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PUBLIC VERNON OF AFFIDAVIT OF STEPHEN I,. KAlL 
REGARDING ANALYSIS OF’ QWEST PERFORMANCE DATA 

AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. and AT&T Local Services on behalf 

of TCG Arizona (“AT&T”) hereby submit this Affidavit of Stephen L. Kail regarding AT&T’s 

Analysis of Qwest Performance Results before the Arizona Corporation Commission 

(“Commission”). 

INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATiONS 

1 .  My name is Stephen L. Kail. I am self-employed as a Telecommunications 

Consultant. I received an Associate of Science degree from Fort Dodge Junior College in 1966 

and a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mechanical Engineering from Iowa State University in 

1969. During the period of 1976.1980 I completed the majority of MEA program courses with a 

focus on finance and management. Subsequent to that time I completed over 20 technical, 

financial and management seminars, including topics on network switching and facilities 

management, federal and state telecommunications statutes and regulations, business operations, 

marketing and financial management. I have worked in the teleconiinunications industry for 

over thirty-two years. 

2. Prior to becoming a consultant 1 was employed by AT&T or one of its 

subsidiaries in a variety of positions, including engineering design, contract management, 

engineering financial analysis, market management, strategic planning and pricing, methods and 

procedures, witnessing and regulatory team management. As a Telecommunications Consultant 

I have researched and prepared reports for several clients evaluating network orders, network 

performance, network maintenance and product market shares. 



PURPOSE OF AFFIDAVIT 

3. In this affidavit, I will present my analysis of data for several PlDs 

(Performance Indicator Definitions) as reported by Qwest in its Arizona Performance Results. 

Qwest, CLECs and other participants have developed and agreed on PIDs to measure Qwest’s 

performance in attempting to satisfy 271 checklist requirements. The PIDs I have reviewed 

relate to the following checklist items: 

a. Checklist Item 1 (Interconnection) 

b. Checklist Item 4 (Unbundled Analog Loops 

The Qwest Performance Results used in my analysis are the August 28,2001 Qwest 

Performance Results for August 2000 - July 2001 for all CLECs and August 3,2001 Qwest 

Performance Results for August 2000 - July 2001 for TCG.’ 

AT&T’s own internal data reflecting Qwest’s performance. 

I have then compared this data to 

4. The AT&T data that I have reviewed for purposes of my testimony has been 

collected in accordance with specific PIDs as defined in the A 2  271 Working PID Version 6.3.  

All data discussions herein will analyze a specific AZ 271 PID measure. 

5. My Checklist Item 1 testimony focuses on an independent analysis of 

Interconnection Orders (LIS trunks) based on readily available AT&T data. I have focused my 

efforts on completing a thorough review of 51 of AT&T’s LIS order summaries, key dates and 

associated logs and on making a complete and accurate analysis of the data. These 

Although Qwest made a tiling on October 19,2001 to include performance results for August of 2W1, 1 have not 
yet completed my analysis for the latest month’s data. I have confined the instant analysis to months currenlly being 
reconciled with Qwest. 
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interconnection orders are part of The Liberty Group’s reconciliation discussions with Qwest and 

AT&T.* 

6. My Checklist Item 4 testimony focuses on an independent analysis of unbundled 

analog loops (UNE-Analog loops). UNE-Analog loops are an important part of Qwest’s 

performance results data for AT&T and other CLECs. I have focused my efrorts on completing 

a thorough review of 886 of AT&T’s UNE-Analog loop order summaries, key dates and 

associated logs and on making a comple.te and accurate analysis of the data. In addition there is 

available AT&T trouble report information for UNE-Analog loops that I have evaluated. Several 

PIDs for pre-ordering/ordering and ordering/provisioning employ the same data collection and 

analysis processes for both UNE-Analog orders and LIS orders and the performance of these 

products is measured by identical PIDs and compared to respective performance standards. 

These interconnection orders are part of The Liberty Consulting Group’s reconciliation 

discussions with Qwest and AT&T. 

7. While I have confined my analysis to those checklist items where AT&T had its 

own Arizona-specific data, the problems I have uncovered may be readily applied to an analysis 

of other checklist items. In addition, there are other PIDS whose results calculations start with 

the same sets of input data underlying the PIDs I have evaluated and as a result, where a problem 

is identified for one PID, i t  may also affect other PID performance results. Finally the problems 

that I have found when evaluating AT&T’s data and then comparing it with Qwest’s AT&T data 

for both LIS and UNE-Analog loops are likely to apply to other CLECs as well. 

