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Arizona Corporation Commission
DOCKETED
IN THE MATTER OF US WEST Docket No. T-00009HM 22381999
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S :
COMPLIANCE WITH § 271 OF THE DOCKETED BY |
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 ch/ ‘
COX ARIZONA TELCOM, INC.’S
RESPONSE TO JUNE 8, 1999 PROCEDURAL ORDER
QUESTIONS RE SERVICE QUALITY
Pursuant to the June 8, 1999 Procedural Order, Cox Arizona Telcom, Inc. (“Cox™)
responds to the following 14 questions:

1. What are the current national standards for OSS?
Response to No. 1: The OSS standards are currently being set on a state-by-state
basis, although various industry groups continue to address the issues. The Telecom-
munications Act of 1996 and FCC regulations and orders provide only broad guidelines

for state commissions addressing the issue.

2. For areas in which no national standards exist, when are national
standards anticipated?
Response to No. 2: There is no date set for the FCC to develop and adopt
national OSS standards. The progress of work being done at the state level varies

significantly from state to state — from no work at all to standards that are nearly
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complete.

3. What are the current FCC guidelines for OSS?
Response to No. 3: FCC guidelines on OSS, to the extent there are any, are set
forth in the FCC’s First Report and Order (§§ 504-528) and in the FCC’s five § 271
orders. The guidance provided in those orders does not cover all aspects of OSS.
Moreover, the FCC has a set of historical quality — measurement guidelines, but those
guidelines are significantly outdated and virtually of no use in today’s environment,
particularly with respect to CLEC access to an ILEC OSS and how the OSS must

perform.

4. What are other standards this Commission should consider in
evaluating whether US WEST OSS complies with § 271?

Response to No. 4: Whatever standards are considered, those standards should
apply equally to (and should be equally appropriate for) provisioning UNEs and resold
services. The standards should not over emphasize resale to the detriment of standards

appropriate for facility- or partial facility-based carriers.

5. Has an OSS, or any portion of OSS, been approved by the FCC? If
so, please provide specifics.

Response to No. 5: To the best of Cox's knowledge, the FCC has not approved
any ILEC OSS.

6. What type of collaborative process do you recommend to enable the
parties to reach agreement on an acceptable OSS?

Response to No. 6: Cox does not take a position on a specific process other than
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to urge the Commission to adopt a process that allows the concerns and issues raised by

these questions to be fully addressed.

7.  What information is necessary to enable you to determine whether
US WEST’s OSS is acceptable?

Response to No. 7: At a minimum, Cox would need complete information on

each function — provisioning functions (specific UNEs, combinations, etc.), informa-
tional functions (such as customer information, order status or repair status), etc. — US
West contends is available through its OSS. If the OSS provided all necessary
functions, Cox would need information from sufficient testing of the OSS to ensure it
actually operates as represented. Cox also would require a copy of any US West

OSS/Network Service Quality Performance Standards document.

8. Do you agree that formal discovery should remain in place during
the workshop phase of OSS? Should the discovery process be
modified, if so, how?

Response to No. 8: Cox believes that completion of the current CLEC discovery
directed to US West on OSS issues would allow greater progress to be made in a
shorter period of time. Moreover, depending on the workshop format, it may be
appropriate to allow some additional CLEC discovery of US West on OSS issues.

Cox believes all other discovery should be stayed until the OSS phase is
concluded. The telecommunications environment in Arizona is changing rapidly -
almost on a monthly basis. Today's discovery responses — particularly regarding the
level of competition in the market and US West’s actual performance with respect to
the fourteen point checklist — may be obsolete six months from now when issues other

than OSS issues are addressed by the Commission. The burden of discovery,

particularly on CLECs with limited staff, is not justified given the need to focus initially
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on OSS issues.

9. What discovery items that had been incorporated into intervenors’
testimony should be separated out and responded to by intervenors
prior to the filing of testimony?

Response to No. 9: We understand this question is directed primarily to US
WEST. However, Cox believes there should be no discovery of intervenors until
intervenors file their testimony setting forth their positions on specific issues in this

docket.

10. How should the workshops be conducted to ensure maximum
results in assessing US WEST’s OSS? Who should Farticipate?
How many workshops do you anticipate being useful, and over
what period of time?

Response to No. 10: Cox is not wedded to any particular workshop format or
duration, although the workshop process ultimately should include rigorous testing of
the OSS once US West believes its OSS meets the standards determined in the
workshops. Cox believes participation should include facilities-based CLECs, reseller
CLECs, Commission Staff and perhaps RUCO (to assure that the OSS provides

adequate wholesale service quality performance so that consumers can receive

acceptable performance from CLECS).

11. Should a Staff Report issue with recommendations regarding
existing OSS compliance and modifications to achieve compliance?
How long after the last workshop will Staff need to issue a Report?

