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U S WEST respectfilly submits its position statement regarding the workshops 

relating to the Performance Measures Evaluation component of the OSS Test Plan. 

Specifically, workshop discussions on September 30 and October 1, 1999, will focus on 

the performance measures and performance expectations that U S WEST must satisfy for 

the OSS Test. As it has with other aspects of the test plan, U S WEST encourages the 

Commission to remain focused on the purpose of the OSS Test - ensuring that 

U S WEST’S electronic interfaces meet the requirements of section 271 of the Act. 

PURPOSE OF PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 set forth three principal means of 

competitive entry by CLECs into the local exchange market: (1) facilities based by-pass; 

(2) leasing unbundled network elements (UNEs); and (3) resale. To foster each type of 

entry, U S WEST must provide CLECs with nondiscriminatory access to interconnection, 

UNEs, and resale. 

The FCC has established different legal standards that U S WEST must satisfy for 

each of these means of entry. For interconnection, U S WEST must provide 

interconnection that is “at least equal in quality” to that which U S WEST &h&&ETE D 
itself. For the ordering/provisioning of unbundled network elements and oth&68st%n$eugg 
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where no retail analogue exists, U S WEST must provide access in a manner that 

provides an “efficient CLEC with a meaninghl opportunity to compete.” For the 

repaidmaintenance of UNEs and provision of resale, U S WEST must provide these items 

in “substantially the same time and manner” as U S WEST provides the same service to 

itself. U S WEST’S performance measures track these legal standards. 

The FCC recognized that the entire purpose of “performance measurements and 

reporting requirements [is to] allow carriers to observe or verify the extent to which an 

ILEC is providing nondiscriminatory access to services and facilities. ” In the Matter of 

Performance Measurements and Reporting Requirements for Operations Support 

Systems, Interconnection, and Operator Services and Directory Assistance, Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 98-72, fi 14 (April 17, 1998) (“PRM”); see id at 7 116 

(performance measures serve as a “bases for determining whether an incumbent LEC is in 

compliance with statutory standards.”); id at 7 104 (performance measures allow carriers 

to “determine whether ILECs are satisfying their statutory obligations pursuant to section 

25 1 .”). Thus, performance measures are not designed to ensure perfection; to the 

contrary, performance measures are designed to ensure that, in the context of Anzona’s 

competitive landscape, that U S WEST is meeting its legal obligations with respect to 

interconnection, UNEs and resale. 

U S WEST’S PROPOSED PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS 

The ACC’s OSS Test Plan for U S WEST expressly recognizes these distinct 

legal standards. See OSS Test Plan at 0 8.1. With these legal standards in mind, the 

ACC requested that the parties complete Appendix D to the OSS Test Plan and describe 

(1) whether a legal standard for the OSS test is appropriate; (2) if a legal standard is 
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justified, the appropriate standard or benchmark; and (3) if a benchmark is appropriate, 

what the specific benchmark should be. OSS Test Plan at 0 8.2 

Attached hereto is U S WEST’s completed Appendix D for use during the 

workshops. The Appendix reflects some fundamental concepts. 

1. The purpose of the OSS test is to test U S WEST’s electronic 

interfaces. 

2.  Performance expectations should be determined based on the 

appropriate legal standard as defined by either the Act or the FCC. 

3. The legal standards and benchmarks to be set should be grounded 

in the competitive expectations of customers in the state of Arizona. 

4. When a retail alternative exists, the performance comparison 

should depend on whether the retail product is identical or similar. If it is 

the latter, some additional statistical deviation between the two should be 

expected and accounted for. 

5 .  Benchmarks should be set based upon facts and not aspirational 

levels of performance. 

U S WEST considered each of these key concepts while completing the Appendix. 

A. Instances Where Paritv is the Amrowiate Lepal - Standard. 

As described above, U S WEST must provide both resale and the repair/ 

maintenance of UNEs at “parity” - Le., in substantially the same time and manner as 

U S WEST provides the comparative service to itself. This is relatively simple for resale 

where U S WEST is providing the exact same retail service to its own customers as the 

CLEC is providing to its customers. For the provision of resold services, U S WEST 
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proposes to provide the service at “comparative parity” with a 95% statistical confidence 

level. 

