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ORIGINAL

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

Petition to Establish Generic Docket to Consider

Amendments to Interconnection
Agreements Resulting from Changes of Law

s’ ‘e’ S

REQUEST FOR OFFICIAL RECOGNITION

Docket No. 041269-TP
Filed: September 26, 2005

DIECA Communications, Inc. d/b/a Covad Communications Company (Covad), through

its undersigned counsel, pursuant to rule 90.202, Florida Rules of Evidence, and section

120.569(2)(i), Florida Statutes, requests Official Recognition of the attached excerpt from the

Order of the Maine Public Utilities Commission, in VERIZON-MAINE, Proposed Schedules,

Terms, Conditions and Rates for Uﬁbﬁndled Network Elements and Interconnection (PUC 20)

and Resold Services (PUC 21) in Docket No. 2002-682, issued on September 13, 2005, finding

that “line sharing continues to be a Section 271 Checklist Item No. 4 requirement.” Covad also

requests official recognition of the attached FCC Order in In the Matter of SBC Communications

Inc.’s Petition for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160{c) from Application of Section 271,

issued on November 5, 2004 in WC Docket No, 03-235 1o which the Maine order refers.

s/ Vicki Gordon Kaufman
{Gene) E. Watkins

Covad Communications Co.

1230 Peachtree Street, NE
Suite 1900

Atlanta, GA 30309
(678) 528-6816

GWatkins@Covad.com



Vicki Gordon Kaufman

MOYLE FLANIGAN KATZ RAYMOND &
SHEEHAN, PA

118 North Gadsden Street

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Telephone: 850/681-3828

Fax: 850/681-8788

vkaufman@movielaw.co
Attorneys for Covad



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Docket No. 041269-TP

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Request for Official

Recognition was served by electronic mail and U.S. Mail this 26th day of September, 2005, to

the following:

Adam Teitzman

Michael Barrett

Florida Public Service Commission
Division of Legal Services

2540 Shumard Ozk Boulevard
Tallahassee FI. 32399-0850
gteitzma@psc.state.fl.us
mbarrett@psc.state.fl.us

Michael A. Gross

Florida Cable Telecommunications
Assoc., Inc.

246 B. 6 Avenue, Suite 100

Tallahassee FL. 32303

mgross@fcta.com

Nancy White
c/o Nancy Sims

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

150 S. Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1556
Nancy.sims@bellsouth.com
Nancy.white@bellsouth.com
Meredith.mavs@bellsouth.com

Norman H. Horton, Jr.

Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A.

215 South Monroe Street, Suite 701
P.O. Box 1876

Tallahassee FL 32302-1876

nhorton@lawfla.com

John Heifmann

Garret R. Hargrave

Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19™ Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington DC 20036
jheitmann@kellevdrye.com
ghargrave@kelleydrye.com

Kenneth A, Hoffman

Martin P. McDonnell

Rutledge, Ecenia, Purnell & Hoffman
P.O. Box 551

Tallahassee FL. 32302
ken@reuphlaw.com

marty@reuphlaw.com

Dana Shaffer

XO Communications, Inc,
105 Molloy Street, Suite 300
Nashville TN 37201
Dana.Shaffer@xo.com

Wanda Montano
Terry Romine

US LEC Corp.

6801 Morrison Blvd.
Charlotte NC 28211

wmontano@uslec.com

Tracy W, Hatch

Senior Attorney

AT&T

101 North Monroe Street, Suite 700
Tallahassee Fl 32301

thatch@att.com

Sonia Daniels

Docket Manager

AT&T

1230 Peachtree Street, N.E.
4™ Floor

Atlanta GA 30309

somadaniels@att.com



Donna Canzano McNulty
MCI

1203 Governors Square Blvd.
Suite 201

Tallahassee FL 32301

donna menulty@mei.com

De O’Roark

MCI

6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 600
Atlanta GA 30328

De.oroarki@mei.com

Floyd Self

Messer, Caparello & Self, P.A.
215 Soth Monroe Street, Suite 701
P.O. Box 1876

Tallahassee FL 32302-1876

fselftlawila.com

Steven B. Chaiken

Supra Telecommunications and
Info. Systems, Inc.

