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function, I also assist my a#signed CLEC:s in obtaining answers to any questions they
may have by working to lo#ate the appropriate subj#ct matter personnel from whom an
answer may be obtained. A%gain, once the appropriate subject matter personnel have been

located, I serve as a type of “middle-man” to ensure that the CLEC obtains a responsive

answer to its question. In tl'*is respect, as I also noted with regard to the personnel who
manage and provision the 'u*terconnections, the subject matter experts may differ between
Verizon ILECs. Asa resulq I seek out the subject matter personnel responsible for the
specific Verizon ILEC with {which the CLEC is seeking interconnection.

Do you know why the personnel responsible for managing/provisioning CLEC
interconnections as well as‘ subject matter personnel may vary depending on the
specific Verizon ILEC with whom the CLEC requests interconnection?

No. The underlying reason fo_r the variance is beyond my knowledge. However, it is my
understanding that Verizon plinois witness Ms. Kathryn Allison discusses the reasons in
her direct testimony.

Have you ever held yourself out to NCC, the Complainant in this case, as either (1) a
person responsible for knowing the technical aspects of the interconnection process,
or (2) a subject matter expfrt?

-

No, I do not believe SO.E CC ever perceived as much from anything I stated or did, it
Moh- tnstre.

certainly was not my intent {0 convey such a meaning. | / y1z/eva

NCC has identified an e-mail from yourself to NCC’s President, Mr. Todd Lesser, in

which you state that you will be NCC’s Account Manager “coast-to-coast.” (See

Exhibits to Direct Testimony of Todd Lesser and Douglas A. Dawson, C-002). What

did you intend to convey by this e-mail?

Docket No. 02-0147 3 Verizon Iilinois Ex. .0
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Simply that I would act in nily capacity as an Account Manager for NCC regardless of the
individual Verizon ILEC with which NCC sought interconnection.

‘ 1I.
Time-Line of Correspondence with NCC

When did you first become aware that NCC had an interest in interconnecting in
Ilinois?

I received an e-mail from w: Todd Lesser, time stamped Friday December 7, 2001, at
7:00 p.m. I have attached &#is e-mail to my direct testimony as Attachment DMM-
Does Mr. Lesser make any particular statements in his e-mail that you would like to
point out?

Yes. Mr. Lesser stated: “Next week, I will be starting the process of expanding into

Avzurmenta EVe.
‘Doga Mkwf

-Mr. Lesser also provided what I would describe as a somewhat unClear, non- S

itselt.

llinois. Specifically, Leaf River Illinois.”
14
specific and moving estimate of his needs for toll traffic by sayi_r@‘We will need less
than twenty-eight T1s [sic] or one DS3 for long distance, IXC traffic. I would be
satisfied if we had ten T1’s ﬂsic]. We could even get by with four T1’s [sic]. If four T1’s
[sic] is an unrealistic expect#tion on my part, please let me know. I may be able to work
within the parameters that y¢u set.”

In addition, Mr. Les#er inquired as follows: *“Is Verizon going to require a fiber
build for this? How much ca{pacity will Verizon give me without it requiring a fiber
build?”

Mr. Lesser further stated his desired time-frame for interconnection of sixty-six
(66) days, and inquired whe#her such a time-frame would be realistic. He added as

follows: “If not, please tell @e. My secondary choice of locations is Des Moines, Iowa.

Docket No. 02-0147 4 Verizon Illinois Ex. .0
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(empbhasis added). I have aﬁached Mr. Bartholomew’s December 13, 2001, e-mail
response to my direct testin#ony as part of Attachment DMM-2.

Did Mr. Bartholomew state what he intended by the phrase “retail facility?”

No.

Fulfilling your role as an intermediary, did you provide Mr. Bartholomew’s
response to Mr. Lesser?

Yes. That same day, Deced1ber 13, 2001, I forwarded Mr. Bartholomew’s e-mail
response to Mr. Lesser. In *hat e-mail, I also stated that: “Unfortunately the West policy
is the same as the East, as y#)u can see in the message below. We will not terminate

interconnection trunks on a ‘}etail/enterprise facility.” (emphasis added). I have also

attached my December 13, ?001, e-mail to Mr. Lesser to my direct testimony as part of
Attachment DMM-2.

Why did you use the phrase “retail enterprise facility?”