’AT8rT has agreed to participate in the reconciliation of data being conducted by Liberty Consulting Group and to 
reconcile its data with Qwest’s in order to better understand the underlying basis for these differences and to help 
make this Commission‘s job easier. That effort is continuing. Roth an order-by-order, date-by-date comparison and 
an investigation of orders identified in the review of AT&T‘s internal documents but not visibly reflected in Qwest’s 
performance results remains to be done. Until that effort is completed, any discrepancies in data should be resolved 
in favor of AT&T and against Qwest. 



DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS 

8. My approach to completing an independent analysis of Qwest’s Arizona 

performance results was multi-staged. I first researched AT&T’s sources of interconnection 

order information, UNE-analog order information and maintenance and repair (Trouble Ticket) 

information. After the sources were identified and the information was collected, I developed a 

broad-based summary of the key data for each order and trouble ticket. I then used the summary 

information and the current Performance Indicator Definitions to formulate an approach that 

would independently match Qwest’s performance results with the AT&T data that I had 

collected. I have compared my AT&T results to Qwest’s results as presented in its reports, 

presenting my results both on a single chart and on a single table of data along with Qwest’s 

performance analysis, matching the performance results report format as much as possible. In 

most instances, I was unable to fully match AT&T’s own data with Qwest’s AT&T data. The 

following paragraphs provide additional information on each step of my data analysis. 

9. My research of AT&T’s information sources included interviews of AT&T 

managers who issue orders and process trouble tickets and interviews of AT&T managers who 

use the same information I was seeking as part of their job assignments. I identified three 

systems that contained the information I was seeking: AT&T’s ASR system (the former TCG’s 

ASR system) containing summary and other tracking information on every order, AT&T’s QPS 

system (the former TCG QPS system) that tracked final testing of orders and contained the best 

printable format of the order logs and AT&T’s (formerly TCG’s) TMTS system, which 

maintained a record of trouble tickets that were opened by AT&T and provided to Qwest to clear 

trouble within the network. I was briefed on the use of these systems so that I could collect the 

desired information. 
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10. Each order summary and log and each trouble summary I identified was reviewed 

and key data was transcribed into an Excel spreadsheet. The key order data included identifying 

order numbers for both AT&T and Qwest, initial and supplemental order dates, FOC dates, FOC 

receipt dates, completion dates and key notes from the logs as the oi-der was completed. The 

trouble ticket data collected included both the AT&T and Qwest trouble ticket numbers; the date, 

hour and minute a trouble ticket was opened and closed; and the key log notes defining the 

trouble and actions taken by Qwest to clear each identified trouble. 

11. Using this data, I developed a series of comparison checks to minimize any data 

entry errors. Included in these checks were formats for dates that if typed incorrectly could be 

quickly found and corrected, and logic checks performed to find potential data collection errors, 

such as isolating FOC response and FOC dates that occurred before the order date. Once I had 

completed error checks and had double-checked for typos and entry errors, I was confident that 

the data fairly and accurately reflected the information for both the interconnection orders and 

trouble tickets. I then moved on to data analysis and comparison. 

12. Using this common set of data for Arizona orders as the starting point, I matched 

the formulas contained in the PID definitions to the AT&T data that I had collected, by 

calculating PID equivalent results with the AT&T data. I was not involved in developing the 

PIDs, therefore, I consulted with John Finnegan of AT&T, who is directly involved in PID 

development and definition to be sure I correctly understood each PID, its input data and its 

output results. I further refined these calculation methods as a result of two Arizona PID and two 

Colorado PID rcconciliation discussions held between Qwest and AT&T, and the continuing 

reconciliation of Nebraska data. I also continue to refine my approach based on information 

from The Liberty Group’s reconciliation effort. Finally, I matched the format of Qwest’s 
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performance results table and the associated chart for each measure for which I was able to 

collect AT&T data. These results are included as attachments to this affidavit. 

