable Loop,” see Section 1.6. 
	See Row 3.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed


	Qwest inserted the definition of “xDSL Capable Loop.”  The next sentence then refers to “Unbundled xDSL Loop as defined above.”  Integra has proposed to insert “or “Unbundled xDSL Loop” in the definition.  Another option would be to change references to xDSL Loops to xDSL Capable Loops.  (These sorts of consistency issues should be part of the clean up process.)
	CL has updated the Tech Pub to provide consistency on the term xDSL Capable Loop.  The term  “Unbundled xDSL Loop” has been removed from the Tech Pub and related documents.  In addition, we have confirmed the consistent use of the term xDSL Services Amendment.
No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL has reviewed all occurrences of the term “Unbundled”.  Some deletions of this term have been withdrawn.  The term “Unbundled” is consistently used throughout the document and will continue to be.  The term “xDSL Capable Loop” does match the Amendment and is the term that will be used.

No further action is required.
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	Section 3.1

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 4-5.

“. . . where in the Technical Publication does Qwest address the issues addressed in Section 9.2.2.3.5.5 of the xDSL Amendment (NC/NCI codes, including in the embedded base) and, if it does not address them, why not?”  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 5.  For example, will Qwest add the following new paragraph at the end of Section 3.1? --

“For xDSL Capable Loops (including ADSL Compatible Loops and Non-Loaded Loops) that were installed for CLEC before the implementation date of the CLEC’s xDSL Merger ICA terms (if any) [which may be referred to as “Embedded Base xDSL Capable Loops”], conditioning will occur in the context of repair.  For Embedded Base xDSL Capable Loops, there may be instances when the NC code and/or NCI code associated with the CLEC customer’s xDSL Service [which has been working for the customer, irrespective of the NC/NCI code(s) associated with the customer’s xDSL Service] is not the same as the NC code and/or NCI code that will be used after the implementation date of the CLEC’s xDSL Merger ICA terms.  Qwest may not decline to proceed with conditioning or with accepting and working to resolve trouble reports on the grounds that the NC/NCI code(s) are different or need changing for Embedded Base xDSL Capable Loops.  For terms regarding changes to the NC/NCI code(s) in this situation, refer to the CLEC’s interconnection agreement.”
	Qwest agreed to revise the sentence to state:  “Qwest will take into account the NC code and the NCI Code when assigning facilities, performing repairs, and performing Spectrum Management for xDSL Capable Loops.”

Qwest proposed additional language at the end of section 3.1 to care for Embedded Base NC/NCI Code issue.

Should Qwest and CLEC become aware of any issues regarding the accuracy of the NC and NCI code combinations on Embedded Base circuits, Qwest and CLEC agree to repair these loops in accordance with the terms of the CLEC’s ICA.


	Qwest’s proposed language is vague and does not reflect the Amendment terms regarding the Embedded Base.  See Section 9.2.2.3.5.5 and subparts of the xDSL Amendment.  Qwest’s sentence should be deleted and replaced with language defining Embedded Base (per Section 4.0) and reflecting the Amendment language.  Integra has proposed this language appear in a new 1.8.  See Row 0 and footnote 3 above.

The Amendment, in Section 4.0, contains definitions of “Network Channel” codes and “Network Channel Interface” codes.  New paragraphs could be added to Section 3.1 with these definitions, since Section 3.1 is generally describing what these codes are.
	Qwest made updates to the  Tech Pub in April to  Section 3.1 . 

Qwest does not agree that the Tech Pub has to mirror the information in the Amendment regarding the embedded base.  Qwest believes this information is sufficiently covered and that the Tech Pub does not contradict the Amendment.

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
	This issue remains open.

CL rejected Integra’s suggestions as to both the definitions of NC and NCI codes (from Section 4.0 of the Amendment) and NCI/NCI codes as they relate to Embedded Base and Non-Embedded Base loops (see Section 9.2.2.3.5.5 of the amendment).  Integra objects to CL’s omission of this language and continues to propose its inclusion (see 9/1 redline).  It is needed to implement the xDSL amendment.

CL says the tech pub language does not have to “mirror” the amendment language, but CL proposes no changes to the amendment language for tech pub purposes.  Instead, CL omits the language.  The embedded base issue is a critical piece of the xDSL amendment, and no tech pub claiming to implement the xDSL amendment terms accomplishes that objective without including the terms of Section 9.2.2.3.5.5.  CL’s single sentence provides no guidance to users of the tech pub as to how to address embedded base situations.  Key concepts that practitioners using the tech pub need to know (such as that CL may not decline to proceed with conditioning or with accepting and working to resolve trouble reports on the grounds that the NC/NCI codes are different or in need of change) must appear in the tech pub.  This is one of the debates the prevented resolution earlier, in part because CL pointed to its tech pub when problems arose.  The tech pub must address these issues.
	CL agrees to include comparable language for the terms Embedded Base and Non-Embedded Base loops under the definitions section of Chapter 1. 
No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

In regard to Integra’s proposed redline to include the definitions of NC/NCI in Chapter 3, CL has included the Industry agreed upon Telecordia definitions in Chapter 1 under the Definitions section.   This is a General section of the Tech Pub and should not be made specific to xDSL.
No further action is required.
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	Table 3-4  (NC codes)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 5. 

	Qwest inserted “Qwest” in title of Table 3-4. (4/4/11)

Qwest 5/9/11 redline of

Table 3-4 (two places):

Non-Loaded xDSL Capable Loop

In 3.4.3, Qwest adds (5/19/11):

The associated NC codes require that the service use non-loaded, metallic facilities free of load coils.


	Integra asked Qwest to review its use of “non-loaded” throughout its documentation, as there appear to be some cases in which Qwest means an xDSL Capable Loop and others in which Qwest means a loop without load coils.  (See Row 15.)  It appears that Qwest has started this process, which we appreciate.  Table 3-4 is limited to the NC code only.  As to Qwest’s changes to the titles in 3-4 (and any like it), because the description of NC codes (separate from NCI codes) refers to no loading coils (both in the table and in Qwest’s revised sentence in 3.4.3), is Table 3-4 an example where the intended language is without load coils?  Per Qwest’s changes to 1.1, this table applies to all CLECs.  
	This language change was made to synch up with the Product title not to indicate without load coils.   No other meaning is intended.

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed


	This issue is open.  Additional clean up is needed.  While it appears Qwest performed a global change from “non-loaded” to “xDSL Capable Loop,” it does not appear that Qwest read through the red-lined document to determine if “xDSL Capable Loop” was appropriate.  Please confirm each use is appropriate.  See Row 15 below. 

