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COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S ) 
COMPLIANCE WITH 5 271 OF THE ) 

IN THE MATTER OF U S WEST ) Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 AT&T’S RELATIONSHIP 
j MANAGEMENT EVALUATION 
) BRIEF 
) 

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

(collectively, “AT&T”) hereby file their brief on the Relationship Management 

Evaluation. 

I. CGE&Y Failed to Perform Formal Interviews With CLECs in Compliance 
with TSD Requirements and Such Failure Renders CGE&Y’s Findings With 
Respect to Account Establishment, Account Maintenance and ED1 
Development Suspect. 

For the competitive local exchange carrier (“CLEC”) Account Establishment and 

CLEC Account Management Evaluations, both the Master Test Plan’ and the Test 

Standards Document’ identify two major activities that Cap Gemini Ernst & Young 

(“CGE&Y”) must complete as part of the overall evaluations. Those two activities are 

’ Master Test Plan for Testing Qwest’s Operational Support Systems in Arizona, Version 4.2, June 29, 
2001 (“MTP”). 

Cap Gemini Telecommunications 271Test Standards, Version 2.10, September 6,2001 (“TSD”). 
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(1) reviewing Qwest documentation and (2) performing interviews with Qwest, Pseudo- 

CLEC and CLEC personnel. 

Section 7.2.1 of the MTP identifies the following as one of the CLEC Account 

Establishment Evaluation activities: 

The Test Administrator will perform interviews with the Pseudo-CLEC, 
participating CLEC’s and Qwest personnel to document the experiences 
encountered when establishing a new CLEC account. 

Section 6.2.3.3 of the TSD includes the following as one of the CLEC Account 

Establishment activities: 

The TA will perform interviews with the Pseudo-CLEC, participating 
CLECs and Qwest personnel to document the experiences encountered 
when establishing a new CLEC account. 

Section 7.2.2 of the MTP identifies the following as one of the CLEC Account 

Management Evaluation Activities: 

The Test Administrator will perform interviews with the Pseudo-CLEC, 
participating CLEC’s and Qwest personnel to document the experiences 
encountered in regards to Responses to Account inquiries, Help Desk Call 
Processing, Help Desk call closures, Help Desk Status Tracking, Problem 
Escalation, Forecasting, and Communications 

Section 6.3.2.3 of the TSD identifies one of the CLEC Account Management Activities 

as: 

The Test Administrator will perform interviews with Pseudo-CLEC, 
participating CLECs and Qwest personnel to document the experiences 
encountered in regards to the timeliness, accuracy and completeness of 
Qwest responses to Account inquiries, the timeliness and responsiveness 
of Help Desk Call Processing, the appropriateness and methods applied to 
Help Desk call closures, the actual performance of Help Desk Status 
Tracking activities, the fkequency and appropriateness of Problem 
Escalation efforts that are taken in response to CLEC inquiries, the 
reasonableness of Forecasting requests and the extent to which forecast 
information is applied by Qwest into its various planning activities, and 
communications avenues that are available to CLECs by Qwest and the 
extent that these are effective. 
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Unquestionably, both the MTP and the TSD required CGE&Y to perform 

interviews with Qwest, CLEC and Pseudo-CLEC personnel. Despite the clear 

requirement in both the MTP and the TSD to perform interviews with Qwest, Pseudo- 

CLEC and CLEC personnel, CGE&Y unilaterally decided that questionnaires were an 

acceptable substitute for interviews with CLECs. CGE&Y’s opening comments during 

the Relationship Management Evaluation Report workshop made it clear that CLECs 

were not formally interviewed as part of the Relationship Management Evaluation and 

that CGE&Y considered questionnaires as a substitute for formal interviews 

These questionnaires took the place of in-person interviews in many 
instances. And the results of these questionnaires are in the room that we 
refer to as the viewing room and have been made available to all interested 
parties. In some cases we did conduct interviews, but mostly it was with 
Qwest personnel. And that was in their account establishment or their 
account management or their EDI, electronic data interchange, IMA, 
interconnect mediated access development group, and people who are 
responsible within Qwest for management of the CICMP process. 
Informal interviews were conducted from time to time with various 
CLECS. as we11.3 

During the workshops, CGE&Y confirmed that it did not perform interviews with 

CLECs for either the account establishment or account maintenance  evaluation^.^ 

CGE&Y also confrmed during the workshop that, “it was our interpretation that it was 

acceptable and adequate to use for those CLECs who wanted to and opted to respond to 

take the written responses to our questionnaire as their position.”’ Even when the 

questionnaire responses came back and were characterized by CGE&Y as “skimpy at 

best,” CGE&Y did not consider following the requirements of both the MTP and TSD by 

’ Dryzgula, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, pp. 17 - 18 (emphasis added). 
Dryzgula, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, pp. 104 - 105. 
Dryzgula, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9, 2001, p. 105, 11s. 8 - 11. 

