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I.
BY THE COMMISSION
A.
Background
1.
On July 28, 1997, the Commission issued Decision No. C97-739 which approved, modified, and rejected various por-tions of U S WEST Communications, Inc.’s ("USWC" or "Company") tariffs filed with Advice Letter No. 2617.  By Decision No. C97-946, issued September 17, 1997, the Commission granted, in part, and denied, in part, the applications for Reconsideration, Rehearing, or Reargument (“RRR”).  On October 6, 1997, USWC filed a second application for RRR based on the opinion issued by the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals in Iowa Utilities Board v. FCC 120 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1997).  By Decision No. C97-1160, issued on November 5, 1997, the Commission granted, in part, and denied, in part the Company’s second application for RRR.  In that deci-sion, the Commission directed USWC to file additional descriptive and explanative information, including tariff pages, regarding necessary changes to the Colo. P.U.C. No. 17 tariff, in light of the Eighth Circuit Court’s ruling.

2.
On January 20, 1998, the Commission ordered, in Decision No. C98-47, the parties to file briefs on the Commis-sion’s authority under state law to require the Company to recom-bine network elements.  In that same decision the Commission referred the matter to an Administrative Law Judge for the pur-pose of conducting a hearing to establish the evidentiary record on USWC’s Single Point of Termination (“SPOT”) frame proposal.  By Decision No. C98-267, the Commission determined that the Tele-communications Act of 1996 (the “Act”) does not preempt Commis-sion authority under state law to order USWC to combine network elements for Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (“CLECs”). 

3.
The hearing on USWC’s SPOT frame proposal was con-ducted on April 20 and 21, 1998.  The Company submitted pre-filed direct and rebuttal testimony of Robert H. Brigham, Paul R. McDaniel, and Mark D. Schmidt.  It also submitted the rebuttal testimony of Craig Wiseman.  AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. (“AT&T”), submitted the pre-filed testimony of Kenneth Wilson.  AT&T also submitted, but later withdrew, the pre-filed testimony of Patricia A. Parker.  MCImetro Access Transmission Services, Inc. (“MCImetro”), submitted pre-filed direct and answer testimony of Bonnie R. Petti and pre-filed direct testimony of Michael Hydock.  TCG Colorado (“TCG”) sub-mitted pre-filed direct testimony of Frank Croan.  Sprint Com-munications Company, L.P. (“Sprint”) submitted pre-filed direct testimony of James O. Carlson.  Staff of the Commission (“Staff”) submitted pre-filed direct testimony of Gary A. Klug.

B.
Summary of Positions

1. USWC

a. As proposed by the Company, the SPOT frame would be a separate and distinct frame in the USWC central office for the purpose of terminating Unbundled Network Elements (“UNEs”) for access by CLECs.  Within a SPOT frame, each UNE would have a designated termination or assignment location.  Through these assignment locations, a CLEC would connect the UNEs it purchased from USWC to establish a complete service.  To con-nect UNEs together, the CLEC would simply run a jumper on the SPOT frame between the terminations.  The Company maintains that this jumper method is the same method it uses on its Main Dis-tribution Frames (“MDF”) or Central Office Switch for Mechanized Inventory Control (“COSMIC”) frames for its own customers. 

b. Under the USWC proposal, all CLECs would share the same SPOT frame and be required to provide the Company projections for the numbers of UNEs it will require.  According to USWC there are several benefits to utilizing the SPOT frame approach:  1) having a standard frame type provided across the USWC 14-state region; 2) minimizing CLEC training costs; 3) establishing a standard demarcation point between network ele-ments and Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (“ILEC”) and CLEC owned facilities; 4) providing the ability to isolate trouble between ILEC and CLEC networks; 5) enabling CLECs to manage the connections themselves; and 6) providing a non-discriminatory method of delivering UNEs to CLECs pursuant to State and Federal requirements.

c. As for the provision of Integrated Digital Loop Carrier (“IDLC”), USWC states that it will first attempt to find an alternate facility, either Universal Digital Loop Carrier or a copper loop, which serves the same address.  If an alternate loop is available, USWC will deliver that unbundled loop to the CLEC at the SPOT frame.  If no other loop is available, USWC will unbundle the existing IDLC loop in the USWC central office.  

d. USWC also believes it will be necessary for it to limit access to certain copper cables for spectrum manage-ment purposes.
  The Company contends that a haphazard deployment of xDSL
 (“Digital Subscriber Line”) technologies on unbundled copper loops will have negative impacts on service to both the CLECs’ and USWC’s customers.  According to USWC witness Schmidt, when more than one xDSL signal is placed within a cable, the pos-sibility exists that the two signals will interfere with one another through crosstalk.
  The Company proposes that certain types of xDSL be placed into separate binder groups.
  For exam-ple, HDSL-type technologies would be placed in one binder group; while ADSL/RADSL-type technologies would be placed in another binder group.  Grouping xDSL technologies together will allow USWC to isolate and remedy interference problems.  