Like my prior use of the p@ue “existing enterprise services mux,” I did not have any
specific type of facility in rrqind when I used the phrase “retail/enterprise facility.” The
phrase simply resulted from‘my combining part of the phrase “existing enterprise services
mux,” which I had used in nﬁy inquiry to Mr. Bartholomew, and the phrase “retail
facility,” which Mr. Barthol#mew used in his response to my inquiry. In other words, I
simply combined and paraplﬁrased the terms I and Mr. Bartholomew had used in our e-
mails to each other with regard to NCC’s inquiry.

Did Mr. Lesser ask you what was meant by the phrase “retail/enterprise facility?”

No.

Did Mr. Lesser tell you his understanding of the phrase “retail/enterprise facility?”

No, he did not.

Docket No. 02-0147 9 Verizon Illinois Ex. 1.0



Q. Did Mr. Lesser indicate t# you that the response to his “fiber build” inquiry was
[ Celrguit=
(/s 7>
SPQ4/¢ f‘4

213 somehow problematic in t*]at he thought it meant Verizon Illinois was violating

214 some type of legal require#nents in connection with CLEC interconnections?

215 A No, he did not. The first I I#amed that Mr. Lesser found the response problematic was
when I became aware of N¢C’s Complaint with the ICC. g

Q. From looking at Attachme{nt DMM-2, is it correct that you sent to Mr. Lesser the

218 entire internal Verizon e-mail train that developed as Verizon personnel sent e-
219 mails to each other during‘the process of addressing Mr. Lesser’s “fiber build”
inquiry?
221 A Yes. I forwarded to Mr. Le#ser the entire e-mail train, so he was able to review Mr.
222 Bartholomew’s e-mails to mle in connection with the inquiry.
223 Q. .o - B ST T
224 Bartholomew’s e-mail to yFu, dated December 11, 2001, wherein Mr. Bartholo : /k ég 5@
el -
SpECLICAILY SLALES LI4L 7V 4WeST a0es not require a hiber build in order to ALSwe WZQ

interconnect.” Is that corrkct?

227 A Yes, that is correct.

228 Q. Did Mr. Lesser ever ask you what was meant by Mr. Bartholomew’s statement?

229 A, No, he did not. /Y YZ’/PVQ hé
230 Q. Did Mr. Lesser ask you to ask Mr. Bartholomew what was meant by the stateme

231 Al No, he did not.

232 Q. Again, to be specific, you forwarded Mr. Lesser as part of the e-mail train \
233 Bartholomew’s e-mail to you, dated December 13, 2001, wherein Mr. Bartholafne “

234 uses the phrase “retail facility.” Is that correct?

A’ kSk/a re

235 A Yes.

Docket No. 02-0147 10 Verizon Illinois Ex. 1.0



236 Q. R ov ) ’ )
237 A No, he did not. o / rre /@uw;zf“
Q Did Mr. Lesser ask you to ask Mr. Bartholomew what was meant by the plirase
“retail facility?”
240 A No. N
24 Q. When was your next correspondence with NCC?
The next day, Friday, Decexjpber 14,2001, at 10:13 p.m., Mr. Lesser sent me an e-mail
wherein he inquired whethef capacity existed for N¢C to collocate with Verizon Illinois
at a specific location. He al#so asked: “How long does it take to establish co-location?
245 How long it would take to éet interconnection trunks if we co-locate in the central
office?” have attached W Lesser’s December 14, 2001, e-mail to my direct testimony
as part of Attachment DMM-S
Q. What did you do with NCC’s inquiry?
handled it in my role as an‘ intermediary. The next business day, Monday, December

7, 2001, I forwarded Mr. L}zsser’s e-mail to Mr. Bartholomew to obtain a response. I

251 have attached my e-mail to Mr. Bartholomew, as part of which I forwarded Mr. Lesser’s

252 e-mail, to my direct testimoxily as part of Attachment DMM-3

253 Q. Do you know whether Mr. Bartholomew responded to NCC’s collocation inquiry?

254 A Yes. | The next day, December 18, 2001, Mr. Bartholomew e-mailed his response direcﬂ}f?x“)

255 to Mr. Lesser and copied me on his e-mail. In his e-mail, Mr. Bartholomew provided Mr. /{/(,7 bh -
Lesser contact information for collocation with Verizon Illinois, including the contact’s }1"‘40,7\,/1/6

257 name, direct phone number and e-mail address. In addition, even though Mr. Lesser had

258 only asked about collocation, Mr. Bartholomew was forthcoming and voluntarily gave

Docket No. 02-0147 11 Verizon lllinois Ex. .0
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Mr. Lesser the following aqvice with regard to what would be entailed should NCC wish )
/4

to proceed with interconnection: / 14,
‘ Ve
For interconnection, you would first submit a forecast, we would hold a ég/—)‘ S/U@

conference call to discuss and revise the forecast if necessary. Once we .
have an agreed upon forecast, you can submit orders for trunking. It takes g ”Weé#&;
approximately 15 days from the receipt of a clean (no errors) order to
establish trunking.

have attached Mr. Bartholt#rr'lew’s December 18, 2001, e-mail to Mr. Lesser to my

testimony as part of Attachxﬁcnt DMM-3.