	CL has updated the Tech Pub to provide consistency on the term xDSL Capable Loop.  The term  “non-loaded” has been removed from the Tech Pub and related documents.

No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

As stated above, CL has reviewed all instances of “Unbundled” in the TP chapters.  When the term “xDSL Capable Loop” is used, CL has determined we will consistently use the defined term that is in the xDSL Services Amendment.  The use of this term is also consistent with how the Conditioning Download references this service.  
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	Sections 3.4.3, 3.8.3, 6.1, 6.3 (“informative to Qwest”).  “Qwest deleted the sentence indicating that the NC/NCI codes are “informative to Qwest.”  (See also Sections 3.8.3, 6.1, and 6.3.)  While these codes provide needed information, Qwest later chose to interpret this sentence as limiting the utility of the codes, with Qwest claiming that the NCI codes are “informational only.”  The codes are not informational only.  The deletion of this sentence (in more than one place in the document) should preclude that argument, with which CLECs disagreed, going forward.” See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 5.
	In Sections 3.4.3 and 3.8.3, Qwest not only deleted the sentence using the word “informative,” Qwest also deleted the first sentence which said:  “Those facilities should be free of faults.” (5/9/11 redline)


	Presumably, Qwest deleted this sentence because Qwest merged the phrase “free of faults” into a different sentence.  This sentence should remain separate, however.  See Row 5 above.

Section 3.8.3 begins by stating that Table 3-8 lists available NC/NCI code combinations.  CLEC proposes to add, after the first sentence:

Particularly as technologies and industry standards change over time, NCI/SECNCI codes may be added or revised and will be available to CLEC.  For additional information, see Section 1.7.

Regarding conditioning definition and best available pair, see Row 6.
	That is true. The updates to Section 3.4.3 covers this information and incorporates that same sentence in the added paragraph. 

Qwest has incorporated the forward looking language into Section 3.8.3.

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed


	This issue (changes in technologies and standards) remains open.  The language “informative to Qwest” has been deleted, so deletion of that phrase is closed.

Regarding Section 3.4.3, see the same redlined language as in 1.6.1 (discussed in Rows 5-6 above).

Regarding Section 3.8.3, CL did not make the change requested by Integra.  In the 9/1 redline, Integra added the requested sentence.  Integra changed the cross reference to Section 3.1.  See Row 9.
Regarding 6.1, see Rows 18-25.


	CL accepts the majority of the Integra updates proposed in Section 3.4.3 however the last sentence will read as follows:  

Qwest has responsibilities to provision the best available loop based on the NC/NCI code combination requested by the CLEC.  

Different NC/NCI code combinations require different EML readings thus CL believes our wording is more accurate.
This comment applies to all sections referenced.
No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

The wording highlighted in yellow above has been removed.  Sections 3.4.3, 3.8.3 and 6.3 have been revised to match wording in Section 1.6.1.  The Integra proposed wording updates regarding technology changes have been inserted into Section 3.1 as it has more general application than to just xDSL products. 

See Row 5 above for further information on the synch up of this wording. 
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	Sections 3.4.3, 3.8.3, and 6.3 (affect design)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 5. 
	“Qwest agrees to modify sections  to read:
‘The NCI codes do not  may affect transport designs or performance.’”


	Yes.  Although in the matrix Qwest inserted “codes,” Qwest’s 5/9/11 redline in 3.4.3 and 6.3 says “NCIs may.”  Qwest needs to change both to “NCI codes may.”
	Qwest has incorporated this change in Sections 3.4.3, 3.8.3, and 6.3 .  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
	CL used/closed the phrase NCI codes may affect transport designs or performance.
	CL has updated the Tech Pub to provide consistency. 
No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Sections 3.4.3 and 3.8.3

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 5-6.  Qwest provided no explanation for deleting the last (yellow shaded) sentence.  Qwest is documenting CLEC’s responsibilities but not all of Qwest’s responsibilities.  The last sentence.  There are times when Qwest’s records are inaccurate and Qwest has an obligation to correct them.  (See Sections 9.2.2.3.5.1.2 and 9.2.2.3.5.3.1.1.2.3  of the xDSL Merger ICA terms.  See also Section 9.2.4.3 of the Arbitrated ICA.)  Qwest employees using the technical publication need to be aware of this step.  Please explain Qwest’s proposed deletion.
	Qwest has proposed new language for Sections 3.4.3 and 3.8.3.  (4/20/11)


	Yes.  Qwest deleted all of the language quoted in Row 13 of Qwest’s 4/4/11 matrix (not only the yellow shaded part) in Sections 3.4.3 and 3.8.3.
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed


	CL deleted/closed the yellow shaded language.
	No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 3.6.1 (NCI Format) “The first sentence after the indented list should be changed to read:  ‘The first three four fields are required.’  The next two sentences (and any related language elsewhere in the Technical Publication or its tables) should also be revised accordingly.  As indicated in Section 3.5, the protocol options are used for unbundled loops.  One of the problems at least until execution of the xDSL Amendment has been that Qwest has not been taking into account the protocol options, but Qwest has agreed to do so going forward.”  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 6.

The Amendment defines “Network Channel Interface” or “NCI” codes to include “protocol options” (see §4.0); the same definition makes clear, in the last sentence, that the NCI code indicates the flavor of xDSL to be deployed on the loop (with the flavor being referred to as the “type of xDSL Service,” and xDSL Service is a defined term as well) (see §4.0); and Attachment 2 includes the protocol option characters as part of the “NCI code” column.  Qwest did not agree to simply take into account a portion of the NCI code; Qwest committed to take into account the entire NCI code, which is defined in §4.0 and Attachment 2 to include the protocol options.
	Qwest agreed to modify per Integra suggestion. (4/20/11; no additional information in 5/9/11 matrix)

For xDSL Capable Loops, the first four fields are required.  For other Unbundled Loops, the first three fields are required.  The last two are generally optional for other Unbundled Loops but may be required in certain situations.  Only the first four components are used for Unbundled Loops.  The format is illustrated in Figures 3‑2 and 3-3.


	As part of the overall review of  documentation, any related language elsewhere in the Technical Publication or its tables, and other Qwest documentation, needs to be reviewed for consistency.  For example, the Qwest ordering guidelines for carriers need to contain this information (that these fields, including protocol options, are required), so carriers know these fields are required at the time of placing an order.  (A CLEC provisioner placing an order may have no reason to refer to the tech pub.  A provisioner wanting to know how to place an order with Qwest would look at Qwest’s ordering instructions.)