General Counsel

2901 S.W. 149" Avenue, Suite 300

Miramar FL 33027

steve.chaken(@stis.com

Matthew Feil

FDN Communications

2301 Lucien Way, Suite 200
Maitland FL 32751

mfeil@mail fdn.com
Nanette Edwards

ITC*DeltaCom Communications, Inc.

7037 Old Madison Pike, Suite 400
Huntsville AL 35806

nedwards@itcdeltacom.com

Susan Masterton

Sprint Communications Company
Limited Partnership

P.0. Box 2214

Tallahassee FL 32316-2214

susan.masterton(@mail.sprint.com

Alan C. Gold

Gables One Tower

1320 South Dixie Highway, Suite 870
Coral Gables FLL 33146

sgold@kcl.net

Raymond O. Manasco, Jr.
Gainesville Regional “Utilities
P.O. Box 147117

Station A-138

Gainesville F1 32614-7117
IDANasCoIV{Ery com

Charles A. Guyton

Steel Hector & Davis LLP

215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 601
Tallahassee FL. 32301-1804
cguyton@steelhector.com

Herb Bomack, CEQ

Orlando Telephone Systems, Inc.
4558 8.W. 35" Street, Suite 100
Orlando FL, 32811

jerrv@orlandotelco.net

Adam Kupetsky

Regulatory Counsel

WilTel Communications, LLC
One Technology Center (TC-15)
100 South Cincinnati

Tulsa OK 74103

adam. kupetsky@wiltel.com

Jonathan S, Marashlian

The Helein Law Group, LLP
8180 Greensboro Drive, Suite 700
McLean VA 22102

jsm@thlglaw.com

Bill Magness

Casey Law Firm

98 San Jacinto Blvd., Suite 1400
Austin, TX 78701

bmagness@phonelaw.com



Charles (Gene) Watkins

Covad Communications Company
1230 Peachtree Street NE, Suitc 1900
Atlanta, GA 30309
GWatkins@Covad.com

C. Evcrett Boyd, Jr.

Sutherland Asbill Law Firm
3600 Maclay Blvd. S., Suite 202
Tallahassee, FL 32312-1267
Everett.boyd@sablaw.com

D. Adelman/C. Jones/F. LoMontce
Sutherland Law Firm

999 Peachiree Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30309

David.adelman@isablaw.com

AzulTel, Inc,
2200 S. Dixie Highway, Suite 506
Miami, FL 33133-2300

STS Telecom
12233 S.W. 557 Street, #811
Cooper City, FL 33330-3303

ikrutchik@ststelecom.com

s/Vicki Gordon Kaufman
Vicki Gordon Kaufman



COVAD COMMANICATIONS Fax:202-220-0401  Sep 22 '05 16354 P02

STATE OF MAINE . Dockat No. 2002-682

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

VERIZON-MAINE -September 13, 2005
Propased Schedules, Terms, .
Londitions and Rates for Unbundled .

Network Elements and Interconnaction ORDER

(PUC 20) and Resold Services (PUC 21)
ADAMS, Chairman; DIAMOND and REISHUS, Commissioners
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ORDER - Emtg‘ No. 25(32682

FCC's transition rules.” Tha parties alao do not contest that UNE-Ps are not required
under Section 271 because the FCC hgs found that Section 274 does not require
combinations of UNEs.'® Accordingly, pursuant to the FTC's rules, Verizon doas not
nead to provide any new UNE-Ps after March 11, 2005, but must continue the
provisioning of existing arrangements until March 11, 2006, During the interim perid,
the price of existing UNE-Ps will ba the price as of June 15, 2004, plus one dollar.

3.  Linesharng

Line sharing aliows a CLEC to use the high frequency part of a loop
to provide xDSL service (broadband) while Verizon uses the low frequency portion of
the loop to provide voice service to the same ond user. The partles agree that, subject
tn a 3-year transition mechanism, the FCC eliminated line sharing as a UNE under
Saction 251. The parties vIgorously disagres as to whether line sharing Is required
pursuant to Section 271, Checklist Itom No. 4 — 8¢Cess to unbundied loops.

