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NOTICE OF SCHEDULING ISSUES ) 

) 

AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. and TCG Phoenix (collectively 

“AT&T”) wish to advise the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) of the current state of the 

schedule in the above referenced proceeding, in light of the safeguards agreed to by Qwest 

Corporation (“Qwest”) and the Arizona Corporation Commission Staff (“Staff”). 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Qwest and Staff proposed a schedule that would conclude the review of Qwest’s 

operations support systems (“OSS”) and performance measure data before the end of 2001. The 

ALJ incorporated the dates proposed by Qwest and Staff into the latest Procedural Order dated 

September 21,2001. The decision by AT&T not to oppose the schedule proposed by Staff and 

Qwest, and ultimately adopted by the ALJ, was based on the conditions and safeguards contained 

in the Staff and Qwest Motion to Modify andlor Supplement the June 12,2000 Procedural Order 

dated July 27,2001, and the Joint Proposal of Qwest and Commission Staff to Modify 

Procedural Order dated September 6,2001. 
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The Motion to Modify set forth a number of “procedural ground-rules for the conduct of 

the Workshops”’ on the Retail Parity Evaluation, Relationship Management Evaluation 

(“ME”) ,  Capacity Test and Functionality Test: 

a draft final report would be issued on each of the four phases of the test; 

coincident with the release of each draft final report, the underlying data for each 
phase of the test will be made available to the parties; 

parties would be given a reasonable amount of time to review the reports and 
underlying data; 

parties would have an opportunity to file comments and questions 011 the draft 
final reports; 

the deadlines for filing comments and questions would be established by Staff. 
However, parties would have at least 14 days to review the Retail Parity 
Evaluation, RME and Capacity Test draft final reports and underlying data and to 
submit questions, and the parties would have at least 21 days to review the draft 
final report on the Functionality Test and the underlying data and to submit 
questions; 

CGE&Y, the Test Administrator, would provide written responses to the 
questions at least two business days before the workshops; 

the parties would not be precluded from submitting additional questions prior to 
the workshop after the initial deadline. 

The Joint Proposal filed by Staff and Qwest augmented the Motion to Modify.2 For 

example, the Joint Proposal required that all Incident Work Orders (“IWOs”) be closed, all 

retesting be completed, and the Test Administrator confirm that all exit criteria in the Test 

Standards Document be met before the DraR Final Report is i ~ s u e d . ~  

1 Motion to Modify at 3. ’ “Accordingly, in addition to the process set forth in their July 27,2001 Joint Motion, both Staff and Qwest would 
y p o s e  that the process be augmented with the following safeguards.” Joint Proposal at 2 .  

/d. This Draft Final Report will be issued aAer all four woikshops and will contain all the results of the OSS test. 
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The Joint Proposal also states: 

In addition, the schedule set forth below is contingent upon CGE&Y and 
the Staff and its consultants being able to perform and complete the test in 
such a manner so that the quality and integrity of the test is not adversely 
impacted. Staff and its consultants will request an extension of any and all 
dates set forth below, if events or issues arise which in the Staffs and its 
consultant’s opinion, require additional time to r e~o lve .~  

The Joint Proposal explicitly states that, although AT&T continues to have some concerns about 

the schedule, AT&T would not object to the schedule in the Joint Proposal as long as the 

safeguards are h ~ n o r e d . ~  The Joint Proposal also states that it was Staff and Qwest’s 

understanding that AT&T would withdraw its Motion to Suspend OSS Test if the safeguards are 

met. 6 

Finally, it should be reiterated that AT&T did not agree, in principle, to such an 

aggressive schedule and reserved the right to raise objections to maintaining the schedule, 

“should events warrant a change in the schedule.”’ AT&T also made clear that the Joint 

Proposal “is based on numerous future conditions that may not occur. Should the conditions not 

occur, there is a strong likelihood that the schedule will need to be changed.”8 These concerns 

were recognized by Staff. 

As AT&T and WorldCom have pointed out in their motion -- or in their response 
and which I am sure they will speak to, I think both Staff and Qwest and its 
consultants -- Staff ‘s consultants recognize that this an aggressive schedule. It is, 
as set forth in the body of the joint proposal, subject to many contingencies. And 
successful completion of this schedule is dependent upon meeting a lot of 

4 Id. at 3. ’ ~ d .  at I. 
Iil. The safeguards were necessary for AT&T withdrawing its Motion to Suspend OSS Test. TR 7-8 (Sept. 7, 

2001). Although the ALJ did not incorporate all the safeguards in the Procedural Order, it was very clear that 
AT&T and the other competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) were not contesting the schedule based on the 
safeguards agreed to by Staff and Qwest in their two motions. 