Qwest’s acceptance of the underlined language appears inconsistent with the information that Qwest provided on the ad hoc call preceding those revisions.  Did Qwest’s position change, and if so, what changed?  Qwest should address on the May 11, 2011 ad hoc call Qwest’s intent and meaning when making these language changes.  How will Qwest use the protocol options information after CLEC provides it?  

Before the Amendment, Qwest said that “historically the NC/NCI codes were not loaded.”
 If they were not loaded, Qwest could not have been taking them into account.  After the Amendment, Qwest must take into account the NC/NCI codes.  Please confirm that Qwest will load the full NC/NCI codes and describe the steps Qwest will take to effectuate the Amendment in this respect.

Qwest needs to not only accept the complete NCI code (requiring the protocol option) but also use all of the code (including the protocol option).  If Qwest required but did not apply the protocol options, the purpose of requiring them would be defeated.  The codes must be used in a way that does not discriminate against and disadvantage CLECs.

See also Row 0 above.
	Qwest made the Integra requested updates to Section 3.6.1 of the Tech Pub on 4/20/11. 

This review is focused on the Tech Pub updates. Qwest agrees to consider such an update to related documentation at the time those revisions are to be made. 

Qwest made the requested change.   

As discussed in the May 11, 2011 ad hoc call, Qwest already takes into consideration the entirety of the NC/NCI codes as provided by the CLEC for the purpose of provisioingm, maintenance, repair and spectrum management of the copper plant. 

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed


	This issue is open.

Although Qwest changed “three” to “four” in the first sentence after the indented list, Integra has asked (and believes CL agreed) that CL would make conforming/consistency changes.  After Table 3-5, however, CL continues to show the Protocol Optional element is “optional.”  Integra requests that CL update the Tech Pub to indicate the Protocol Option is “conditional” based on the loop type, as shown in the 9/1 redline.  The Amendment defines “Network Channel Interface” or “NCI” codes to include “protocol options” (see §4.0); the same definition makes clear, in the last sentence, that the NCI code indicates the flavor of xDSL to be deployed on the loop (with the flavor being referred to as the “type of xDSL Service,” and xDSL Service is a defined term as well) (see §4.0); and Attachment 2 includes the protocol option characters as part of the “NCI code” column.  Qwest did not agree to simply take into account a portion of the NCI code; Qwest committed to take into account the entire NCI code, which is defined in §4.0 and Attachment 2 to include the protocol options.  Qwest needs to not only accept the complete NCI code (requiring the protocol option by making it conditional) but also use all of the code (including the protocol option).  If Qwest required but did not apply the protocol options, the purpose of requiring them would be defeated.  The codes must be used in a way that does not discriminate against and disadvantage CLECs.

In the first sentence of Section 3.6.1 (NCI Format), the first sentence indicates the NCI code has 5 “elements,” but then goes on to refer to the 5 items as “field.”  Integra has proposed in the 9/1 redline to insert “(fields)” after “elements” for consistency.  This type of change for consistency should be part of the clean up effort for clarity.


	CL has redlined the language in Section 3.6.1 to mirror the Telcordia definition as follows: 
Protocol Options (character positions 7, 8 and 9) is a one- to 3-character alpha, numeric, or alphanumeric code that describes additional features (e.g., bit rate, bandwidth, etc.) on the protocol to be used. Protocol Option Codes are always left-justified when less than three characters are specified. Protocol Options Codes are described in BR 795-403-100 Tables 6-5.
CL has added the word “fields” as requested. (NOTE: Revised as of 12/7/11 update)
No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

After further review of the Telecordia documentation, the term “element” is used.  CL revised this chapter to consistently use “element’ and removed “field” when it was unnecessarily used. CL has also modified the term “optional” and utilized “conditional” as requested in this section.
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	Chapters 3 and 6 (and other sections of Tech Pub, if “non-loaded” is used)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 4 & 6.


	Qwest agreed to do a search of Tech Pub and clarify term “nonleaded” to mean either facility free of loads or xDSL Capable Loop depending on how word is used in sentence.  Proposed changes in Chap 3 & 6.  (5/9/11 matrix)


	This review may be needed for other sections of the Tech Pub and other Qwest documentation.  Is Qwest using the term “xDSL Capable Loops” for all CLECs (regardless of whether they have an amendment), and not the previous Qwest product name (“Non-Loaded” loops)?  Checking use of non-loaded and xDSL Capable Loop may be part of the umbrella and clean-up efforts to ensure accuracy and consistency.
	Qwest has included these updates in the overall cleanup as part of this final review.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed


	This issue is open.  This still needs to be part of the clean up effort.
While it appears Qwest completed a global change from “non-loaded” to “xDSL Capable Loop,” it does not appear that Qwest read through the red-lined document to determine if “xDSL Capable Loop” was appropriate. For example: 

· Section 5.3 it appears that in the bullets Qwest meant a facility free of load coils but the red-line replaces non-loaded metallic with “xDSL Capable”. 

· Section 5.4 Unbundled xDSL-I Channel it appears that in the bullets Qwest meant a facility free of load coils but the red-line replaces non-loaded metallic with “xDSL Capable”. 

· Section 6.3 references “The DSL xDSL Capable Loop”. In addition Section 6.3 is titled Unbundled ISDN BRI Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) Loop according to Chapter 2 an Unbundled ISDN BRI Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) is an Unbundled Digital Data Services Channel and not an Interconnection xDSL Loop so the use of “xDSL Capable Loop” in this section may need to be reconsidered. 

· Section 6.4 is titled Unbundled High-Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) Loop but the body of the section refers to “xDSL Capable Loop 4-wire loop”. 

Integra asks CentruyLink to review where it made global changes to determine if that change was appropriate.  
	CL has updated the Tech Pub to provide consistency on the term xDSL Capable Loop.  The term  “non-loaded” has been removed from the Tech Pub and related documents.