4 
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conducting formal interviews with the CLECS.~ 

Both the TSD and the MTP directed CGE&Y to perform formal interviews with 

CLECs for a very good reason. The reason is that the operational folks that should have 

been the subject of the interviews may not have the time or the written communication 

skills to effectively describe their account evaluation and account management 

experiences through a questionnaire. AT&T was one CLEC that cautioned its 

operational folks that were filling out the questionnaire to not get overly concerned about 

the responses because there would be follow-up interviews7 Particularly with technical 

personnel, face-to-face interviews or interactive interview via the telephone can be much 

more informative than reading from questionnaire responses.’ AT&T also contacted 

CGE&Y when AT&T did not receive a request by CGE&Y for a follow-up interview and 

was informed that AT&T would not be interviewed? AT&T finds it disturbing that even 

when CGE&Y received CLEC questionnaire responses that it considered to be “skimpy” 

it still did not see fit to follow the MTP and TSD and perform formal interviews with the 

CLECs. 

AT&T also finds it disturbing that while questionnaires were almost the exclusive 

means that CGE&Y used to elicit information from CLECs, CGE&Y did not see fit to 

elicit information from Qwest solely through the use of questionnaires. Instead, CGE&Y 

took the time and the effort to get “the Qwest side of the story” through formal interviews 

with multiple Qwest personnel. Judging from the Final Report Relationship 

Management Evaluation, CGE&Y apparently placed much greater evidentiary weight 

Dryzgula, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, p. 107,Ils. 14 - 16. ’ Finnegan, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, pp. 106 - 107. 
Finnegan, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, pp. 100- 101. 
Finnegan, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, pp. 106- 107. 9 
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and was much more impressed by formal interviews then with responses to the 

questionnaires. In the section of the report dealing with the CLEC Account 

Establishment Evaluation, CGE&Y devoted approximately one typed page to the 

CLECs’ responses to the questionnaires and five typed pages to the Qwest interviews.” 

In the section of the report dealing with the CLEC Account Management Evaluation, 

CGE&Y devoted approximately one typed page to the CLEC’s responses to the 

questionnaires and two typed pages to the Qwest interviews.” AT&T suggests that had 

CGE&Y followed the TSD and performed formal interviews with CLECs, the CLEC 

input would not be as “skimpy” as were the responses to the questionnaires. 

CGE&Y claimed it conducted interviews with Pseudo-CLEC personnel 

concerning CLEC Account Establishment and CLEC Account Management. l2 However, 

there is no evidence that CGE&Y used the results of the Pseudo-CLEC interviews to 

reach any of its conclusions for either CLEC Account Establishment or CLEC Account 

Maintenance evaluations. In describing the Pseudo-CLEC experience in the Final Report 

Relalionship Management Evaluation, CGE&Y stated, “[tlhe following summary is 

based upon the final report of the CLEC account establishment process given by 

[Hewlett-Packard], the Pseudo-CLEC for the Arizona 271 e~aluation.’~ The Final 

Report Relationship Management Evaluation makes no mention of the results of any of 

the interviews with the Pseudo-CLEC. A similar absence of any indication of interviews 

with the Pseudo-CLEC can be found in the CLEC Account Management Evaluation 

Final Report Relationship Management Evaluation, DRAFT Version 3.0, September 11,2001 (“RME), 

Id., pp. 33 - 36. 

10 

pp. 9 ~ 14. 

l2 Ferris, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, pp. 28 - 29. 
l3 RME, p. 22. 

11 
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sections. In describing the Pseudo-CLEC experience, the Final Report Relationship 

Management Evaluation states: 

The summary below is based upon the following reports issued by HPC, 
the Pseudo-CLEC for the Arizona 271 evaluation: 

> “CLEC 12-Step Process Report for 271 Test Generator” - Version 
2.0 

> “Help Desk Relationship Report for 271 Test Generator” - Version 
3.0’4 

CGE&Y also failed to follow the MTP and TSD by not interviewing CLECs as part of 

the Electronic Interface Development Evaluation. As part of the Interface Development 

Evaluation, the MTP states: 

The Test Administrator will observe the processes for design and 
development of an ED1 interface and the processes for design, 
development testing and implementing an IMA-GUI Interface to the 
Qwest OSS. The Test Administrator will conduct interviews with Qwest, 
the Pseudo-CLEC, and CLEC personnel. This will be a cooperative 
process to identify, discuss, and track OSS interface development and 
implementation activities in progress.’5 