(7 

7 AT&T and WorldCom’s Response to Joint Proposal of Qwest and Staff to Modify Procedural Order at 2. 
* lil. 
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contingencies. But this is what Staff and Qwest were able to come up with in the 
last couple days, and I think we were able to address enough of the CLECs’ 
concerns that they do not object to the schedule and, of course, expect that the 
safeguards contained in the joint proposal will be adhered to.g 

11. SCHEDULING ISSUES 

Pursuant to the Procedural Order, both the Functionality Test Report and Capacity Test 

Report were to suppose be released on October 1,2001. The supporting test documentation of 

Cap Gemini Ernst & Young (“CGE&Y”) and Hewlett-Packard was to be placed in the viewing 

room coincident with the release of these two Reports 

The Capacity Test draft final report was rcceived electronically in the very early hours of 

October 2, 2001 (after 2:OO AM o’clock), The Functionality Test draft final report was received 

shortly after the close of business on October 11,2001 (approximately 5:30 PM o’clock). The 

final documentation on the Capacity Test draft final report allegedly was placed in the viewing 

room on October 11,2001. However, AT&T discovered that some test results for, and data 

requests and responses related to, the Capacity Test were not provided. Therefore, not all 

documents were placed in the viewing room coincident with the release of the draft final report. 

Because the Capacity Test draft final report was issued 10 days late, the date for 

questions and comments was extended from Friday, October 12 to Monday, October 15,2001. 

This date was extended a second time to October 16,2001.‘” 

The Capacity Test workshop is scheduled for October 25 and 26. CGE&Y answers to the 

questions on the Capacity Test are scheduled to be provided on October 19. However, if this 

TR 6-7 (Sept. 7,2001). 9 

I” The workshop on Relationship Management Evaluation draft final report was moved from the week of 
September 24 to the week of October 9,2001. This schedule change was caused by CGE&Y’s inability to provide 
answers to all the questions two business days prior to the scheduled workshop. This schedule change effectively 
eliminated one week of review time and severely impacted AT&T’s ability to review the Capacity Test draft final 
report and provide its comments and questions on the report. 
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date is extended a few days to provide CGE&Y additional time to respond to questions, in no 

event, can answers be provided later than October 23, in order to meet the two-business day 

requirement. 

The Functionality Test draft final report was received after the close of business on 

October 11, 2001, almost two weeks late. If one begins counting the 21-day period for 

comments and questions from October 12,” comments and questions will not be due from the 

CLECs until November 1,2001 . I 2  If the CLECs file all their questions and their comments on 

November 1, 2001, it is unlikely that CGE&Y could respond to all the questions posed lo i t  prior 

to the commencement of the workshop on the Functionality Test scheduled to commence on 

November 5,2001 . I 3  Nor can the two business day requirement be met. 

Staff asked the CLECs to submit their questions on the Functionality Test draft final 

report on a weekly basis. AT&T responded to Staff that it would use its best efforts to do so. 

However, as Staff is aware (1) completing and filing the Capacity Test questions and comments 

would take several days out of the week of October 15;14 (2) the workshop on the Capacity Test 

draft final report would take three days out of the week of October 22 (including the travel time); 

(3) there is a substantial volume of data in the viewing room on the Functionality Test that must 

be reviewed and analyzed (25 file drawers of CGE&Y and Pseudo-CLEC data); (4) preparing 

and submitting a brief on the recently concluded RME workshop will divert resources from 

II An argument can be made that the Report was received on October 12 and the 21-day period for comments and 
questions does not begin until October 15; comments and questions would be due November 5. 

Staff has notified the parties that comments and questions on the Functionality Test draft final report are due 
November 1,2001. 
l 3  Close to 200 written questions were asked by AT&T on the RME. Considering that the Functionality Test is the 
most critical test, the number of questions probably will exceed 200. 
l 4  Since additional data was provided the week of October 15, additional time must be expended to evaluate the new 
data. AT&T will, no doubt, have to file supplemental comments and questions. 

12 
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preparing questions and comments on the Functionality Test draft final r e p ~ r t . ' ~  As a result, 

AT&T advised Staff and Qwest that, in all likelihood, most of the questions would be provided 

on or about November 1,2001. Accordingly, it is unlikely that CGE&Y will be able to answer 

the questions submitted prior to the commencement of the workshop on November 5 and will 

definitely not be able to provide answers two business days prior to the beginning of the 

workshop. 

The current schedule may also threaten workshop days previously committed to 

reviewing the draft final report. The schedule provides that the Draft Final Report will be issued 

on November 21,2001. A workshop on the Draft Final Report is scheduled to commence 

December 4 and conclude on December 7, 2001. The final workshop was intended to address 

the modifications and additions that are contained in the draft filial report as a result of 

comments, workshops and retesting. Time must also be set aside to address questions raised by 

AT&T during the RME workshop that were deferred because CGE&Y did not incorporate and 

analyze in the RME draft final report the Pseudo-CLEC reports released as part of the 

This occurred in spite of the fact that the RME workshop initially had been deferred specifically 

to provide CGE&Y an opportunity to incorporate the Pseudo-CLEC reports. Therefore, the 

Draft Final Report will include new analyses that the CLECs will not have seen in the individual 

draft reports that were the topic of the prior workshops. There is a strong possibility that the 

time allotted for the workshop in December to review the Draft Final Report will be inadequate. 