2.
AT&T

a. AT&T contends that the SPOT frame proposal should be rejected because it is anticompetitive, discriminatory, technically inefficient, and inferior.  AT&T believes the most efficient, nondiscriminatory way for the Commission to further the development of competition is for the Commission to exercise its authority under state law to require USWC to recombine UNEs in the same manner they are combined by USWC today.

b. More specifically, AT&T believes that USWC should be ordered to leave UNEs in a combined state when a CLEC asks for them in a combined state.  According to AT&T, under the SPOT frame proposal, if a USWC local service customer wanted to change to AT&T for local service, the customer’s loop and switch port would be disconnected and then reconnected through the SPOT frame.  AT&T maintains that this is inefficient, would cause cus-tomer outages, and would introduce new points of failure
 into the network.  

AT&T asserts that because USWC has a modern telephone network, many of the customer service changes USWC makes are effectuated through software commands instead of 

c. requiring physical changes.  Thus, requiring CLECs to use the SPOT frame, while USWC will not, is discriminatory.  Moreover, according to AT&T, CLECs will not have access to network elements equal to that which USWC provides itself, since CLECs will be forced to provide Plain Old Telephone Service as “design serv-ices” using antiquated connection techniques.  AT&T contends that USWC is interpreting the phrase “nondiscriminatory access to net-work elements”
 to mean non-discriminatory as between CLECs, but not as compared to how it provides service to itself.

d. AT&T also disputes USWC’s estimate that the additional length for cable ties under the SPOT frame proposal is on the order of 300-400 feet per loop.  AT&T believes the addi-tional length is more on the order of 600-800 feet per loop.  It is AT&T’s position that this additional length could result in degraded service which would require additional equipment to be installed at a cost for the CLEC.

e. Next, AT&T alleges that the use of SPOT frame will effectively preclude the CLECs’ ability to use IDLC tech-nology.  According to AT&T, there is no wire at the MDF asso-ciated with an IDLC loop that can be disconnected for recon-nection at the SPOT frame, and with IDLC technology it is vir-tually impossible to physically separate the switch port from the loop.  AT&T contends that there are “workarounds”, but the tech-nology is not deployed in all of the central offices in Colorado and, as a result, would require the CLECs to pay for specialized facilities.

f. Finally, AT&T takes issue with USWC’s posi-tion that shared transport is not a UNE which has to be made available to CLECs.  According to AT&T, requiring a CLEC to use dedicated transport instead of shared transport would require it to provision a “shadow network” to transport its calls.  This represents a needless duplication of facilities.  Thus, instead of unbundling its network, USWC would have AT&T essentially build its own network through the purchase of dedicated trunks.  In AT&T’s opinion, the USWC proposal would require AT&T to purchase transport from the local serving office to the tandem, pay for the tandem switching function, and again purchase transport from the tandem to the end office.  Two of these costs items (tandem switching and transport from the tandem to the end office) could be avoided by utilizing shared transport, according to AT&T.  It does concede that when a shared transport facility can no longer handle the additional traffic, the overflow can and should be routed on an equal basis through tandem switched routes.  

3.
MCImetro

Similarly to AT&T’s position, MCImetro believes the SPOT frame proposal should be rejected since it is ineffi-cient and discriminatory as compared to the access to network elements that USWC has with respect to its own network.  MCImetro’s concerns with the SPOT frame include:  (1) degradation of quality related to installation and placement of SPOT frames; (2) barriers to entry created by USWC’s requirement of a minimum order of 100 pair termination blocks; (3) probable lack of capac-ity and omission of procedures regarding space limitations and for allocation of space among CLECs; (4) unnecessary cost and waste of resources due to USWC’s cumbersome process for connect-ing customers at the SPOT frame; (5) likely customer confusion and dissatisfaction resulting from the absence of a disconnect process; (6) increased time and expense required for Operational Support Systems modifications that are as yet undefined; (7) impairment of service to IDLC customers; (8) customer reluc-tance to switch to CLECs because of USWC’s lack of adequate security precautions; (9) potential problems with timeliness of service order processing; (10) unnecessary trunking buildout as a result of artificial requirements imposed on CLECS; and (11) 9-1-1 service unavailability if soft dial tone is not left in place.