13. Where I had no AT&T data that would allow a complete matching of PIDs, I 

provided the best match I could and have sought to collect relevant facts from Qwest through 

discovery and through the current reconciliation being conducted by The Liberty Consulting 

Group that might provide additional information. 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

14. Based on AT&T’s own data matched with Qwest’s AT&T reported results, this 

affidavit provides evidence that Qwest has not yet proven that it satisfies Checklist Item 1 

(Interconnection Services) or Checklist Item 4 (UNE-Analog Loops). Given the disparate 

differences in results between the two sets of AT&T data -- AT&T’s own data and Qwest’s 

AT&T reported results -- i t  becomes clear that at present it is impossible to determine Qwest’s 

current performance for not only AT&T, but for all CLECs in the state of Arizona. This is 

Qwest’s 271 case and it bears the burden of clearly proving its compliance to this Commission. 

Based on the current differences between AT&T’s own data and Qwest’s AT&T performance 

results, this Commission should determine that Qwest’s performance results do not reliably 

measure its actual performance and that Qwest has not shown that it has met its obligations under 

Checklist Item 1 and Checklist Item 4. 

15. The discrepancies in AT&T data for interconnection orders in Arizona exhibit the 

same characteristics as those already found during the preliminary reconciliation efforts 

conducted between Qwest and AT&T using one month of Arizona and Colorado LIS orders for 

two PID measures (PO-5 and OP-3), and in the more detailed reconciliation of Nebraska results. 

Both of these PIDs, and other PIDs measuring Checklist Item 1 performance for Arizona will be 
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discussed in the Checklist Item I section of this affidavit. At present, AT&T’s Arizona order 

details have not been fully reconciled between Qwest and AT&T. 

16. In addition to interconnection PIDs, for the months of April 2001 through June 

2001, AT&T’s own data has been collected, and performance results calculated and compared to 

Qwest’s reported performance results for several UNE PIDs. Data infirmities found in the 

comparisons of LIS Interconnection performance are also being found in the comparisons of 

UNE-Analog loop performance. 

I. CHECKLIST ITEM 1 - INTERCONNECTION 

17. For Checklist Item 1, Interconnection, I analyzed one Pre-OrdedOrder PID result 

and three Ordering/Provisioning PID results for Interconnection (LIS) trunks. The Pre- 

OrdedOrder PID I analyzed was PO-5 (Firm Order Commitments) and the 

Ordering/Provisioning PIDs were OP-3 (Installation Commitments Met), OP-4 (Installation 

Interval), and OP-6 (Delayed Days in Installing Service). Because AT&T had its own data for 

five of these measures, my analysis for PIDs PO-5, OP-3,OP-4, and OP-6 analyzed both 

Qwest’s results and AT&T’s internal results for the months of January 2001 through June 2001. 

A. PRE-ORDEWORDER PIDS 

1. FIRM ORDER COMMITMENTS (“FOCS”) ON TIME - PO-5 

18. Pre-OrddOrder PID PO-5 measures, on a monthly basis, the timeliness of Firm 

Order Confirmations (FOCs) returned to CLECs in response to LSRs/ASRs received from 

CLECs. Pre-OrddOrder PID PO-5D measures, on a monthly basis, the percent of FOCs 

received on time in response to ASRs requesting LIS Trunks. A copy of the AZ PID for PO-5, 
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attached as Exhibit 1, provides the complete definition and the formula for the calculation of this 

performance measure. 

19. Exhibit 1 shows that the standard for performance requires that 85% of FOCs be 

returned within eight business days of receipt of the oi-der. Attached, as Confidential Exhibit 2, 

is a comparison of AT&T Arizona interconnection order data to Qwest’s AT&T data for FOC 

responses. An analysis of the AT&T LIS order records shows that from January through April, 

out of the [Confidential: XI identifiable and measurable FOC responses for eligible LIS orders3 

received by AT&T, [Confidential: XX] were received on time for an overall performance of 

[Confidential: XXX%]. This overall performance result is [Confidential: XXX%] lower than 

Qwest’s reported overall results. AT&T’s monthly results show that in January and April Qwest 

provided FOCs on time [Confidential: XXXXXXXXXXXXX, respectively], missing the 85% 

benchmark. In April, Qwest reports a [Confidential: XX%] performance monthly result that is 

[Confidential: X%] higher than reported by AT&T. AT&T’s count of orders received matched 

Qwest’s for January and February, while the count of orders differs for March and April. 