Retesting is currently being conducted by the Test Administrator, CGE&Y. AT&T does 

not know the status of retesting. However, all retesting must be complete, all related TWOS 

I s  Staff advised the parties that the RME brief is due October 31,2001. '' CGE&Y did not analyze the Pseudo-CLEC's 12-step process report, Help Desk report, EB-TA report and the 
billing report. 
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I Final Report is issued. 

issued and closed, and the exit criteria in the Test Standards Document met before the DraR 
I 

111. CONCLUSION 

AT&T is using its best efforts to meet its obligations under the schedule. Although 

AT&T is not requesting any changes to the schedule pursuant to this Notice, AT&T wishes to 

advise the ALJ of recent events that could impact the current schedule. Unless the Functionality 

Test workshop is moved back by Staff, the safeguards agreed to by Staff and Qwest will not be 

met. The most reasonable next step, given the above facts, would be to adjust the Functionality 

Test workshop to reflect the delay caused by the late arrival of the draft final report. Staff, thus 

far, has made no attempt to adjust the dates for the Functionality Test workshop. Even Qwest, in 

earlier comments on the testing schedule, agreed that the delay of a report could be cause for 

adjusting the schedule.” 

The CLECs have not caused the delays at issue, and could not fairly be accused of 

attempting to interpose delay. Staff will need to make adjustments to the current schedule in 

order to honor the promises made to CLEC parties regarding their ability to review, analyze, and 

question information contained in the draft final reports. 

See Owest’s Comments Addressing the Motion to Modify and/or Supplement the June 12,2000 Procedliral 17  

Order, Filed August 8,2001 (“Qwest expects that the Capacity and Functionality reports will be released on 
schedule. If the reports are delayed for any reason, the workshop dates can be adjusted. The parties will have ample 
opportunity to prepare for these workshops.”). 
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Respectfully submitted on this 18th day of October 2001 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE 
MOUNTAIN STATES, INC. AND TCG 
PHOENIX 

L- 

Mad B. Tnbbv 
$&rd S. Woiters 
1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1575 
Denver, Colorado 80202 
Telephone: (303) 298-6741 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the original and 10 copies of the Nolice of Scheduling Issues on behalf of 
AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, lnc. and TCG Phoenix, regarding Docket 
No. T-00000A-97-0238, were hand delivered this 18th day of October, 2001, to: 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket Control - Utilities Division 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

and that a copy of the foregoing was hand-delivered this 18th day of October, 2001 to the 
following: 

Maureen Scott Mark A. DiNunzio 
Legal Division Arizona Corporation Commission 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Jane L. Rodda 
Hearing Division 
400 West Congress St. 
Tucson, AZ 85701 

Matt Rowel1 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

and that a copy of the foregoing was sent via United States Mail, postage prepaid, on the 18th 
day of October, 2001 to the following: 

Timothy Berg Thomas H. Campbell 
Fennemore Craig, P.C. Lewis & Roca LLP 
3003 North Central Ave., #2600 40 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Thomas F. Dixon 
MCI WorldCom, Inc. 
707 - 17"' Street, #3900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Douglas Hsiao 
Rhythms Links, Inc. 
6933 South Revere Parkway 
Englewood, CO 801 12 

Michael M. Grant 
Todd C. Wiley 
Gallagher and Kennedy 
2575 East Camelback Rd. 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 

Charles Kallenbach 
American Communications Services, Inc. 
131 National Business Parkway 
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701 
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Michael W. Patten 
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf 
400 North 5"' Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Daniel Waggoner 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
2600 Century Square 
1502 Fourth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101-1688 

Joyce Hundley 
United States Dept. of Justice 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000 
Washington, DC 20530 

Nigel Bates 
Electric Lightwave, Inc. 
4400 N.E. 77th Avenue 
Vancouver, WA 98662 

Charles Steese 
Qwest Corporation 
1 801 California Street, Suite 5 100 
Denver. CO 80202 

Mark P. Trinchero 
Davis Wright Treniaine 
1300 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 2300 
Portland OR 97201-5682 

Bradley Carroll 
Cox Arizona Telcom, L.L.C. 
1550 West Deer Valley Road 
Phoenix, A 2  85027 

Andrea P. Harris 
Allegiance Telecom, Inc. 
2101 Webster, Suite 1580 
Oakland, CA 946 12 

Scott S. Wakefield 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
2828 North Central Ave., #1200 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Darren Weingard 
Stephen H. Kukta 
Sprint Communications Company L.P 
1850 Gateway Drive, 7'h Floor 
San Mateo, CA 93404-2467 

K. Megan Doberneck 
Covad Communications Company 
7901 Lowry Blvd. 
Denver, CO 82030 

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director 
Communications Workers of America 
5818 N. 7th Street, Suite 206 
Phoenix, AZ 85014-581 1 

Andrew 0. lsar 
Director, Industry Relations 
Telecommunications Resellers Association 
43 12 92nd Avenue, N. W. 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

Gena Doyscher 
Global Crossing Local Services, Inc. 
1221 Nicollet Mall, Suite 300 
Minneapolis MN 55403 

Karen L. Clauson 
Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 120 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

10 