CL has updated the Chapters of the TP to use copper vs. Metallic where appropriate.
CL has reviewed and updated Chapter 6 in several sections to insure the term used to describe the loop is accurate and consistent.
No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL found one additional occurrence of metallic that was changed to copper in Chapter 3.  
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	Table 3-14 (Unbundled xDSL Loop NC/NCI Code Combinations)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 6.
	Qwest agrees to modify  the title of Table 3-14 (and any related references) to insert the word “Qwest,” as follows: 

Unbundled xDSL Loop Qwest NC/NCI Code Combinations (4/4/11)
	Yes
	This review and synch up has already occurred.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
	Qwest agreed to insert Qwest in table titles but did not make the addition in all of the tables.  See 9/1 redline.  In other words, a thorough synch up has not yet occurred.
	CL has modified the language to show Qwest throughout the appropriate  tables in Chapter 3. The change to rebrand this Tech Pub from Qwest to CenturyLink will occur at a later point in time.    
No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required
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	Sections 5.3 and 5.5 (ISDN BRI)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 6-7.  Need consistency throughout, as well as in title.  See also Row 7 above.
	Qwest agrees to  clarify that these sections  apply only to ISDN BRI by making the following Integra proposed change:  

Unbundled ISDN BRI 160 kbit/s Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) Channel (4/4/11)

Qwest will sync up during final review of PCAT. (4/20/11)


	Yes.  Part of overall review (sync up).
	This review and synch up has already occurred.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed


	Qwest agreed to insert Qwest in table titles but did not make the addition in all of the tables.  See 9/1 redline, Section 5.3.  In other words, a thorough synch up has not yet occurred.  See also Row 1.

Integra asks CentruyLink to review where it made global changes to determine if each change was appropriate.  See Integra’s proposed revisions to 5.3 and 5.4 in 9/1 redline.


	CL has reviewed Chapter 5 and updated the Section and Figures as appropriate.  

The references to Unbundled SONET Channels have also been removed to align with contract and PCAT as this product is no longer offered. 

No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL found additional instances of ISDN where BRI was added in Chapters 1 and 2.     
There was an additional  reference to Unbundled SONET Channels that was also removed to align with contract and PCAT as this product is no longer offered.
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	Section 6.1 (Consistency and xDSL Capable Loop Definition)
See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 7.  Integra also requested inclusion of the definition of Digital Subscriber Loop.  See also Row 3 above.  Please respond.
	Qwest further defined term DSL in section 1.1 of tech pub.  See item 3. (5/9/11 matrix)


	Now that definitions have been moved to 1.1, CLEC proposes deleting the definition of xDSL Capable Loop from 6.1 and instead adding to Section 6.1:

For a description of “Digital Subscriber Loop,” see Section 1.1.  For a description of “xDSL Capable Loop,” see Section 1.6.
	Qwest does not see any problem with allowing the xDSL Capable Loop definition to exist in both places.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
	This issue is open.
Regarding consistent use of “Qwest” in tables, see Row 1.

Regarding definition of xDSL Capable Loop:  If Qwest desires to repeat the information in more than one place, Integra has no objection, provided that they are repeated consistently.  In 1.6.1 in this definition, CL refers to “CLEC’s Interconnection Agreement” rather than the “Agreement.” Integra has made the same change in 6.1, as well as added a cross reference to 1.6.1 for clarity.  Cross references will help educate users to the location of definitions in Chapter 1.
	CL has reviewed Chapter 6 and updated it to cross reference to Chapter 1 for a definition and characteristics of an xDSL Capable Loop to insure consistency.    

No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required. 
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	Section 6.1 (loop inventory records paragraph)

“ . . . The paragraph needs substantial revision.”  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 7.

April 11, 2011:  Integra agrees with the deletion (three sentences deleted).  Integra does not agree that its comments have been fully met by Qwest’s changes.  For example, Integra referenced Section 9.2.2.3.5.1.4.1.1 of the xDSL Merger ICA terms, but Qwest did not make changes consistent with that provision.  With its changes, Qwest appears to have changed the purpose of the paragraph from what to do if no loop is available (9.2.2.3.5.1.4.1.1) to pre-approval of Conditioning (9.2.2.3.5.2.1 and (9.2.2.3.5.2.4) (and, in doing so, Qwest refers to a “repair ticket” while the latter section refers to a “trouble report,” and Qwest omits the provision in 9.2.2.3.5.2.4 that no supplemental request is required).  Does this switch leave the subject of 9.2.2.3.5.1.4.1.1 unaddressed in the technical publication?  The paragraph continues to need work, and Integra looks forward to working collaboratively with Qwest on language during the upcoming calls.
	Qwest has modified 4th paragraph of section 6.1 as a proposal. (4/20/11)
	Qwest’s modifications do not address Integra’s 4/11/11 comments.  The paragraph continues to need substantial revision.
	Qwest disagrees that this  language should be included in the Technical Publication.  The requested information by Integra on 4/11/11 relates to the provisioning process in case there are no facilities available to the automatic facility assignment process. 

Qwest’s “Status”

CenturyLink believes no further updates are required.  

In the Assignment of Facilities download available in the Unbundled Local Loop – General Information PCAT, the provisioning process includes the reference to the Facilities not Available condition. 
As stated previously, this information is not appropriate for the Technical Publication.

	CL deleted what was the 4th paragraph in the March 2011 redline of Section 6.1 (referring to loop inventory records).  Integra agrees to deletion of that paragraph.
	No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6.1 (reservation of rights and disconnection)

The fifth and sixths paragraphs of Section 6.1 (regarding a Qwest reservation of rights and disconnection) should be deleted.  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 7-8.  Please delete these paragraphs in the redlined document to conform to Qwest’s statement in its matrix that it agrees to deletion.
	Qwest deleted 5th and 6th paragraph as previously agreed. (4/20/11)


	Qwest did NOT delete the 5th and 6th paragraph as previously agreed.  They still appear in Qwest’s 5/9/11 redline, and they are not shown in strikeout.  Please delete.
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	This issue is open.  

Once again, CL did NOT delete the former 5th and 6th paragraphs (now the 4th and 5th paragraphs) regarding a Qwest reservation of rights and disconnection) as previously agreed.  They still appear in CL’s updated tech pub redline, and they are not shown in strikeout in CL’s redlined document.  Please delete, as the company has committed to do.
CL 4/4/11 response to Row 20 states: “Qwest agrees to delete.” CL continues to provide updated redlines without deleting these two paragraphs, despite multiple reminders in the matrix by Integra that CL agreed to delete these paragraphs.  CL also commited to do so in CMP: “Jamal Boudhaouia-Qwest said if we agreed to remove it then we will remove it” (see 5/11/11 CMP meeting minutes http://wholesalecalendar.centurylinkapps.com/detail/323/2011-05-11).
	In regard to the 5th paragraph, after further review of this sentence, CL believes that this content is consistent with the ICA 9.6.2.2 and is still applicable.    

CenturyLink has deleted the 6th paragraph in question.
No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

Upon further review, the above statement in regard to Paragraph 5 indicates it was not deleted however the paragraph actually was deleted from this chapter.  