Response to No. 11: Cox believes Staff should issue a Report on US WEST's
OSS compliance and modifications to achieve compliance. Cox defers to Commission

Staff regarding the timing for issuance of the Staff Report.
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12. How much time after issuance of a Staff Report will you need to
respond to the Report?

Response to No. 12: Cox requests 30 days to respond after the issuance of the

Staff Report.

13.  When will the intervenors and Staff be able to file a preliminary
statement indicating whether US WEST is in compliance with any
checklist items?

Response to No. 13: With respect to the fourteen checklist items in § 271, Cox
has insufficient information to conclude whether US WEST is in compliance with any
particular checklist item at this time. Cox would be willing to identify those checklist

items on which it will not take a position this docket within 30 days from a request to

do so.

14.  Any other relevant information that the parties desire to provide.

Response to No. 14: Cox could provide a draft set of Service Quality

Performance Measures (SQPMs) for consideration. These draft SQPMs reflect the
current requirements of facility-based providers from Cox’s perspective and would be

pertinent to the standards for US WEST's OSS.

Dated: June 22, 1999.
Respectfully submitted,

CoX ARIZONA TELCOM, INC.

Lex J. Smith

Michael W. Patten

BROWN & BAIN, P.A.

2901 North Central Avenue
Post Office Box 400

Phoenix, Arizona 85001-0400
(602) 351-8000




Carrington Phillip

Cox COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1400 Lake Hearn Drive, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30319

Attorneys for Cox Arizona Telcom, Inc.
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ORIGINAL and TEN (10) COPIES
filed June 22, 1999, with:

Docket Control

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COPIES hand-delivered June 22, 1999, to:

Paul Bullis, Esq.

Maureen Scott, Esq.

Chief Counsel, Legal Division
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Jerry L. Rudibaugh, Esq.

Lyn Farmer, Esq.

Barbara Behun, Esq.

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Ray Williamson

Acting Director, Utilities Division
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COPIES mailed June 22, 1999, to:

Richard S. Wolters, Esq.

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE MOUNTAIN STATES

1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1575

Denver, Colorado 80202
Counsel for AT&T Communication of the Mountain States;
and AT&T Local Service
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Joan S. Burke, Esq.

OSBORN & MALEDON

2929 North Central Avenue, Suite 2100
Post Office Box 36379

Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379

Counsel for AT&T Communications of the Mountain States;

and NEXTLINK Arizona, Inc.

Daniel Waggoner, Esq.

DAvVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

2600 Century Square

1501 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101-1688
Co-Counsel for NEXTLINK Arizona, Inc.

Alaine Miller

NEXTLINK Communications, Inc.
500 108™ Avenue N.E., Suite 2200
Bellevue, Washington 98004

Raymond S. Heyman. Esq.
Randall H. Warner, Esq.
RoSHKA HEYMAN & DEWULF
Two Arizona Center
400 North Fifth Street, Suite 1000
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
Counsel for Arizona Payphone Association

Penny Bewick

ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE, INC.
4400 N.E. 7" Avenue
Vancouver, Washington 98662

Michael M. Grant, Esq.

GALLAGHER & KENNEDY

2600 North Central Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-3020
Counsel for Electric Lightwave, Inc.

Richard M. Rindler, Esq.
Morton J. Posner, Esq.
SWIDLER BERLIN SHEREFF FRIEDMAN, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007-5116
Counsel for GST Tucson Lightwave, Inc.;
and GST Net (AZ), Inc.

Thomas F. Dixon

MCT TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
707 17th Street, Suite 3900

Denver, Colorado 80202
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Thomas H. Campbell, Esq.

LEwis & Roca L.L.P.

40 North Central Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85004
Counsel for MCI Telecommunications Corporation,
MClImetro Access Transmission Services, Inc.; and
ACI Corp. dba Accelerated Connections, Inc.

Frank Paganelli, Esq.
Colin Alberts, Esq.
BLUMENFELD & COHEN
1615 M Street, Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036
Co-Counsel for ACI Corp. dba Accelerated Connections, Inc.

Stephen Gibelli

RESIDENTIAL UTILITY CONSUMER OFFICE
2828 North Central Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Donald A. Low, Esq.

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS Co., L.P.
8140 Ward Parkway 5-E

Kansas City, Missouri 64114

Vincent C. DeGarlais

Andrew D. Crain

Charles Steese

Thomas M. Dethlefs

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1801 California Street, Suite 5100
Denver, Colorado 80202

Timothy Berg, Esq.
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.
3033 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2913
Counsel for U S WEST Communications, Inc.

Lex J. Smith, Esq.

Michael W. Patten, Esq.

BROWN & BAIN, P.A.

2901 North Central Avenue

Post Office Box 400

Phoenix, Arizona 85001-0400
Counsel for e-spire™ Communications, Inc.
(tka American Communications Services, Inc.)