4.
TCG

TCG describes the SPOT frame proposal as a “Rube Goldberg-type arrangement” that should be rejected because it is an impediment to the development of competition, rather than on efficient interconnection and access arrangement.  As an alternative, TCG suggests that the Commission adopt one of two proposals:  (1) require USWC to provide CLECs with access to the same parts within a central office which would allow the CLECs to recombine UNEs in the same manner and at the same point that USWC does; or (2) require USWC to provide the same access except that USWC itself does the recombining and impose a “glue” charge on the CLECs.  According to TCG, this glue charge would eliminate the arbitrage fear of USWC.  

5.
Sprint

a. Sprint also contends that the SPOT frame pro-posal should be rejected and recommends that USWC be required, at appropriate rates which will recover their costs, to combine UNEs as they do for their customers today.  It believes that the SPOT frame proposal is detrimental to Colorado consumers because it needlessly raises costs of both USWC and the CLECs, and ulti-mately for consumers.  Furthermore, Sprint asserts that the SPOT frame proposal will impede the development of local exchange com-petition since it:  will create barriers to entry; prevent CLECs from providing the same quality service to their customers as USWC is able to provide; and violate Federal Communications Com-mission (“FCC”) and Colorado Commission rules on shared trans-port.

b. As part of its recommendation, Sprint asserts that no glue fees should be established since these fees are not based on costs and are discriminatory.  According to Sprint, they are discriminatory because USWC does not incur a similar cost to glue its customers’ network elements together.

6.
Staff

Staff recommends that the Commission allow the SPOT frame proposal, only as an optional method for CLECs to obtain UNEs.  In Staff’s opinion, while the SPOT frame proposal may be costly for services that are entirely provisioned by USWC, it may be appropriate in instances where a CLEC may provide either the switch port or the loop.  However the SPOT frame is not logical or cost effective when the entire service is pro-visioned by USWC.  When the entire service is provisioned through the SPOT frame, it becomes nothing more than a “rebundling charge” in Staff’s opinion.

C.
Discussion

1. SPOT Frame

The Commission finds that the SPOT frame pro-posal of USWC should be rejected for numerous reasons.  From a technical perspective, AT&T witness Wilson notes in his tes-timony
 that, in designing its own network, USWC has tried to minimize the amount of equipment and the number of terminations in any circuit path. This is done because adding additional equipment requires additional expense.  The additional equipment in the circuit path introduces additional points of failure.  He asserts that, at a minimum, there would be at least three new 

a. points of failure:  1) the equipment itself; 2) the connection into the new piece of equipment; and 3) the connection out of the new piece of equipment.  Mr. Wilson contends that under the SPOT frame proposal, when loops are recombined with switching, it will result in an absolute minimum of four points of failure and could result in up to eight points of failure.
  Although USWC disputed whether these additional potential failure points would degrade service, it unequivocally stated that it would not be willing to send its own circuits through the SPOT frame.
  The Commission agrees with these arguments that the SPOT frame introduces unnecessary points of failure into the telephone network.

b. Likewise, Mr. Wilson notes
 that with USWC’s modern telephone network, loops or trunks are “moved” electroni-cally through software, and to propose anything different would be to move backwards in time and technology.  He states that if a loop or trunk has to be moved physically, as the SPOT frame pro-posal would do through the use of jumpers, the customer’s circuit would be out of service for some period of time.  While the cir-cuit is down the customer will not have dial tone and the cus-tomer will not be able to make or receive calls, including 9-1-1 calls.  Sprint witness Carlson also notes that through the use of the SPOT frame the central office will become congested with literally thousands of feet of tie cables, and CLEC technicians would have to compete for space to work on the common SPOT frame.
  Furthermore, USWC has not determined whether it is technically feasible to provide access to its loop testing sys-tems through the SPOT frame proposal, which indicates the still conceptual nature of the proposal.
  The Commission agrees with these arguments that the use of the SPOT frame proposal is inefficient and would result in  unnecessary service disruption to customers.    