20. The most troubling aspect of the analysis of PO-5 is that Qwest identified a 

different count of FOC responses than did AT&T and Qwest’s results show better performance 

than the AT&T order logs show. If the same kind of order count and performance differences 

exist between all CLEC records and the Qwest records as exists between Qwest’s and AT&T’s 

records, then performance results as reported by Qwest for Arizona may be inaccurate. 

!Eligible orders are those orders remaining after orders identified as  exclusions as defined by the applicahlc PID are 
removed. Exclusions may include orders such as those with missing or incorrect dates, orders with non-standard 
installation intervals, and delays due to CLECs rather than Qwresr. 
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R. ORDERINGlPKOVISIONING PIDS 

1. INSTALLATION COMMITMENTS MET - OY-3 

21. Ordering/Provisioning PID OP-3 evaluates, on a monthly basis, the extent to 

which Qwest installs services for customers by the scheduled due date. The measure is stated as 

a percentage of orders completed on or before the original scheduled due date as assigned by 

Qwest. A copy of the AZ 271 OP-3 PID, attached as Exhibit 3, provides the complete definition 

and formula for calculating this performance measure. OP-3D and OP-3E for LIS trunks are part 

of Checklist Item 1 performance measures. The standard for performance is set forth in the PID, 

Exhibit 3, and is “Parity with Feature Group D (Aggregate)”. 

22. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a comparison of AT&T interconnection order data to 

Qwest’s CLEC specific AT&T data for LIS trunk Installation Commitments Met. Information to 

differentiate AT&T interconnection orders between OP-3D and OP-3E (Interval Zone 1 and 

Interval Zone 2)4 respectively was not available, so the two Qwest performance measures were 

combined for comparison purposes. I believe no degradation of the data or the related analyses 

occur as a result of the combining of these two performance measures. 

23. in  Exhibit 4 AT&T’s internal data shows that Qwest is not doing as well in 

meeting installation commitments as Qwest represents in its AT&T data presented in the 

performance results report. AT&T’s data also shows that Qwest’s installation commitment 

performance was not nearly as good as its retail performance (FGD trunks). For January through 

March, AT&T records show [Confidential: XX%, XXX% and XX%], respectively, of 

installation commitments met. This performance falls to [X%] in the months of April and May. 

Qwest’s data, on the other hands, shows [Confidential: XXX%I commitments met in all months 
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except for April where Qwest shows one installation commitment missed. Qwest’s overall 

peiformance result for the 6 months of January-June is reported as [Confidential: XXXX%] 

while AT&T’s records show [Confidential: XXXX%] for that period of time. 

24. There are [Confidential: XXX% (XX)] more orders in AT&T’s records used to 

calculate the measurement than reported in Qwest’s results calculations. Again, the missing data 

in  Qwest’s results is the most troubling aspect of the comparative analysis. Qwest includes a 

total of 396 CLEC orders in its analysis of all CLECs (Qwest Performance Results Pages 57 & 

62 of 254). If the same disparity exists between all other CLECs’ records and the related Qwest 

records, as exists between AT&T and Qwest records, then there may be an additional 891 orders 

not included in Qwest’s performance data (based on the same proportion of AT&T to Qwest 

orders identified as measurable). If these additional orders should appropriately be included in 

the performance results calculations, and the change mirrors the results produced with AT&T’s 

own data, the total CLEC results may be much worse than reported by Qwest. These exclusions 

by Qwest most likely occur because the jeopardies identified by Qwest’s technicians, who then 

form the basis for determining whether orders are “excluded’ from a performance report, are not 

being appropriately categorized. To be perfectly clear, this is a “data input” concern, not a 

“processing of data for performance results” ~ o n c e r n . ~  

2. INSTALLATION INTERVAL - OP-4 

25. Ordering and Provisioning PID OP-4 evaluates, on a monthly basis, the timeliness 

of Qwest’s installation of services for customers, focusing on the average time to install service. 

The measure i s  stated as the number of average business days it took to install the orders 

Zime 1 is Qwest’s metropolitan area and Zone 2 is Qwest’s rural area. ’ Liberty has checked the processes for calculating performance measures but had no comparable CLEC data to use 
in checking the accuracy of dates being input or the validity of cxclusions. 

4 
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completed during the month. A copy of the AZ 271 OP-4 PID, includcd as Exhibit 5, provides 

the complete definition and formula for calculating this performance measure. OP-4D and OP- 

4E (Interval Zone 1 and Interval Zone 2) for LIS trunks are pait of Checklist Item 1 performance 

measures. Exhibit 5 shows that the standard to measure LIS OP-4D and OP-4E performance 

against is “Parity with Feature Group D (Aggregate)”. 

26. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a comparison of AT&T interconnection order data to 

Qwest’s CLEC specific AT&T data for LIS trunk Installation Intervals. Information to 

differentiate AT&T interconnection orders between OP-4D and OP-4E (Interval Zone 1 and 

Interval Zone 2 respectively) was not available, so both Qwest performance measures were 

combined for comparison purposes. 1 believe no degradation of the data or the related analysis 

occurs as a result of the combining of these two performance measures. 

27. OP-3 and OP-4 use the same universe of LIS orders as (he starting point for 

assessing performance. I started my analysis for these two measures with a universe of 51 

orders. From that universe I identified [Confidential: XX] AT&T LIS orders eligible for review 

and use in determining OP-4 performance. Qwest presented performance results on only 6 of the 

AT&T identified eligible LIS orders [Confidential: XX% of the XX] total AT&T identified 

orders. While the AT&T data shows a range of monthly average Installation intervals from a 

low of [Confidential: XXXX] days to a high of [Confidential: XXXX] days, Qwest’s analysis 

shows a much wider range, from a low of [Confidential: XXX] days for one month to a high of 

[Confidential: XXXX] days for another- month (both of these were single order months). 

AT&T’s composite average for the period shows a delay of [Confidential: XXXX] days while 

Qwcst’s shows an [Confidential: XXXX] days delay. The composite results are surprisingly 

close considering that the universes of orders vary so much between AT&T’s own data and 
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Qwest’s reported data. These results clearly show a data disparity problem that again calls into 

question the accuracy of Qwest’s results. When measuring performance against Qwest’s retail 

FGD performance results, some months are better, some months are worse according to AT&T’s 

data, while all months, except April, are better for CLECs, according to Qwest’s results. 

28. This problem of Qwest excluding more orders than seem appropriate under the 

PID definition is again more troubling if it exists for other CLECs’ data as well, causing the 

accuracy of Qwest’s performance results assessing the LIS installation intervals to remain 

questionable. 

3. DELAYED DAYS IN INSTALLING SERVICE - OP-6 

29. Ordering and Provisioning PID OP-6 evaluates the extent to which Qwest is late 

in installing services for customers, focusing on the average number of days that late orders are 

completed beyond the committed due date. A copy of the AZ 271 OP-6 PID, attached as 

Exhibit 7, provides the complete definition and formula for calculating this performance 

measure. OP-6-A-4 and OP-6-A-5 (Interval Zone I and Interval Zone 2) for LIS trunk orders 

delayed beyond the original due date due to non-facility reasons, and OP-6-B-4 and OP-6-B-5 

(Interval Zone 1 and Interval Zone 2) for LIS trunk orders delayed beyond the original due date 

due to facility reasons, are part of Checklist Item 1 performance measures. Exhibit 7 shows that 

the standard to measure OP-6-A-4, OP-6-A-5,OP-6-B-4 and OP-6-B-5 performance against is 

“Parity with Feature Group D (Aggregate)”. 

30. I have analyzed AT&T’s own order data, and compared it to Qwest’s 

performance results, in order to assess LIS trunk Delayed Days. Information to differentiate 

AT&T interconnection orders between OP-6-A-4 and OP-6-A-5 was not available, so both 

Qwest Interval Zone performance measures were combined for comparison purposes. Likewise, 
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information to differentiate AT&T interconnection orders between OP-6-E-4 and OP-6-B-5 was 

not available, so both Qwest Interval Zone performance measures were combined for 

comparison purposes. I believe no degradation of the data or the related analyses occurs as a 

result of the combining of these two performance measures. 

31. AT&T LIS order data identified [Confidential: XI orders delayed for non-facility 

reasons while Qwest identified no AT&T orders for this performance measure during January 

through June 2001. The AT&T data reveals that during the six-month period AT&T experienced 

average delays of [Confidential: XXXX days] for non-facility reasons (Exhibit 8). One order 

was delayed [Confidential: XX to XX days] for facility reasons, depending on whether you rely 

on Qwest’s data or AT&T’s. 