8. Veszen

) Verizon, both in its Briofs and its Exceptions, contends that:

Section 271 Checidist item No. 4. requires only that It to provide access to a loop
unbundied from switching and not to any portion or capacity of a loop. Verizon argues
thet unbundling line shering requires unbundiing beyond the “stand-alone local loep
required by checklist tam 4." Verizon points to what i characterizes as the "more
expansive® language of Section 251(c)3) which includes the “features, functions, and

capabdilities” of the network element and contrasts it with the language of Section 271
which requires anly "local loop transmission from the central office to the customer's
premises, unbundied from awitching or other servioes.” Verizon cltes the FOC's orders
approving Verizon's Section 271 spplications for Massachusetts and Virginia as
supporting its conlention that line sharing is a chacklist itemn only to the extent that
must be made avallable as a UNE under Section 251(c){3). Finally, Verizon contends -
that even if line sharing Is a Section 271 raqummanl. it has met its obligation by offering
line sharing to CLECe under its VISTA agroomonts'® which it charactertzes as “arms-

length agreements.”
b. CLECs
' The CLECs argua that line ahaﬁn clearly fails under
Section 271's requirements. SegTel pohtnhamntdecidon by the New Hampshire
Public Utilitias Commission (NHPUC) which fo:md that line sharing must continue to be
. 7 Ses TRRO at {169,
¢ Sew TRO at § 655, fn 1990.

% Verizon offers CLECS access fo line sharing through commercial agraementa it
rafors to as "VISTA agreements.”
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provided pursuant 1o Section 2742 The NHPUC relied upon the statutory appendix to
the FCC's New Hampshire 271 Order®' in that appendix, the FCC specifically
addressad how an ILEC could establish compliance with Checidist ltem No. 4. The
FCC stated that the ILEC "must provide access to any functionality of a loop requested
by competing carrier uniass It is not tochmoalt‘ynfaaslb!e to condition a loop fecility o
support the pariicular functionslity requested,™ The NHPUC found that the high
frequency portion of the loop used to provide DSL service was "a functionality of the
loop™ and therefore must be provided pursuant to Section 271, Checkiist item No. 4.2
SegTel points out that the FCC's Maine 271 Order™ contalned the same language
about the necessity of providing access to the funciionality local loop ciled by the NH

PUC. -
c.  Decision

- We find, bagsed upon qur review of FCC orders, inciuding the
Meine 271 Ordor, Maasachuselis 271 Order, # and the Broadband 271 Forbsarance
Order, that line sharing confinies o be a Section 271 Checkdist item No. 4 requirement.
First, as sagTei points out, the Statutory Appendix to the Maine 271 Ordar specifically

# proposed Reviglons to Tariff NHPUG No. 84 - (Statement of Generally '
Avallable Terms and Conditions) - Petition for Declaratory Order re Line Sharing - Order
Foliowing Briefing, No. 24,442, DT 03-201 and DT-178 (March 11, 2005) (NHPUC
SGAT Revision Order). . =

2 application by Verizon New England inc., and Verzon-Delaware, inc., Bell
Atlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a Varzon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance
Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions), Verizon Global Networks, inc. and
Verizon Selective Servicas, Inc., for Authorization To Provide In-Region, InferLATA
Services in the Stetes of New Hampshire and Deleware, CC Docket No. 02-157, Order,
(Septembar 25, 2002) (NH 271 Order). .

2 N 271 Orderat [ 49.

B NHPUC SGAT Revision Order at 46-47 citing U.S, Telecomm. Ass'n v. FCC,
359 F.3d 554 (D.C. Cir. 2004XUSTA Ii).

. ¥ Appiication by Verizon New England inc., Bell Atiantic Communications, Inc.
(/a2 Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/Ve Verizon
Enterprise Solutions), Verizon Gicbal Networks, Inc. and Verizon Selective Services,
Inc., for Authonization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in the State of Maie,
CC Docket No, 02-81, Order, 17 FCC Red 11676 (June 19, 2002) (Maine 271 Order).