c. We are persuaded by the arguments of Mr. Wilson that use of the SPOT frame will foreclose the CLECs’ ability to use IDLC.  As explained in his testimony,
 IDLC is a digital circuit carrying numerous mulitplexed loops which bypasses the MDF and connects directly to the switch.  Thus, there is no wire at the MDF associated with an ILDC loop that can be disconnected for reconnection on the SPOT frame.  Furthermore, to physically separate the switch port from the loop on an ILDC, USWC must either move the customer onto an existing unused copper pair or build an unnecessary duplicate copper facility to the customer.
  Mr. Wilson contends that in either case the CLECs will be forced to pay additional charges.  In essence, USWC asks us to accept what is little more than a concept.  Again, the Company has not shown that this concept can be implemented with-out significant cost and risk, which would be borne only by the CLECs. 

d. Furthermore, there are security concerns pre-sented through the use of the SPOT frame.  Unlike the MDF which can only be accessed by USWC employees in a secured area, all CLECs would have access to the SPOT frame, and, thus, intentional and unintentional disruption in a CLEC’s connections could be made by another CLEC or USWC employee.  While forcing the CLECs to use this common frame, USWC does not propose to give CLECs access to its MDF or COSMIC frames since it believes this would jeopardize the security and adequacy of its services.

e. From a cost perspective, we agree with Mr. Carlson that the SPOT frame proposal is detrimental to Colorado consumers because it needlessly raises costs of both USWC and the CLECs, which  ultimately consumers bear.
  These costs range from the actual tariffed costs to possible additional equipment or charges CLECs would have in order to use the SPOT frame.  See, ILDC discussion above and Exhibit 13.  Furthermore, in comparing the proposed tariff, Exhibits 14 and 16, to the transcript,
 there appears to be conflicting statements and uncertainty as to whether a CLEC, in order to access the SPOT frame, would be required to be collocated in the USWC central office.  Without taking a position on this issue, the Commission expresses concern with the Company’s proposal because it is unclear.   

f. From a legal perspective, as stated by Mr. Wilson, the SPOT frame proposal is discriminatory and there-fore contrary to the Federal Act
 because all CLECs would have to acquire UNEs in a manner which is inferior and inconsistent with the way USWC provides service to itself.

g. From a policy perspective, MCI witness Hydock’s testimony
 stated that in order to foster the swiftest development of local competition, Congress recognized that CLECs should be allowed to pursue a multi-pronged approach:  service through resale; service through UNEs; and service from their own facilities.  We believe the SPOT frame proposal does not provide a reasonable opportunity for CLECs to combine UNEs and thus creates an unnecessary barrier to the development of competition in Colorado.

h. Because we reject the SPOT frame proposal, we will order USWC to combine UNEs for CLECs, thereby reinstituting our previous order in this docket.  Decision No. C98-267 explains that we possess authority under state law to order UNE recom-bination.
  In this decision we find that the SPOT frame pro-posal is unreasonable and inefficient from many different per-spectives.  For the reasons stated in Decision No. C98-267 and here, we believe our decision is consistent with the intent of the Act, as interpreted by the 8th Circuit Court, inasmuch as USWC is required to provide unbundled elements in a manner that allows requesting carriers to combine such elements in a just, reasonable, and non-discriminatory manner.
  By bringing forth a proposal that effectively creates pricing barriers, operational inefficiencies, and discriminatory treatment between USWC and CLECs, USWC has not fulfilled this critical requirement of the Act.  However, we clarify that USWC is not precluded from making a future proposal for CLECs to combine UNEs themselves.  Such future proposals should address the concerns raised in this deci-sion in a manner that promotes competition in the local exchange market.   

2.
Glue Charge

a. TCG witness Croan proposed that the Commis-sion reject the SPOT frame and alternatively, require USWC to do the recombination and impose a “glue” charge on CLECs.  As envi-sioned by Mr. Croan, the glue charge would increase the cost of recombining UNEs when the recombined UNEs replicate a resold service and are indistinguishable from a resold or retail serv-ice.
  According to Mr. Croan, the glue charge would eliminate the concern with arbitrage.  In contrast, Mr. Carlson believes that no glue charges should be established since they are not based on costs and are discriminatory.

b. In Decision No. C97-739, the Commission eval-uated the merits of USWC’s proposed Residual Unbundling Charge (“RUC”).  The purpose of the RUC was to prevent what USWC called “sham unbundling.”  Sham unbundling, as used by the Company, is the provision of retail service solely through the purchase of UNEs.  USWC contended that a rational CLEC would engage in arbi-trage by purchasing the lower price UNEs instead of buying fin-ished services at the resale prices in cases where the retail price of particular services is priced higher than the UNEs.  The Commission, in Decision No. C97-739, determined that it would not impose a RUC at that time, but remained open to considering pro-posals for addressing, if appropriate, revenue loss to USWC caused by arbitrage adjusted prices.
 