On the other hand, there are instances where U S WEST provides an analogous, 

but slightly different service to its retail customers. The repair of UNEs and mediated 

access to pre-order functions exemplify this type of parity. In those instances, something 

less than “identical treatment”; something allowing for some additional statistical 

deviation due to the inherent difference in the products is appropriate. U S WEST calls 

this “analogue parity.” For example, for the repair of loops where a similar but slightly 

different task is performed, U S WEST proposes parity at a 99% confidence level. This 

accounts for some additional statistical deviation. Similarly, for some pre-order functions 

that require mediated access, U S WEST proposes the retail response time plus 10 

seconds. 

Although U S WEST must provide interconnection that is “at least equal in 

quality,” U S WEST has not proposed any legal benchmarks for interconnection. As 

described in each of the workshops to date, U S WEST believes that interconnection is 

outside the scope of the OSS Test. Interconnection should be left for the Commission to 

assess in the context of a hearing. 

B. 

As described above, where no retail analogue exists, U S WEST must provide an 

Instances Where a Benchmark Should Be Set. 

efficient competitor with a meaningful opportunity to compete. In these instances, 

U S WEST cannot point to its own retail performance as determinative. The obvious 

example that falls within this category is the ordering and provisioning of UNEs, such as 

the unbundled loop. The FCC has recognized time and again that there are no retail 
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analogues for these products. When no retail analogue exists, the OSS Test must set 

benchmarks that identify some expected level of performance. 

As an example of the analysis that U S WEST conducted to identify the 

appropriate benchmarks, U S WEST proposes provisioning intervals of (usually) 5 or 6 

days for unbundled analog loops (depending on the population density), with an 

expectation of meeting its installation commitments 80% of the time. A substantial 

amount of data that supports both the provisioning interval and the performance 

expectation exists. 

When setting the provisioning interval, U S WEST assessed the amount of work 

that it needed to perform in order to provision an unbundled loop. Each time a loop is 

ordered by a CLEC, U S WEST must follow a 16-step provisioning process. That 

process requires several steps that are not usually required to provision POTs. For 

example, each time a loop is ordered, U S WEST must dispatch a technician to run a 

jumper from U S WEST’S main distribution frame to the CLEC’s equipment. Similarly, 

in most instances CLECs want loops provisioned with a “coordinated cut” to ensure that 

its customer is out of service for as brief a time as possible. For these and many other 

reasons, U S WEST provisions unbundled loops using a “design flow” as compared to a 

“POTs flow.” U S WEST provides its own retail customers with identical 5 and 6 days 

intervals when it provides them with a design service. 

There are many other reasons why 5 and 6 days intervals are appropriate. While 

there is no retail analogue to the provisioning of unbundled loops, there is one fact that 

cannot be questioned - unlike POTs, each time an unbundled loop is ordered, U S WEST 

must dispatch a technician. When U S WEST provisions POTs with a dispatch, 
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U S WEST’s average provisioning intervals run approximately 6 days. Similarly, when 

U S WEST provides retail services with a dispatch, it meets its due dates about 80% of 

the time. These numbers add a great deal of validity to U S WEST’s proposed 

benchmarks. They also forewarn that the ACC should not set unreasonably high 

expectations of performance. 

Collocation is another example where no retail analogue exists. However, just as 

with interconnection, U S WEST believes that collocation is outside the scope of the OSS 

Test and should be left for the Commission to assess in the context of a hearing. 

C. Instances Where No LeFal Standard or Benchmark Should be Set. 

Finally, there are some instances where a performance measure is either 

diagnostic or not readily capable of comparison. In these instances, no performance 

expectation should be set. An example is the diagnostic indicator, “CLEC Caused 

Misses”, which helps the Commission to assess performance, but does not readily address 

U S WEST’S performance. 