No further action is required. 
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	Sections 6.1. 6.3, 6.4, 6.5 (transmission characteristics - bullet points - when loops having the same loop makeup are not available)
See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 8.

It is unclear why Qwest included a note that it “agrees with modification,” when in fact Qwest made the shaded changes to Integra’s proposed language.  Integra strongly disagrees with Qwest’s shaded proposed changes.  See Row 6 above (and earlier matrix, Row 15).
	Qwest added section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 to the last bullet and deleted next to last bullet.  (5/9/11 matrix)


	First bullet – no change (yes)

Second bullet – deleted (yes)

Third bullet – continue to disagree with Qwest’s language, which differs from the Amendment (see Row 6)

Fourth bullet – Regarding the last sentence, Qwest may want to add that this sentence applies to loops shorter than 4,000 feet (see 9.2.2.3.5.1.3).

Fifth bullet – (deleted/moved to start of fourth bullet) – yes

Sixth bullet – strongly disagree – Qwest said on the ad hoc call that it would delete this language and replace it with the language in bullet 7 (i.e., not leave it in and add another bullet).  This bullet needs to be deleted.

Seventh bullet – Qwest needs to add that this criterion applies to loops shorter than 4,000 feet (see 9.2.2.3.5.1.3).
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	The issue is open.
The language that Integra proposed to delete and CL agreed to delete (formerly 6th bullet) states:  “Transmission characteristics of the two pairs making up the 4-wire facility may not be identical.”  This language, however, remains in CL’s redlined document.

Section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 addresses the situation about which CL said it was concerned (when loops having the same loop makeup are not available), and Integra’s proposal is based upon agreed upon language. CL’s is not.  CL committed to substitute the language from Section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 for its language, which is not consistent with the amendment terms, not to include them both.
Qwest agreed to this substitution in CMP, as shown in the 5/2/11 CMP meeting minutes:

“(5/13/11 Updates received from Integra in CAPS) Karen Clauson – Integra said the negotiation team put in a bullet related to main pair ends in Section 3.3.1 that is not there.  To resolve concerns of inconsistency, what if added a bullet.  Karen suggested that the last bullet in 6.1 be substituted with last bullet in Section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 to care for concerns.

(5/13/11 Updates received from Integra in CAPS) Jamal Boudhaouia – Qwest said yes from a practical standpoint that is what he wants.”
	CL has deleted the wording in question in each of the referenced sections in Chapter 6 and has  added the following line:  

For a list of the “xDSL Capable Loop” characteristics, refer to Chapter 1, Section  1.6.   

The wording from Chapter 1, Section 6 is the exact wording in the ICA 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1.  Specifically, see Chapter 1 section 1.6.2.3.3.1. 
No further action is required.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6.2 (title)

“Integra disagrees with Qwest’s proposed insertion of “Test” before Parameters in the title.  While the Section provides guidance as to testing, in the end the facility must perform consistent with industry standards.” See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 8 (first paragraph regarding 6.2)
	Qwest agreed to remove word “Tests” (5/9/11 matrix)


	Removed.
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	CL removed “tests” from the title of 6.2.    
	No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6.2 

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 8-9.  
	Deleted and replaced with Integra proposed language.


	Integra appreciates Qwest adding this language and deleting the previous language.
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	CL deleted its language and replaced it with Integra language.
	No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6-1 (PCAT reference)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 9.  Qwest should not be able to change the technical publication by changing a downloadable PCAT document or vice versa.  If there is an important piece(s) of information in the downloadable document that should be in the technical publication, identify it and the companies can discuss whether and where it should be placed in the technical publication.
	Qwest agreed to remove reference to PCAT in section 6.2.  (5/9/11 matrix)

 
	Removed.
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	Qwest removed the PCAT reference. 
	No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Table 6-1 (Performance Test Parameters)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 9.

“Qwest included negotiated loop length information from the xDSL Amendment.  Per the TRO, the ILEC conditioning obligation applies to "loops of any length." TRO fn 1946 to ¶642.  This goes back to CLEC’s questions about whether these proposed changes apply to all CLECs and where this is set out in the Technical Publication.” See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 9.  Please respond.  See also Row 2 above.
	No action needed in table with regards to Loop Length as it has been previously deleted.  (5/9/11 matrix)

 
	As discussed on the May 2, 2011, ad hoc call, although there is not a reference to loop length in Table 6-1, there are references to AML and EML (terms from the Amendment).  See Row 2 above.
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	This issue is open.

CL’s revision does not address the impact of the amendment-specific AML versus EML transmission parameters for CLECs not signing the xDSL amendment. (See Integra’s 5/10/11 Response.) See Integra’s Response to Row 2 above.
	CL continues to disagree.  The Tech Pub applies to ALL loops not just xDSL.  
Table 6.1 applies to all CLECs including those CLECs not signing the amendment.  However, the  performance specific AML versus EML transmission parameters will not be provided to  CLECs not signing the xDSL Services Amendment and length limits are not  enforced.     

See Row 2 for further information.  

No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL inserted a NOTE following the Table 6-1 associated with CLECs not signing the xDSL Services Amendment. 
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	Section 6.3  (ISDN BRI and non-loaded) 

“Section 6.3 needs to make clear that it applies only to ISDN BRI.  (See Section 2.2.2.)  The NC/NCI codes provided in Figure 6-1 are specific to ISDN BRI.  Integra proposes inserting “ISDN BRI” before loop in the title (as shown below) and in any other references to this loop in this section.  Integra also proposes deletion of the term “non-loaded” in the name of this loop.”  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 9 (emphasis added).
	Qwest agrees to sync up with final review. (4/20/11)


	Yes.  Part of overall review (sync up).
	Qwest has reviewed this and has made the appropriate updates to Chapter 3 and 5.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	This issue is open.  Additional clean up is needed.  

See Integra’s Response to Row 1 above.


	These updates have been included.  

No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6.3 (Conditioning definition)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 9.


	Qwest has proposed a change to section 6.3.


	Regarding conditioning, see Row 6 above.

Regarding “free of faults,” see Row 5 above.
	Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed
	This issue is open.

Regarding conditioning, see Row 6 above.

Regarding “free of faults,” see Row 5 above.
	CL added a new section 6.1.1
xDSL Capable Loop Conditioning

to Chapter 6 of the Tech Pub.  
The “free of faults” wording has also been addressed in this Chapter.  

12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required. 
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	Section 6.3 (transmission characteristics)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 10.

Regarding conditioning, see Row 6 above.