The Electronic Interface Development Evaluation section of the TSD states: 

The TA will observe the processes for design, development, testing and 
implementation of EDI, EB-TA and Billing interfaces and the processes 
for acquiring and implementing an IMA-GUI Interface to the Qwest OSS. 
The TA will conduct interviews with Qwest, Pseudo-CLEC, and CLEC 
personnel. This will identify and track OSS interface development and 
implementation activities while they are in progress.16 

CGE&Y admitted during the workshops that there were no interviews with any 

CLEC personnel in its evaluation of Qwest’s processes supporting CLEC interface 

development.” CGE&Y also admitted during the workshops that there were no formal 

Id.. p. 36. Id 

Is MTP, p. 52 (emphasis added). 
l6 TSD, pp. 6-14 (emphasis added). ’’ Dtyzgula, Ti-. Vol. 11, October 10,2001, p. 382,Ils. 7 - 11. 
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interviews with any Pseudo-CLEC personnel in its evaluation of Qwest’s processes 

supporting CLEC interface development.” 

In summary, CGE&Y was negligent in the performance of the CLEC Account 

Establishment, CLEC Account Management and Interface Development activities in that 

it did not perform formal interviews with CLECs. Had those interviews been performed, 

AT&T believes the conclusions that CGE&Y reached would have been much different. 

11. CGEBrY Has Prematurely Reached Conclusions That Are Not Supported by 
any Facts or CGE&Y Analysis. 

The TSD states that, “[tlhe Electronic Interface Development Evaluation is an 

evaluation of the Qwest Interface Development and Implementation Documentation for 

EDI, EB-TA and Billing Activities development and IMA-GUI installation.”’’ During 

the workshop, CGE&Y admitted that it had not completed its analysis of the Hewlett- 

Packard findings regarding the EB-TA Spec8cation Repor?’ or the Billing Supplement 

Report.*’ 22 Notwithstanding CGE&Y’s admission that the analysis of Hewlett-Packard’s 

EB-TA and Billing Supplement Reports were “a work in progress”23 and, as previously 

discussed, CGE&Y failed to perform any formal interviews with CLEC, Pseudo-CLEC 

or Qwest personnel, CGE&Y stated that, “CGE&Y found Qwest’s interface development 

process to be generally sound in most areasz4 Given CGE&Y failed to follow the 

complete set of evaluation activities contained in the TSD and that CGE&Y had not 

completed its analysis of two of the three interfaces that were subject to the interface 

“Id., p. 382,lls. 12 - 16. 
‘’TSD, pp. 6-13. *” Ex. HP 2-6. 
” Ex. Hp 2-1. ~~~~ ~~ 

22 Dryzgula, Tr. Val. 1, October 9,2001, pp. 194 - 195. 

* ‘ M E ,  p. 6. 
Id., p. 204, 1. 1. 23 
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development evaluation, it is both premature and inappropriate for CGE&Y to have 

reached the conclusion it did. 

CGE&Y also prematurely and inappropriately reached the conclusion “that 

Qwest’s account management processes were generally sound, although these processes 

appear to require reinforcement and/or improvement due to the many negative comments 

received from CLECs on this Qwest’s Help Desk support is one of the major 

processes that were subject to the CLEC Account Management Evaluation. During the 

workshop, CGE&Y admitted that it had not finished incorporating the Hewlett-Packard 

Help Desk Relationship Repod6 findings into the Relationship Management Report.*’ 

Given that CGE&Y had not completed its analysis of the Help Desk Relationship Report 

findings, CGE&Y’s account management process conclusions were premature. 

CGE&Y also closed Incident Work Orders (‘TWO”) related to negative Help 

Desk findings without a proper verification of the resolution. AZIWOll45-1 was issued 

by CGE&Y in response to Pseudo-CLEC findings on the responsiveness of the Qwest 

Help Desk to Pseudo-CLEC calls. In verifying that IWO1045-1 was closed, CGE&Y 

stated: 

CGE&Y understands that Qwest is not able to directly address the 
specifics of these 549 calls which were handled by Qwest help desk 
personnel. The purpose of the IWO was to bring to the surface and 
document an experience that CLECs may encounter when trying to 
conduct business with Qwest?’ 

The essential elements of the IWO process are: 1) CGE&Y identifies problem, 2) 

Qwest fixes problem and 3) CGE&Y verifies that the problem has indeed been fixed. 

Id., p. 5. 2s 

26 Ex. HP 2-5. 
Dryzgula, Tr. Vol. 1, October 9,2001, p. 194,lls. 5 - 22. 
Performance Acceptance Certificate, AZIW01045-1, 10/01/01. 