11. CHECKLIST ITEM 4 - UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOP 

32 .  For Checklist Item 4, unbundled analog loops (UNE-Analog loops), I analyzed 

one Pre-OrddOrder PID result, four OrderingProvisioning PID results and reviewed four 

Maintenancefiepair PID results. My analysis focuses on the months of April through June, 

2001, with results presented in tabular form rather than chart form which allows better viewing 

of the data for the three months included in the analysis 

A. PRE-ORDEWORDER PIDS 

1. FIRM ORDER COMMITMENTS (“FOCS”) 
ON TIME-PO-5 

33. Pre-Order/Order PID PO-5 measures, on a monthly basis, the timeliness of Firm 

Order Confiimations (FOCs) returned to CLECs in response to LSRs/ASRs received from 

CLECs. Pre-OrdedOrder PID PO-SA-l(b) measures fully electronic LSRs received via IMA 

GUT, PO-SA-2(b) measures ful ly  electronic LSRs received via IMA EDI, PO-5B-l(b) measures 
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electronidmanual LSRs received via IMA GUI , PO-SB-2(b) measui-es electronidmanual LSRs 

received via IMA GUI and PO-SC-(b) measures manual LSRs. All measures reporl, on a 

monthly basis, the percent of FOCs received on time in response to LSRs requesting Unbundled 

Analog Loops (UNE-Analog loops). As indicated earlier, a copy of the AZ PID for PO-5, 

attached as Exhibit 1, provides the complete definition and the formula for the calculation of this 

performance measure. 

34. Exhibit 1 shows that the standard for UNE-Analog performance requires that 

95% of FOCs for PO-5A be returned within 20 minutes, 90% of FOCs for PO-5B be returned 

within 24 hours and 90% of FOCs for PO-5C be returned within 48 hours after receipt of the 

order. Even though these standards are different, they all are measured as a “percent met” and 

since virtually all AT&T orders for UNE analog are provided via IMA GUI (PO-5B-Z(b)), I 

have combined all Qwest’s AT&T results for comparison with AT&T data. Attached, as 

Exhibit 9 is a comparison of AT&T Arizona UNE analog data to Qwest’s UNE analog AT&T 

data for FOC responses. Because I have combined PO-5A and PO-5B a results comparison is 

not meaningful, but the count of orders should match. In each month evaluated, however, the 

numerators and denominators6 for AT&T data do not match with Qwest’s reported data. 

AT&T’s own data compared with Qwest’s data for April through June respectively for the 

denominators alone show [Confidential: XXX vs XXX orders in April; XXX vs XX orders in 

May; XXX vs XXX orders in June]. Here again, 1 believe that the primary cause for these 

differences is exclusions made to the respective data. Some exclusions may not be appropriate 

while others are appropriate. 

6The numerator counts the number of FOCs returned on time. The denominator counts the total FOCs returned 
The lower the numerator, the lower the performance. 
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35. My concern over inappropiiate exclusions was significantly heightened on 

October 1 when 1 visited AT&T’s offices and learned that AT&T had experienced difficulty in 

completing installations of loops from August 27 through September 6 as a result of Qwest 

systems problems. Because Qwest technicians could not access LNPSMS, a system used to 

verify number porting, during loop cuts Qwest was unable to concur on ports and thus the UNE- 

Analog loop orders had to be rescheduled via an AT&T order. The completion date was 

extended 5 additional business days, and for some orders additional 5-day supplements were 

necessary. As this problem continued, AT&T lost business as some of AT&T’s new customers 

decided to cancel their orders rather than go through the hassle of multiple scheduling changes. 

36. This problem alone was bad, yet i t  was compounded by at least one group of 

Qwest technicians whose supervisor advised AT&T (in response to AT&T’s request on how 

Qwest was handling the jeopardy assignment) that Qwest was assigning a CO1 jeopardy code to 

each order not being processed. A CO1 code, commonly referred to as a CNR (Customer Not 

Ready) resets Qwest’s order completion clock, eliminates Qwest responsibilities for delays when 

measuring technician performance and makes the customer, in this case AT&T or another 

CLEC, responsible for the delay. For PlD measurements, a CO1 code automatically removes the 

order from inclusion in calculating many performance measurement results (examples are OP-3, 

OP-4,OP-6 and OP-15). Therefore, all of the delays resulting from Qwest’s own system 

problems with UNE analog orders will not show up in a performance calculation for either 

August or September unless Qwest identifies and removes the COI code from the affected 

orders. If these delayed orders aren’t included, high levels of performance will likely be 

erroneously reported. If this problem had been isolated to one CLEC for a short time then the 

impact would be very small. However, the LNPSMS system is used across Qwest’s entire 



service territories and AT&T believes that this affected all CLEC UNE analog orders in all 14 

states for all 12 days. 