2 Apphoation of Verizon New Englend In¢., Boll Atlantic Communications, Inc.
(dtva Venizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company {db/a Verizon
Enterprise Solutions) And Verizan Global Networks inc., For Authorixation to Provide In-

Region, interl ATA Services in Massachusetts, Order, 16 FCC Rod 8988 (April 16,
2004) (Massachusefts 271 Qrder). '
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states thet any functionality of the loop must be unbundied. Second, we dizagree with
Verizon's interpretation and refiance upon paragraph 164 of the FCC's Massachussefls
271 Order. We find nothing in that paragraph which supports Verizon's position, i.e.
that Checkiist itern No. 4 is limited to full joops. However, in the paragraph immediately
preceding that cited by Verizon, the FCC clearly states that line sharing must be '
provid;d pursuant to Saction 271 under both Checkiiet item No. 2 and Checidist item
No. 4. '

As we explained In our September 3, 2004 Order in this
docket, Checkist ltem No. 2 requires "nondiscriminatory access to network elements in
accordance with the requirements of sections 251(cK3) and 252 (d)(1)." Section
251(0)(3) requires ILECs fo provide access 1o their network, i.e. UNEs, while Section
252(d)(1) sets the pricing standard for thoss UNEs, i.e., TELRIC pricing. Section
251(cX3) aleo requires compliance with section 251(dX2) which limits access to UNEs
at TELRIC pricing to only those meeting the "necessary and impair” standard, Thus,
Checklist item No. 2 requires an ILEC to meet all of the 251 and 252 unbundiing and
pricing standards set forth In the TRO and TRRO. _

) Checidist lteme Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 10 require ILECs to provide
unbundied accass to loops, transport, awitching and signaling. The FCC hae axplicitly
fourd that, despite elimination of a number of UNEs under Section 251, ILECs must
continue 1o provide access to those UNEs under Section 271,77 However, unlike
Checkiist itarn No. 2, none of these other checkiist Remns, cross-referance sections
251{c)(3) and 252(d)1). The UNEs unbundied under Checkilat items Nos. 4, 5,6 and 8 -
must only meet the “just and reasonable” pricing standand of 47 U.S.C. §§ 204-202 and
not the TELRIC standard required under section 251.%°

Consequantly, the FCC's holding in the Massachusetts 271
Order ~that line sharing is required under both Checkiiat ltem No. 2 and No. 4 - is more
significant now than it was at the tims, i.e, when the ILECs' Checklist item Np. 2
requirements encompassed all of the other Checldist UNEs. Now that the LECy’
Checkiist item No. 2 requirements have been narrowed by the TRO ardd the TRRO, i.e.
now that the FCC has found that Section 251 doés not require the unbundiing of certsin
UNEb such 83 line sharing, tha fact that the FCC stated that the éliminated UNE also
rust be providad pursuant to Checkliat ltem No. 4 means that ILECs have a continuing
obligation to unbundie that UNE today. :

 Massachusetis 271 Order at § 163 (“On Decamber 9, 1898 the Commission
released the Line Sharing Order that, among cther things, defined the high-frequency
portion of local loops as a UNE that must be provided to requesting camers ona
nondiscriminatory basis pursuant to section 251(c)(3) of the Act and, thus, checkilst
items 2 and 4 of section 271"). .

¥ TRO st § 653,

2 TRO at § 858,
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The FCC's position on line sharing under Section 271 was
confirmed in the aftermath of the FCC's Broadband 271 Forbserance Order in the
statements made by then Chairman Powell and then Commissioner, now Chaiman,
Martin sccompanying the FCC ‘s Broadband 271 Forbearance Order. Chairman Powa&
stated that he did not believe the Broadband 271 Forbeersnce Order addressed line
sharing or that the FCC was forbearing from application of Section 271 1o line sharing.®
Chairrnan Mariin stated that he belleved the Broadband 271 Forbearance Order did
address fine sharing and, that if & did not do so explicitly, it would do so by operation of
law bemuse both SBC and Quest had amanded their forbearance petitions to inchude
iine sharing.® .