27 

28 
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CGE&Y’s Verification of Resolution statements for AZIWO 1045-1 inappropriately 

reduce the three-step process to the one step of “CGE&Y identifies problem.” Rather 

than verify that Qwest has fixed the problem, CGE&Y believes that simply identifying 

the problem and warning CLECs is sufficient. This response is antithetical to the notion 

of a military style test. 

Evidence of CGE&Y lowering the bar for closing IWO’s also exists in it 

Verification of Resolution statements in AZIWOl147. AZIWOl147 concerned the 

timeliness of Qwest’s Help Desk answering Pseudo-CLEC telephone calls. In closing 

this IWO, CGE&Y stated: 

CGE&Y is satisfied that this observation was brought to light as many 
other CLECs may have experienced the same type of service. Since there 
is no way to recreate this situation, the fact that it is documented, was 
brought to Qwest’s attention and discussed is adeq~ate.2~ 

Once again, CGE&Y believes that IWOs can be closed because parties are 

aware of the problem - not because the problem has been solved. 

The failure to conduct CLEC interviews results in an overall lack balance 

in the Report. One cannot compare the CLEC questionnaire responses with the 

numerous Qwest interviews of Qwest personnel and hope to reach meaningful 

conclusions. One cannot ignore evidence provided by the Pseudo-CLEC in the 

form of reports and hope to reach meaningful  conclusion^.^^ Therefore, the 

results of the Final Report Relationship Management Evaluation are suspect. 

Id. 29 

30 This is all the more disturbing because the workshops were postponed to permit CGE&Y to incorporate 
and analyze the Pseudo-CLEC reports. 
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Respectfully submitted this 6'h day of November, 2001. 

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

By: 
Mm'B. Tribbv 
Richard S. Waiters 
AT&T Law Department 
1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1575 
Denver, CO 80202 
(303) 298-6741 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I cerliry that the original and 10 copies of AT&T Communications of the Mountain State, Inc.'s 
Relationship Management Evaluation Brief in Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238 were sent by 
overnight delivery on November 6,2001 to: 

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

and a true and correct copy was sent by overnight delivery on November 6,2001 to: 

Maureen Scott 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Deborah Scott 
Director - Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, A2 85007 

Mark A. DiNunzio 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Christopher Kempley 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
Legal Division 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Jane Rodda 
Administrative Law Judge 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
400 West Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701-1347 

and a true and correct copy was sent by U. S. Mail on November 6,2001 to: 

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

Terry Tan 
WorldCom, Inc. 
201 Spear Street, 9th Floor 
San Francisco. CA 94015 

K. Megan Doberneck Bradley Carroll 
Covad Communications Company 
7901 Lowry Blvd. 
Denver, CO 80230 

Cox Arizona Telcom, L.L.C. 
20401 North 29th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85027-3148 
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Gallagher and Kennedy 
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Joyce Hundley 
United States Dept. of Justice 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000 
Washington, DC 20530 

Daniel Pozefsky 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
2828 North Central Ave., #1200 
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Mark N. Rogers 
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2175 W. 14th Street 
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Mark P. Trinchero 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
1300 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 2300 
Portland OR 97201-5682 

Penny Bewick 
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Lisa Crowley 
Covad Communications Company 
7901 Lowry Boulevard 
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Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200 
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Osbom Maledon, P.A. 
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Phoenix, A2 85067-6379 

Eric S.  Heath 
Sprint Communications Company L.P 
100 Spear Street, Suite 930 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Charles Kallenbach 
American Communications Services, Inc 
131 National Business Parkway 
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701 

Jeffrey W. Crockett 
Snell & Wilmer, LLP 
One Arizona Center 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001 

Todd C. Wiley 
Gallagher & Kennedy, P.A. 
2575 East Camelback Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 

2 



Michael B. Hazzard 
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Roshka Heyman & DeWulf 
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400 N. Fifth Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix. AZ 85004 

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director 
Communications Workers of America 
Arizona State Council 
District 7 AFL-CIO, CLC 
5818 N. 7th Street, Suite 206 
Phoenix, AZ 85014-5811 

Andrea P. Harris 
Senior Manager, Regulatory 
Allegiance Telecom, Inc. 
2101 Webster, Suite 1580 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Andrew Crain 
Qwest Corporation 
1801 California Street, Suite 4900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Janet Livengood 
Regional Vice President 
Z-Tel Communications, Inc. 
601 S. Harbour lsland Blvd., Suite 220 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Charles W. Steese 
Qwest Corporation 
1801 California Street, Suite 4900 
Denver, CO 80202 
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Richard Lipman 
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