c. In this spirit, the Commission has re-examined the arguments for the RUC and the arguments for the glue charge.  The Commission believes that imposition of a glue charge would send the wrong price signals in the market and duplicate charges already reflected in the tariff established for delivery of UNE’s to CLEC’s.  The intent of the non-recurring charges established in Decision No. C97-739 was to compensate USWC for delivering UNE’s to CLEC’s.  Delivering those UNE’s in combina-tion, without the necessity of disassociating them is covered by the combined non-recurring charges of the combined elements.  In an efficient market, prices should move towards costs.  The Com-mission has examined the cost data supplied by USWC for its SPOT frame charges and has re-examined the cost data originally sup-plied by the Company upon which the Commission established the nonrecurring charges and UNE rates in Decision No. C97-739.  Based upon our review, we find no reason to change the non-recurring charges or the UNE rates established in that decision or to impose a glue charge, at this time. 

3.
Shared Transport

a. USWC appears to propose to allow CLECs to purchase dedicated transport only under its revised proposals.  This is not discussed in the direct testimony of USWC witness McDaniel but is included within Exhibit PRM-2 attached to his  testimony.
  In that attachment, USWC added the word “dedicated” to the description of interoffice transmission facilities under paragraph 6.1A, and substituted the word “dedicated” for “shared” in paragraph 6.2B.  While claiming that the attached Exhibit PRM-2 contains the changes necessary to implement USWC’s inter-pretation of the Eighth Circuit requirements, USWC apparently did not directly attempt to eliminate the per minute rates associated with tandem switched transport previously approved by this Com-mission in this docket.     

b. According to AT&T witness Wilson, USWC’s pro-posal restricts CLECs to purchasing dedicated interoffice trans-mission facilities.  He further states that requiring each CLEC to construct its own interoffice network would be inefficient.  Finally, he contends that the FCC has concluded that the Act requires ILECs to provide access to the same shared transport facilities that ILECs use to carry their own traffic.
  These sentiments are echoed by MCI witness Hydock.

c. Through the testimony of witnesses McDaniel and Wiseman, USWC counters that if a CLEC purchases shared trans-port to carry a call between two end offices, on a call by call basis, the CLEC would not have to specify which interoffice trunks or tandem switches should be used to route the call.  This, according to USWC, would leave the decision and the need to plan an interoffice network to USWC.  Thus, CLECs would avoid the up-front commitment for interoffice facilities and the associated business risk of investing too much or too little.

d. Under our rules for unbundling of network elements (4 Code of Colorado Regulations (“CCR”) 723-39), USWC is required to provide Common and Dedicated Transport as network elements.  Common transport is defined in 4 CCR 723-39-2.2 as a communications path employing one or more circuits that connect two switching systems and are used by two or more customers.  In our orders in this docket, we have approved rates for direct, i.e., dedicated, trunking, and tandem-switched, i.e., shared, trunking between the USWC tandem and end offices.  We also note that in various interconnection orders, we have provided that CLECs are to have access to shared transport.
  Therefore, USWC’s vaguely defined attempt to remove the reference to the use of shared facilities in its proposed tariffs, as evident in the changes to paragraphs 6.1A and 6.2B of its proposed tariffs is contradictory to our rules as well as prior orders in this and other dockets.

e. The CLEC intervenors seem to imply that a recent FCC order
 on shared transport unbundled network element requirements goes beyond what has been previously established for transport rates in this docket.
  If that is the case, we note that the current interconnection agreements generally provide the CLEC with the ability to request of USWC modifications or addi-tional network elements subject to eventual arbitration in case of disputes.  In cases in which the current agreement provides for use of shared transport rates separate from the tandem switch, the specifics of that agreement would prevail over lan-guage contained in the USWC tariff.  In that instance, absent any other agreement or specific tariff for USWC, the usage rates established in this docket should be used for the shared trans-port rate element.  At this time, we do not intend to further modify the rates that we have previously established in this docket, since we view the FCC order as being outside of the directions given in our prior order to USWC to review the pro-posed tariff for consistency with the pronouncements of the Eighth Circuit Court.

f. As previously noted, in comparing the pro-posed Colo. PUC No. 17, Section 6, Original Sheets 1 and  3, Sec-tions 6.1A and 6.2B filed with the Exhibit No. 14, in this por-tion of the case to the same tariff page originally filed in this docket, it appears that USWC has changed the reference to “shared” facilities and replaced it with “dedicated” facilities.  USWC is directed to change the reference to “dedicated facili-ties” back to “shared facilities” consistent with the Commis-sion’s prior ruling and 4 CCR 723-39.  If there exist other instances in the proposed tariffs that make unclear the avail-ability of shared transport facilities as required under 4 CCR 723-39, USWC is also directed to modify those portions of its tariff.           