Did NCC pursue collocation?

Not to my knowledge. 1 did‘ not receive any additional correspondence from NCC

concerning collocation in Illﬁnois.

Did NCC respond to Mr. Bartholomew’s December 18, 2001, e-mail by taking

action to complete or otherwise follow the steps Mr. Bartholomew identified with

regard to the interconnection process?

Again, not to my knowledge%, at least not within the time-frame relative to Mr.

Bartholomew’s e-mail. In f#ct, I did not hear from NCC for some time with regard to

[inois.

When did you next hear fﬁpm NCC with regard to Illinois?

Approximately one (1) monﬁh later, on January 13, 2002, was copied on an e-mail from

Mr. Lesser to Verizon’s Cor*tract Negotiations Group, wherein Mr. Lesser stated: “Since

it is necessary for us to have‘ an interconnection agreement before we can go to the next

level, I am formally requestibg that Verizon and North County opt into the AT&T
agreement in Illinois. ha\*e attached Mr. Lesser’s January 13, 2002, e-mail to my

direct testimony as part of Alttachment DMM-4.

Were you involved in the process of preparing NCC’s IA with Verizon Illinois?

Docket No. 02-0147 12 Verizon [llinois Ex. 1.0
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No{ However, it is my understanding that NCC’s IA with Verizon Illinois was

contraétually effective on F%bruary 5, 2002, and approved by the ICC on April 10, 2002. ;

Following Mr. Lesser’s e-mail of January 13, 2002, wherein Mr. Lesser stated

NCC’s intent to opt into tl'*e AT&T IA for Illinois, did Mr. Lesser contact you to

pursue interconnection in Illinois?

»NO[I_:decided to take the initiative and contacted him on February 14, 2002, which was X
about one (1) month later, because I had not heard from hinJ M” ’)’(SF&"I S/Ve

Why did you contact Mr. Lesser at that time?

Although I did not think tha# I had an obligation to initiate any communication at that
point, I was aware of Mr. Le%sser’s e-mail of January 13, 2002, wherein Mr. Lesser stated
NCC’s intent to opt into AT&T’S IA in Illinois, which seemed to me to indicate an intent
to pursue interconnection in ‘Illinois. Accordingly, even though it seemed to me that the
“ball was in NCC’s court,” %s a matter of courtesy, I took the initiative and e-mailed Mr.
Lesser to find out whether NCC still intended to pursue interconnection in Illinois. In
case NCC did, I substantiallif reiterated the steps that Mr. Bartholomew had previously
identified in his December IFB, 2001, e-mail to Mr. Lesser, (Att. DMM-3), that NCC
would need to take to proceed with interconnection in Illinois.
Had NCC filed its Complaint with the ICC at that time?
No.
What specifically did you say when you contacted Mr. Lesser on February 14, 20027
In reference to Mr. Bartholo#new’s December 18, 2001, e-mail, I stated as follows:

It has been almost twio months since Charles sent this message to

you. Since you decided to pursue interconnection in Illinois by

signing an Interconnection Agreement, please advise me of your

intentions. In order to proceed with your request, please provide

me with the required|forecast (found on the Verizon wholesale
markets web-site), and the location of your intended Point of

Docket No. 02-0147 13 Verizon Illinois Ex. 1.0
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What happened next?

The following day, Friday, February 15, 2002, I responded to Mr. Lesser, via e-mail, as

follows: “I just wanted yov+ to know that we are looking into your request for service
locations, but will not be a#le to provide you an answer by Monday. Monday is a Federal
Holiday and Verizon emplc#yees have the day off.”

Also, in response to‘Mr. Lesser’s resubmissibn of his initial e-mail
corresr;ondence, dated Dec%mber 7, 2001, with regard to interconnection in Illinois, (see,

DMM-1), as NCC’s foreca.#t, I stated: “I recognize your reluctance to complete the

forecast template, however,

the information you provided in your e-mail is not
sufficient.”