Subsequently, the FCC issued its Order Extending Deadiine
“explicity staﬂng that the earlier Broadband 271 Forbearsnce Qrder only covered Fiber
to the Home (FTTH), Fiber to the Curb (FTTC), hybrid loops and packet switching and
that the pefitions of SBC and Quest remahedfmdingasb any other UNEs not
required under Section 251, e.g., line sharing.¥’ The Order Extending Deadline further
siated that uniess the Fccwckacﬁonwﬂhln 90 days, the requests would be deemed
granted by operation of law. On January 11, 2005, SBC withdrew s petition for
forbearance and on January 13, 2005, Quast withdrew its petition, thersby foreciosing
the FCC's comldemtbn nf the lssue.

: Cleaﬂy both former Ohalrman Powdl and current Chairman
Martin belleve M line sharing continues o be a Section 271 requirement unless, and
untl, the FCC determines that it will forbear from erdorcing the raquirement. As
described above, the FCC never reached that docision because SBC and Quest
withdrew their petitions. ™

» «By removing 271 unbundhng obligations for fiber-based technologtes - and not
copper based technologies such as line sharing - today's decision holds great promise
for consumere, the telecommunications sector and the American economy.” Broadband
271 Forbearance Order at Chairman Powell's Separate Staternant.

¥ ‘Regardiess of whether it was affimatively granted, because the Commission's
decision fails to deny the requested forbearance relief with respect to ling shating, itie -
therefore deemed granted by dafauit under the statute.”. Broadbend 271 Forbeannu
Order at Chmmm Martin's Ssparate Statement,

3 In the Matter of SBC Communications Ing.’s Petition for Forbearanoe Under 47

U.S.C. § 160() from Applicetion of Section 271, Order Extending Deadline, WC Dockst
No. 03-235 (Nov. 4, 2004). .

% We note that the FCC's recent BeiSouth Line Sbaring Order, which addressas
state commission authority to order line sharing pursuant to state law, is inapplicable to
the question befors us because we are finding that line sharing I8 requirsd under foderal
law, not state lew. Bellsouth Telecommunications, inc. Request for Declaratory Ruling
That State Comrmlirions Mey Not Reguiate Rroadband Intarnet Acvess Servicss by
Requiring BeﬂSouth fo Provide Wholesale or Retall Broadband Services to Competiive
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Adcordingly, Verizon must continue to provision line sharing
as a UNE and include It in its wholesale tariff. As sigted earller, tha FCC has
determined thet the appropriate pricing standard for Section 271 UNEs is * just and
reasonsable” and we have determined that until Verizon flles prices for our approval or -
submits FCC-appraved rates, Vertzon must continue o provision all Beclion 274 UNEa
at TELRIC prices. Verizon allegsa in ite Brisf that It meets the FCC's just and ,
reasonable standerd through its offering of line sharing under the VISTA agreements.
We do not have sufficient Information before us at this time {o reach a final
detarmination on Verizon's claim. Before we could reach such a determination, we .
would nesd a move detalled filing by Verizon comparing its line sharing pricing structure
(all recurring snd nonsrecurring costs associated with ordering wholesale line sharing)
under TELRIC to the pricing structure under VISTA. Thus, until Verizon submits such a
filing and we make & final deterzmination on Verizon's claim, Verizon must.continue to
offar line sharing ot TELRIC rates.

4. Hvbdd Loops

The term hybrid loops describeés Joops which contain both a copper
portion and & fiber portion, Previously, carriers served sach customer with ali copper
wires running from the central office to the end user. More recently, ILECs have
configured their networks by using fiber feeder cables running from their central office to
‘a romota terminal and then copper distribution wires running from the remote terminal o
the end users premises.  This enables ILECs to more efficiently carry the vaffic
bstween the remots terminal and the centrel office.

a.  Seclion 201 Acceas

The partias generally agres, end we concur, that Verizon
must unbundle hybrid loops pursuant to Section 251 in accordance with the limitations
imposed by the FCC in paragrsphs 285-297 of the TRO, Specifically, the FCC has held
that ILECs must provide acoess to the TDM (time division multiplexdng) features,
functions, and capabiities of hybrid loops, including DS1s, DS3s, and volce-grade
narrowband connections. The parties also agree thet the appropriate pricing stardard
for such access pursuant to Section 251 is TELRIC pricing,

While the parties also agree, and we concur, thst Verizon
does not have to provide unbundied access 10 the packet switching features, functions,
and capabilities of hybrid loops,™ there is some disagreement conceming whether
Varizon must provide unbundled access to broadband capabilides whaere the CLEC has
installed its own packetized switching capabilities. GW) contends, bath in its briefs and

'LEC UNE Voice Customers, WC 03-251, Memory and the Opinion and Order and
Notice of inquiry, FCC 05-78, rel. March 25, 2005 (BeliSouth Line Sharing Order).