4.
Reconsideration of Commission’s Ruling Regarding 
 
Authority Under State Law to Order Recombining

a. USWC requests that we reconsider our conclu-sions in Decision No. C97-267 regarding the authority of this Commission to require combinations of network elements.  USWC does so based on its belief that it has presented a legitimate, nondiscriminatory method for allowing CLECs to combine network elements.

b. We decline to revise our prior order.  As stated in that decision, we did not invoke our authority to require network element combinations pending the factual investi-gation in this case.  Now, we have determined that the proposal of USWC is neither reasonable nor nondiscriminatory.  Until such time that a just, reasonable, and non-discriminatory proposal is adopted by this Commission, USWC shall be required to combine network elements for CLECs in the same manner that it normally combines them for itself.

II.
ORDER

A.
The Commission Orders That:

1. The Single Point of Termination frame proposal filed by U S WEST Communications, Inc., is rejected.  All tariff sheets filed by U S WEST Communications, Inc., in response to Decision No. C97-1160 are rejected in their entirety.

2. All requirements of our previous orders in this docket, Decision No. C97-739 and Decision No. C97-946 are rein-stituted.

3. The 20-day period provided for in § 40-6-114(1), C.R.S., within which to file applications for rehearing, reargu-ment, or reconsideration begins on the first day following the Mailed Date of this Decision.

4. This Order is effective upon its Mailed Date.

B.
ADOPTED IN Commissioners’ WEEKLY MEETING
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� “Spectral Anarchy” is used to describe a loop environment in which multiple service providers transmit an unknown and uncontrolled mix of xDSL signal types within a single cable.  This results in reduced performance of an xDSL service.


� These include:  IDSL, HDSL, ADSL, and RADSL.  According to USWC witness Schmidt, there are many types of xDSL technologies being developed by the industry and they have not yet been addressed in detail by national standards bodies.  


� See, Exhibit 2, page 12, lines 12-14.


� A binder group is a group of 25 color code cable pairs within a single cable.


� According to AT&T, a typical USWC loop connection in a wire center has only two points of failure, one on the terminal connecting to the loop, and the other on the terminal making the connection to the switch port.  Under the SPOT frame proposal, loops that are recombined with switching will have an absolute minimum of four points of failure and could have up to eight such points, depending on the design.


� See, 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3)(4).


� See, Exhibit 19, pages 10 and 11, lines 15-24 and 1-8, respectively.


� See, Exhibit 19, page 22, lines 21-22.


� See, 4/20/98 Tr., page 139, lines 18-25.


� See, Exhibit 19, pages 11 and 12, lines 8-24 and 1-7, respectively.


� See, Exhibit 18, page 7, lines 11-12.


� See, Exhibit 2, page 5, lines 6-18.


� See, Exhibit 19, pages 28 through 32.


� See, Exhibit 2, pp. 17-19.


� See, Exhibit 2, pp. 10-11.


� See, Exhibit 18, page 4, line 6.


� See, April 21, 1998 transcript, page 22, line 23 through page 26, line 14.


� See, 47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3)(4).


� See, Exhibit 19, pages 20 and 21, lines 11-14 and 1-29, respectively.


� See, Exhibit 22, page 3, lines 16-21.


� See, Decision No. C98-267, pp. 8-10, dated March 13, 1998.


� Ibid., pp. 3-7.


� See, Exhibit 17, pages 7 and 8, lines 24-25 and line 1, respectively.


� See, Exhibit 18, page 11, lines 6-7.


� See, Decision No. C97-739, page 100, paragraph f.


� See, Exhibit 18, page 18 and attached Exhibit PRM-2, sheets 1 and 3 of section 6.


� See, Exhibit 19, pp. 34-39.


� See, Exhibit 22, page 25.


� See, Exhibit 1, pp. 7-9 and Exhibit 15, pp. 11-13.


� See, for instance, Decision No. C96-1231 in Docket No. 96A-345T.


� Here, we also note that USWC at least accepted, if not advocated, that common transport should be available as a network element in Docket No. 95R-556T.  See, Decision No. C96-347, pp. 43-44.


� See, FCC Order 97-295, Third Report and Order, Docket No. 96-98.


� See, Exhibit 19, pp. 36-37.
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