Qwest’s final bullet does not include the changes proposed by Integra.  (Cf. Row 21.)  Please explain.
	Qwest added section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 to the last bullet and deleted next to last bullet.  (5/9/11 matrix)

 
	Regarding bullet points, see Row 21 above.
	The bullet points have been updated. 

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed
	This issue is open.

See Integra’s Response to Row 21 above. 
	CL resolved this issue.  See Row 21 above.  

No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required. 
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	Section 6.4 (legal provision and sentence relating to provisioning loop)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 1-2 & 11.  Integra makes the same observation regarding the last two sentences of the second paragraph after Figure 6-2, as Integra made regarding the fifth and sixths paragraphs of Section 6.1.  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 6-7.  Qwest has not provided any basis for this language, and the language is overbroad and unclear.  The ICAs control such issues.  The language does not reflect the terms of the xDSL Amendment.  If Qwest has issues that are not covered in its ICAs and template, then Qwest needs to address them in ICA negotiations, and not in unilateral Technical Publication language.  These are legal and contractual issues, not technical specifications.  
	Qwest has offered a change to the second paragraph.   5th and 6th paragraphs already removed. (4/20/11)

Qwest agrees to delete last two sentences (5/9/11)

Qwest 5/9/11 redline:

Qwest will provision the unbundled loop meeting the parameters as identified by the NC/NCI Code combinations.
	Sentence beginning with “With the variety. . .” deleted.

Regarding Qwest’s inserted sentence (shown in underlining in the previous column, Integra proposes its deletion (here and anywhere else it may appear).  The sentence attempts to summarize information in the Amendment and therefore omits information.  The manner in which the NC/NCI codes are addressed in the Amendment are dealt with in other language in the revised tech pub.


	Qwest agrees to delete the inserted sentence which states … Qwest will provision the unbundled loop meeting the parameters as identified by the NC/NCI Code combinations.
Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	Sentence deleted.
	No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required. 
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	Section 6-4 (4 wire)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 10.  Integra also proposed deletion of “non-loaded.”  “Regarding “non-loaded,” see 2.3 of comments.  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 6.

In the end, a final review will be needed that such changes have been made consistently throughout the documentation.  (See also Row 1.)
	Qwest agrees to the following Integra proposal:

The non-loaded 4-wire loop has the following characteristics:”

(4/4/11)

Qwest agrees to sync up during final review. (4/20/11)
	Yes.  Part of overall review (sync up).
	Non Loaded and four wire issue that has already been cared for.  

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	This issue is open.

Section 6.4 is titled Unbundled High-Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) Loop and for clarity and consistency the body of this section should refer to Unbundled High-Bit Rate Digital Subscriber Line (HDSL) Loop also. 
CL agreed this section is not limited to 4-Wire only.  Figure 6-2 simply illustrates a 4-Wire Loop.  The language needs to be clear that this section includes 2-wire and 4-wire loops.  See 9/1/11 redline.
	“Non-loaded” was removed and changed to “HDSL Capable  Loop” where appropriate.    

No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6-4 (transmission characteristics)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 6.

Regarding conditioning, see Row 6 above.
	Qwest added section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 to the last bullet (5/9/11 matrix)

 
	Regarding bullet points, see Row 21 above.
	The bullet points have been updated. 

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	This issues is open.  

See Integra’s Response to Row 21 above.
	See Row 21 above.  

The detailed characteristics were removed and a reference to Chapter 1.6 was included.

No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6.5 (transmission characteristics)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 10.

     ADSL Loops are:
· Metallic, exchange cable facilities without Qwest active or passive equipment

· Facilities without loading coils or build out capacitance 
· Possibly of mixed gauges of cable.  If CLEC requests multiple Loops to the same location, all Loops will have the same Loop make-up including loop length. 

· Facilities that may have no devices (including bridged tap) that diminish the capability of the loop to provide xDSL service
Why did Qwest change its previous first and second bullets, to which Integra agreed?

Why did Qwest move up what was its fourth bullet?  In any event, Integra strongly disagrees with Qwest’s proposal to use “devices that could render the loop unsuitable” (everywhere it appears in Qwest’s technical publication).  See Row 15 above. (Qwest did not highlight its changes in this instance, so Integra added yellow shading.)
	Qwest added section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 to the last bullet (5/9/11 matrix)

 
	Regarding bullet points, see Row 21 above.
	The bullet points have been updated. 

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.

Qwest’s  “Status”

Closed


	This issue remains open.

See Integra’s Response to Row 21 above.
	See Row 21 above.  

The detailed characteristics were removed and a reference to Chapter 1.6 was included.

No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.
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	Section 6.5 (Unbundled ADSL Loop –binder groups) and Section 6.6
“Section 9.2.6 of the xDSL Amendment refers to Qwest’s obligation to adhere to Spectrum Management, as required by the ICA and the law.  Section 6.5 of the Technical Publication, however, states: “Qwest cannot ensure that typical ADSL interfering signals, e.g., T1 repeatered lines or BRI ISDN lines, are not or will not be in the same or adjacent cable binder groups as an ADSL Loop.”   This suggests that Qwest is not adhering to Spectrum Management concepts.  Integra requests that Qwest delete this language.”  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 10.  Please respond.
	On hold for next call.  Jamal to send the definition in T1-417 2003 to the CLECs.  (5/9/11 matrix)

The Qwest 5/9/11 redline shows:

“Qwest cannot ensure that typical ADSL interfering signals, e.g., T1 repeatered lines or BRI ISDN lines, are not or will not be in the same or adjacent cable binder groups as an ADSL Loop.”    
	See Row 0 above (including T1-417 definition).

Please confirm whether the intent of Qwest’s proposed strikeout of the phrase “or will not be” is an indication that, whereas in the past Qwest did not perform or fully perform spectrum management such that typical ADSL interfering signals are not in the same or adjacent cable binder groups as an ADSL loop, going forward Qwest will perform spectrum management such that typical ADSL interfering signals are not in the same or adjacent cable binder groups as an ADSL loop.  If not, please explain the intent and meaning of Qwest’s proposed change.  A deletion will not be visible to the reader once accepted.  A deletion alone is insufficient to tackle the topic of what is currently the status in Qwest’s embedded network and how issues going forward will be resolved.  Perhaps there needs to be explicit language discussing what occurred in the past and what will occur going forward.  For example, going forward, if typical ADSL interfering signals will not be in the same or adjacent cable binder groups as an ADSL loop, will there be circumstances when Qwest would indicate that no binder group is available?  If so, what happens then?  Does the answer depend on in any part on Qwest’s practices to date and, if so, how are CLECs protected so they do not suffer from Qwest’s earlier choices in configuring the network?  Federal Rule 47 CFR §51.232(a) provides that, with the exception of loops on which a known disturber is employed,
 an ILEC shall be prohibited from designating, segregating or reserving particular loops or binder groups for use solely by any particular advanced services technology.  This all requires a certain amount of balancing (particularly if there are issues with Qwest’s own embedded base to date).  How is Qwest implementing these interrelated provisions to minimize the potential for interference and maximize the utility of the frequency spectrum of metallic loop cables (per T1-417 definition)?