I have attached my }february 15, 2002, e-mail to Mr. Lesser to my direct
testimony as part of Attachlbent DMM-7.
Did you believe that the fqrecast information Mr. Lesser had provided was
insufficient?
Yes, because Mr. Lesser’s fbrecast lacked much of the information outlined in the
Company’s forecast form.
Was your request for NC¢ to provide further forecast information driven, in any
respect, by the fact that Mr. Lesser simply submitted the information via e-mail?
NoJ In Mr. Lesser’s February 14, 2002, e-mail, wherein Mr. Lesser resubmitted his
initial, December 7, 2001, ermail as NCC’s forecast information, (see, Att. DMM-6), Mr.
Lesser made an extraneous bomment that assumes Verizon Illinois had an objection to
the manner in which Mr. Ldsser submitted NCC’s forecast information. Mr. Lesser’s
assumption was simply incc#rrect. My attempts to obtain further forecast information

from NCC were not driven Ly the manner in which Mr. Lesser submitted the information. !
Mo — vesLpnsiVe .

Docket No. 02-0147 H “/j C{W()‘; ﬁ’{%de 15 Verizon Illinois Ex. 1.0
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Rather, my attempts pertam#d to the substance of the information Mr. Lesser had /00 h o~

provided on NCC’s behalf l{p to that point in time. In fact, as I note below, once Mr. Y(Wk S Uf/
y
Lesser finally submitted the‘appropriate forecast information for Illinois, Mr. Lesser /1“/5;'&{ Ve, ﬁ%
again did so via e-mail. I vdgluntarily transcribed NCC’s forecast information from Mr.
Lesser’s e-mail into the Coxﬂxpany’s database.
So Mr. Lesser did respond‘ to your February 15, 2002, e-mail request for additional
forecast information?
Yes. Mr. Lesser provided a{more complete forecast on the same day, February 15, 2002,
via e-mail. I have attached Mr. Lesser’s February lﬁ, 2002, e-mail to my direct
testimony as part of AttaChrﬂent DMM-7.
Did anything else occur on‘February 15, 2002?
Yes. That same day NCC ﬁtled its Complaint with the ICC.
What was the next thing tﬂat happened?
On Tuesday, February 19, 2(?02, Mr. Bartholomew sent to me a response to Mr. Lesser’s
February 14, 2002, e-mail, (#'ee, Att. DMM-6), wherein Mr. Lesser requested a list of
locations where Verizon Illi)ilois had sufficient capacity to interconnect with NCC. I then
sent Mr. Lesser an e-mail that stated:
As per your request, here are three locations in DeKalb, Illinois served by
fiber facilities. Currently, there is sufficient capacity at all of these sites to
handle NCC’s requirements to interconnect at the DeKalb tandem. Please

advise me when you have secured your location, so we can proceed with
our conference call t¢ establish your interconnection.

Also, would you please clarify your forecast statement below regarding
toll traffic. Based on your original message dated 12/7 am I to assume
you are referring to interlata toll? Are you placing this order as a long
distance provider? If this is correct, you will need to order Switched
Access feature group D trunks via the ASR process.

Docket No. 02-0147 16 Verizon Illinois Ex. 1.0
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or Feature Group D, trunk g#oup. [ have attached Mr. Bartholomew’s February 19, 2002,
e-mail to my direct testimonb/ as Attachment DMM-1
Did you respond to Mr. Lesser?
No. At this point the email e#xchange occurred primarily between Mr. Bartholomew and
Mr. Lesser. As such, I will diefer such discussion to Mr. Bartholomew.
Did you have any further correspondence with NCC that you would like to
mention?
Yes, on February 25, 2002, Mr Lesser sent me an e-mail wherein he states:

There appears to be fome misunderstanding. I wanted to make sure that

you all know that we are not just going to be serving Leaf River, but the

Leaf River area which includes DeKalb.
I have attached Mr. Lesser’s{February 25, 2002, e-mail to my direct testimony as
Attachment DMM-12.
Did you know why Mr. Lesser sent you his February 25, 2002, e-mail.

No. Eowever, I later learned that on February 22, 2002, Verizon Illinois had filed a

Motion to Dismiss NCC’s Complaint in part on the ground that Leaf Rjyer was pot
/U'Old—rf kS/Ve/ ho '(Z;“” &%m"}
hearsal

Have you summarized this time-line in a single exhibit?

Verizon Illinois exchange.

Yes. Please see Attachment DMM-12.
Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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