There are also instances, however, where U S WEST simply does not have the 

ability to discriminate in its provision of service. For example, when U S WEST 

provisions CLECs with Directory Assistance and Operator Services, calls are routed to 

employees in the same way and on a first come-first served basis, thereby making it 

impossible for U S WEST to discriminate. In these instances, no performance 

expectations should be set because, by definition, CLECs receive nondiscriminatory 

access. 
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CONCLUSION 

This document sets forth examples of the decision-making employed by 

U S WEST to complete Appendix D. At the workshops next week, U S WEST will be 

prepared to discuss each component of its Appendix D in this level of detail. U S WEST 

welcomes the opportunity to continue its work with the ACC on this important 

undertaking. 

-Lv+k RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this day of September, 1999. 

U S WEST Communications, Inc. 

FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C. ’ 
Timothy Berg 
3003 North Central Ave., Suite 2600 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
(602) 916-5421 

Andrew D. Crain 
Charles W. Steese 
Thomas M. Dethlefs 
U S WEST Law Department 
1801 California Street 
Suite 5 100 
Denver, CO 80202 
(303) 672-2995 
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ORIGINAL and 10 copies of the foregoing filed 
this 2q &.day of &=%, 1999, with: 

Docket Control 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

COPY of the foregoing hand-delivered 
this L+fLc-day of ,1999, to: 

Maureen A. Scott, Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Deborah Scott, Acting Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Jerry Rudibaugh, Chief Hearing Officer 
Hearing Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

COPY of the foregoing faxed/mailed 
this ZYYday of w r - 9 1 9 9 9 ,  to: 

Donald A. Low 
Sprint Communications Company, LP 
8140 Ward Parkway 5E 
Kansas City, MO 641 14 

Thomas Campbell 
Lewis & Roca 
40 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Joan S. Burke 
Osborn Maledon, P.A. 
2929 N. Central Ave., 2 1 St Floor 
PO Box 36379 
Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379 
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Thomas F. Dixon 
Karen L. Clausen 
MCI Telecommunications Corp. 
707 17* Street # 3900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Stephen Gibelli 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
2828 North Central Ave., Suite 1200 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Michael M. Grant 
Gallagher & Kennedy 
2600 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3020 

Michael Patten 
Lex J. Smith 
Brown & Bain 
2901 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Daniel Waggoner 
Davis, Wright & Tremaine 
2600 Century Square 
1501 Fourth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101-1688 

Richard S. Wolters 
Maria Arias-Chapleau 
AT&T Law Department 
1875 Lawrence Street # 1575 
Denver, CO 80202 

David Kaufinan 
e.spire Communications, Inc. 
466 W. San Francisco Street 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

Colin Alberts 
Blumenfeld & Cohen 
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
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Alaine Miller 
NEXTLINK Communications, Inc. 
500 108* Ave. NE, Suite 2200 
Bellevue, WA 98004 

Carrington Phillip 
Cox Communications, Inc. 
1400 Lake Heam Dr., N.E. 
Atlanta, GA 303 19 

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director 
Communications Workers of America 
5818 N. 7fh St., Suite 206 
Phoenix, Arizona 85014-581 1 

Penny Bewick 
Electric Lightwave, Inc. 
4400 NE 77' Ave. 
Vancouver, WA 98662 

Philip A. Doherty 
545 South Prospect Street, Suite 22 
Burlington, VT 05401 

W. Hagood Bellinger 
5312 Trowbridge Drive 
Dunwoody, GA 30338 

Joyce Hundley 
U.S. Dept. of Justice 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street, NW, # 8000 
Washington, DC 20530 

Andrew 0. Isar 
Telecommunications Resellers Association 
4312 92nd Ave., NW 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

Raymond S. Heyman 
Randall H. Warner 
Two Arizona Center 
400 North 5* Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906 
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Craig Marks 
Citizens Utilities Company 
2901 North Central Avenue, Suite 1660 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
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