Further discussion is needed of Qwest’s network (and specifically spectrum and binder groups in that network) and how that plays into changes and spectrum management going forward.  For example, if Qwest has not performed or fully performed spectrum management in the past and as a result things are together or adjacent that should not be together or adjacent, the burden (and any associated interference or problems) of that Qwest choice should not be shifted to CLECs.
	It appears from the prior conversation in the Ad hoc meetings that “or will not be” should not have been included in the Tech Pub as it is contrary to policy of spectrum management. Qwest has always attempted to insure that CLEC xDSL unbundled loops perform according to the NC/NCI codes on Qwest records.  

This appears to be a continuation of Line item 0 in the matrix which Qwest believes the discussion on this issue to be closed.

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.  

Qwest’s “Status”

Closed

Qwest continues to manage the spectrum in the copper plant.  Qwest is providing the CLEC community with the information that will assist them in the planning process for xDSL deployment.  This information provides the customers with potential spectrum management issues that may arise in the future.  Qwest is not shifting the burden of spectrum management to the CLEC community.

Qwest’s “Status”

Closed


	This issue is open.

In its language, CenturyLink admits that these signals are “typical ADSL interfering signals.”  The definition of spectrum management from the industry standard T1-417 (and also now Section 1.1 of the tech pub) requires that CenturyLink have in place processes to minimize interference.  CenturyLink is refusing to disclose and document such processes, while at the same time documenting in this language that CenturyLink may fail to meet this obligation.  The language must be deleted.

CenturyLink did not respond to Integra’s 5/10/11 (and earlier) concerns.  While the issue is related to Spectrum Management, the Spectrum Management issues remain open.  See Row 0 above.


	CL updated the language to remove the “or will not be” in this paragraph.  However CL stands by our position that the rest of this paragraph remains appropriate.  
12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL modified the wording in Section 6.5 to synch up with the provisioning process wording in Chapter 3.  

After further review, CL has removed the following wording from all sections of Chapter 6 where similar language appeared in Chapter:  

Qwest cannot ensure that typical ADSL interfering signals, e.g., T1 repeatered lines or BRI ISDN lines, are not or will not be in the same or adjacent cable binder groups as an ADSL Loop.

There are end user locations served by loop facilities and transmission equipment that are not compatible with ADSL transport technical requirements.  This means that there are sites where ADSL is not technically feasible using the transport currently serving that location.  

The following bullet was inserted in the General Section of Chapter 1: 

· Qwest cannot ensure that typical interfering signals, e.g., T1 repeatered lines or ISDN BRI lines, are not in the same or adjacent cable binder groups as an xDSL Capable Loop.   
Spectrum Management issues remain open. 
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	Section 6.6 (Unbundled Digital Transport Loops –transmission characteristics)

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, pp. 10-11.

“Advanced Digital Transport Loops are:
· Metallic, exchange cable facilities without Qwest active or passive equipment

· Facilities without loading coils or build out capacitance 
· Possibly of mixed gauges of cable.  If CLEC requests multiple Loops to the same location, all Loops will have the same Loop make-up including loop length.
· Facilities that may have no devices (including bridged tap) that diminish the capability of the loop to provide xDSL service”

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 11.

Why did Qwest change its previous first and second bullets, to which Integra agreed?

Integra strongly disagrees with Qwest’s proposal to use “devices that could render the loop unsuitable” (everywhere it appears in Qwest’s technical publication).  See Row 15 above. 
	Qwest added section 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1 to the last bullet (5/9/11 matrix)
	Regarding bullet points, see Row 21 above.
	Qwest agrees to make the following update to the bullet in question in Section 6.6 of the Tech pub: 

· No loading coils or build out capacitance, may have bridged tap or devices (including bridged tap) that diminish the capability of the loop to provide xDSL service 

NOTE:  This bullet occurs  five times in Chapter 6 and all occurrences have been updated.

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.  

Qwest’s “Status”

Closed


	This issue is open.

See Integra’s Response to Row 21 above.
	CL has deleted the wording in question in each of the referenced sections in Chapter 6 and has  added the following line:  

For a list of the “xDSL Capable Loop” characteristics, refer to Chapter 1, Section  1.6.   

The wording from Chapter 1, Section 6 is the exact wording in the ICA 9.2.2.3.5.1.3.3.1.  Specifically, see Chapter 1 section 1.6.2.3.3.1. 
No further action is required.
12/7/11 UPDATE 

 No further action is required.  

	35
	Section 6.6 (Unbundled Advanced Digital Transport Loop – binder groups) See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 11.
	See Row 33 above.    
	See Row 33 above.  See also Row 0 above (including T1-417 definition).
	This has been corrected as part of Row 33.  See above.

Qwest believes this issue should be considered closed.  

Qwest’s “Status”

Closed
	This issue is open.

See Integra’s Response to Row 33 above.
	As identified in our response on Row 33, CL updated the language to remove the “or will not be” in this paragraph.  However CL stands by our position that the rest of this paragraph remains appropriate.  
12/7/11 UPDATE 

 See Row 33 above.  
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	Still under review.  See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 11.
	
	Integra may have additional comments or proposed changes as it receives more information and answers to its questions.  Also, Qwest did not post its matrix and redlines until Monday afternoon (upon request) and did not provide it to the ad hoc call participants by email Tuesday (5/9/11), so CLEC has had insufficient time to fully review.
	Qwest’s “Status 

7/19/11 Closed

UPDATE

Comments have been addressed during Ad hoc calls on 4/13/11, 5/2/11 and 5/11/11.  The most recent revised TP updates have been posted to the Wholesale calendar since 6/14/11.  