3 Sec TRO St 91288,
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Before the
Federal Communicstions Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of
SBC Communications Inc.’s Petition for

Forbearance Under 47 US.C. § 160(c) from
Application of Section 271

WC Docket No. 03-235

o St e mt att

ORDER
Adopted: November 5, 2004 Released: November 5, 2004

By the Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau:

1. Inthis Order, pu:suaxﬁtosecﬁon lO(c)oftheCommxmlcanonsActofl%el as amended (the
"Act),! we extend by 90 days the date by which the petition requesting forbearance filed by SBC
Communications Inc. (SBC) shall be deemed granted in the absence of a Commtssmn decision that the
petition fiils to meet the standards for forbearance under section 10(a) of the Act.?

2.  On'November 6, 2003, SBC filed a 3pe,'tmon requesting that the Commission forbear from
applying the requirements of section 271{c)(2XB)" to the extcut, if any, that those provisions impose
unbundling obligations on SBC that this Commnssnon has determined should not be imposed on incumbent
local exchange carsiers pursuant to section 25 1(eX3).* On October 27, 2004, the Commission released an
order granting SBC’s petition to the cxtent that it requested forbearance with respect to broadband
network elements, specifically fiber-to-the-home loops fiber-to-the-curb loaps, the packetized
functiopality of hybrid loops, and packet switching.® SBC’s petition remains pending to the extent that it
requests forbearance from the requirements of section 271(c)2)(B) with respect to other network
elements. Section 10(c) of the Act states that a petition for forbearance shall be deemed granted if the
Commission does not deny the petition for failure to meet the requirements for forbearance nnder
subsection (a) within one year after the Commission receives it, unless the onc-year period is extended by

'47U8.C. § 160(c),

247US.C. § 160(2).

347U.8.C. § 271(cH2XB).

;SBC Cg:)nﬂmnicaﬁons. Inc.’s Petition for Forbearance Under 47 U.S.C. § 160¢c), WC Docket No, 03-235 (filed
ov. 6, 2003),

® Petition for Forbearance of the Verizon Telephone Companies Pursuant to 47 U.8.C § 160(c), WC Docket No. 01-
338, SBC Communications Inc, 's Petition for Forbecrance Under 47 US.C.§ 160(c}, WC Docket No. 03-215,
Qwest Communications International Inc. Petition for Forbearance Under 47 US.C.§ 160(c), WC Docket No. 03-
260, BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Petition for Forbearance Under 47 U.8.C.§ 160fc), WC Docket No, (4-
48, Memorandnm Opinion and Order, FCC 04-254 (rel. Oct. 27, 2004).
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the Commission.® The Commission may extend the initial one-year period by an additional 90 days if the
Commission finds that an extension is necessary to meet the requirements of subsection 10(a).”

3.  Theportion of the petition still under review raises significant questions regarding whether
forbearance from applying section 271 to network clements that need not be unbundled under section
251(c)(3) meets the statutory requirements set forth in section 1(a). The Bureau thus finds that a 90-day
extension is warranted under section 10(c).

4.  Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to section 10 of the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, 47 U.S.C. § 160, and authority delegated under sections 0.91 and 0.291 of the Commission’s
rules, 47 CF.R. §§ 0.91 and 0,291, that the date on which the petition seeking forbearance filed by SBC
shall be deemed granted, in the absence of a Commission denial of the petition for failure to meet the
statutory standards for forbearance, is extended to February 3, 2005.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

- Jeffrey J. Carlisle
Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau

®47U.8.C. § 160(c).

" See, e.g., Petition of Ameritech Corporation for Forbearance from Enforcement of Section 275(a) of the
Communications Act of 1934, As Amended, CC Docket No, 98-65, Order, 14 FCC Red 6415 (Com. Car. Bur. 1999).
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