An additional review period is included as part of the level 3 notification cycle.
	CLECs and Staff’s comments and concerns have not been adequately addressed.  
Due to its cessation of the meetings to which it had commited, CenturyLink appears to be using the upcoming comment cycle to implement its remaining changes over CLEC objection, rather than to work collaboratively with CLECs.  Integra repeats its request that CenturyLink reconsider its approach.
	As agreed to in the October CMP meeting, CL will review this Tech Pub matrix and our responses in the January or February 2012 CMP meeting; the actual date will be determined by the CLEC community.   In addition, as stated previously, CL will provide an additional review period as part of the level 3 notification cycle.
12-7-11 Update:  During the November CMP meeting, CL agreed to review the use of the terms Unbundled and interconnection.  As part of that review, CL reviewed for consistency and clarity. 

It will be determined in the December CMP meeting whether the Tech Pub matrix will be reviewed in the January or February CMP monthly meeting.  

	37
	ICA Controls

See CLEC Comment, 3/14/11, p. 11.
	
	ICA must control in practice.  See Escalation No. 47.
	Qwest agrees.  The ICA controls.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
	Integra is pleased to hear that CL agrees the ICA must control in practice.   See Section 1.0 of the CMP document.  Unfortunately, CL did not recognize that this must be done “in practice,” as further described in CLEC comments.  Regardless of any “implementation” in CMP, CL may not apply the objectionable aspects of its processes to CLECs that have signed the xDSL amendment, because the amendment controls.  There also is not “final” implementation, as that term is used in the xDSL amendment, while these issues remain open.
	CL agrees.  The ICA controls.

12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required. 

	38
	Additional xDSL issues (in addition to the Qwest Technical Publication)

Integra has requested an “umbrella” or more general approach to review not only the specific changes to the Qwest technical publication and Qwest’s recent changes to its PCAT downloadable document,
 but also to discuss the remaining open issues (e.g., terminology) and to review how the documents all work together for a cohesive approach.
	Qwest did not respond in its 5/9/11 matrix.
	Integra’s request is ongoing.
	Qwest believes that the issues that should be discussed and tracked in this matrix should be specific to changes to the Tech Pub.

Qwest’s “Status” 

Closed
	Integra’s request for a collaborative review of the PCATs is ongoing.  See Integra’s response to the xDSL conditioning downloadable PCAT document.  
	As identified in the response to Row 36, CL will review this Tech Pub matrix and our responses in the January or February CMP meeting.  

As discussed in the CMP meeting in October 2011, following CLEC review in first quarter 2012, CL proposed that we move forward on implementation of the agreed upon updates in the PCAT, Conditioning Download and the Tech Pub and that these updates not be held up by the few remaining outstanding issues.   
12/7/11 UPDATE 

During the November CMP meeting, CL agreed to hold off on the updates in the PCAT and Conditioning Download until the CLECs had time to review the Tech Pub matrix and proposed chapters.

 

	39
	NEW AS OF 12-7-11 Consistent use of the term “Interconnection”

This issue was initially addressed in the 9/1/11 updates made my CL.  After discussion in CMP meeting in November, CL reviewed all chapters of the TP and has removed all appropriate instances.  Interconnection products are fully and more appropriately addressed in TP 77386.
	
	
	
	
	12/7/11 UPDATE 

CL has reviewed all instances of “interconnection” in the TP 77384 chapters and has confirmed this term is not appropriate for this TP and has removed this term to be consistent.  

12/7/11 UPDATE 

No further action is required.


	40
	NEW AS OF 12-7-11

During the November monthly CMP meeting, it was questioned whether CL had reverted to previous language from earlier in the year on page 1-5 that was associated with NC/NCI codes related to Section 1.6.2.


	
	
	
	
	12/7/11 UPDATE 

After further review, the CL wording was as it was intended.  The redlined language in the 11-9-11 version is specific to the Assignment of Facilities in Section 1.6.2; it was taken directly from the xDSL Services Amendment. 
No further action is required. 




� See previous versions of the matrix for additional information (e.g., Integra 4/11/11 & 4/14/11 matrices and Qwest 4/4/11, 4/20/11 & 5/9/11 matrices). Due to space limitations, Integra has collapsed information and started again with the last matrix, as there was no space to add yet another column.


� The cover Amendment provides on page 2 (under “Further Amendments”):  “Except as modified herein, the provisions of the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.”  Therefore, Section 9.2.2.1.1 of the Agreement remains in full force and effect.


� Section 9.2.6.11 of the Amendment refers to Section 9.2.2.3.5.5 regarding NC/NCI codes.  Integra proposes adding a Section 1.8 to Section 1 of the Qwest Technical Publication. Section 1.8 would be entitled “NC/NCI codes – xDSL Capable Loops” and would contain the definition of Embedded Base xDSL Capable Loop and the language of Section 9.2.2.3.5.5.  By including this information in the General section, this language does not have to be repeated in various places below.  Cross references to Section 1.7 and 1.8 could be added in later sections as needed.


� See AT&T DLM/Loop Qualification User Guide: 


�HYPERLINK "https://clec.att.com/clec_documents/unrestr/hb/13%20State/264/13%20State%20DLM-LQ%20External%20User%20Guide%20v1_14.doc"�https://clec.att.com/clec_documents//unrestr/hb/13%20State/264//13%20State%20DLM-LQ%20External%20User%20Guide%20v1_14.doc� 





� See AT&T DLM/Loop Qualification User Guide: � HYPERLINK "https://clec.att.com/clec_documents/unrestr/hb/13%20State/264/13%20State%20DLM-LQ%20External%20User%20Guide%20v1_14.doc" �https://clec.att.com/clec_documents//unrestr/hb/13%20State/264//13%20State%20DLM-LQ%20External%20User%20Guide%20v1_14.doc� 


� What about CLECs who pay for performance and cooperative testing?  Qwest previously noted this as an exception, but the exception is not in Qwest’s proposed language.


� See, e.g., Section 2.3 of the Arbitrated ICA (and the Qwest template) indicating that, as between Qwest’s technical publication and the ICA, the ICA prevails.


� 12/30/08 CMP minutes - Jamal Boudhaouia of Qwest.


� 47 CFR §51.232(b) provides that any party seeking designation of a technology as a known disturber should file a petition for declaratory ruling with the commission seeking such designation.   The FCC has said that analog T1 is a known disturber. Other technologies may be interferers but not known disturbers (e.g., see above indicating that AT&T provides information on interferers in its loop makeup information).


� Integra responded separately to Qwest’s conditioning downloadable PCAT document (Conditioning Download) on April 28, 2011.  Integra is also providing a matrix response and a redlined document regarding the PCAT and the downloadable document on 9/1/11, accompanying this matrix and Integra’s 9/1/11 redlines of the tech pub chapters.
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