37. This provides a clear example of how inaccurate input data can affect 

performance results calculations. I believe a continual review of all Qwest’s monthly exclusions 

must occur before the input data is relied upon to calculate performance results. The Report of 

the Audit of Qwest’s Performance Measures dated July 11, 2001 by Liberty Consulting Group, 

in its recommendations on page 56, stated, “Qwest should regularly track the number of records 

that are excluded for various reasons.” Exclusions are sometimes difficult to assess, yet directly 

affect performance measurement results. 

B. ORDERING AND PROVISIONING PIDS 

1. INSTALLATION COMMITMENTS MET - OP-3 

38. Ordering/Provisioning PID OP-3 evaluates, on a monthly basis, the extent to 

which Qwest installs services for customers by the scheduled due date. The measure is stated as 

a percentage of orders completed on or before the original scheduled due date as assigned by 

Qwest. As indicated earlier, a copy of the AZ 271 OP-3 PID, attached as Exhibit 4, provides the 

complete definition and formula for calculating this performance measure. OP-3D and OP-3E 

for UNE-Analog are part of Checklist Item 4 performance measures. The standard for 

performance is also set forth in the PID, Exhibit 4, and requires 90% commitments met each 

month. 

39. Attached as Exhibit 10 is a comparison of AT&T UNE-Analog loop order data to 

Qwest’s CLEC specific AT&T data for Installation Commitments Met. For AT&T in Arizona, 
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UNE-Analog loop orders are identified for OP-3D but not for OP-3E (Interval Zone 1 and 

Interval Zone 21.’ 

40. Exhibit 10 shows that AT&T’s own data shows that Qwest is not doing as well in 

meeting installation commitments as shown by Qwest’s AT&T data presented in the 

performance results report. For April, May and June, AT&T records show a [Confidential: 

XXX%], a [Confidential: XXX%] and an [Confidential: XXXX%] performance, respectively, 

rather than a [Confidential: XXXYo], a [Confidential: XXX%] and [Confidential: XXXX%] 

performance as reported by Qwest. AT&T’s data shows an overall Installation Commitments 

Met performance result for the 3 months of [Confidential: XXXX% J rather than a 

[Confidential: XXX%] Installation Commitments Met performance result shown by Qwest. 

There are 4% (28) more orders in AT&T’s records used to develop the three months of 

measurements, and yet there are over 15% (17) fewer orders in the numerator’ than reported in 

Qwest’s results calculations. As with PID PO-5D, the differences in data are the most troubling 

aspect of the comparative analysis. 

41. If the same disparity exists between all other CLECs’ records and the related 

Qwest records, then there may be an equally disparate result, resulting in Qwest performance 

results being lower than the 90% standard and certainly lower than the near perfection 

performance presented in Qwest’s results. This too ends up being a “data input” question not a 

“processing of data for performance results” concern. 

Zone I i s  Qwest’s metropolitan area and Zone 2 is Qwest’s rural area. 
The numerator of the Installations Met PID counts the number of orders that werc completed on time. The lower 

7 

the numerator count, the lower the percentage of installations completed on time. 
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2. INSTALLATION INTERVAL - OP-4 

42. Ordering and Provisioning PID OP-4 evaluates, on a monthly basis, the timeliness 

of Qwest’s installation of services for customers, focusing on the average time to install service. 

The measure is stated as the number of average business days it took to install the orders that 

were completed during the month. As indicated earlier a copy of the A 2  271 OP-4 PID, 

included as Exhibit 5, provides the complete definition and formula for calculating this 

performance measure. UNE-Analog orders for AT&T are identified for OP-4D but not for OP- 

4E (Interval Zone 1 and Interval Zone 2) .  Both OP-4D and OP-4E UNE-Analog loops are part 

of Checklist Item 4 performance measures. Exhibit 5 shows that the standard to measure LIS 

OP-4D and OP-4E performance against is an average 6-day completion interval. 

43. Attached as Exhibit 11 is a comparison of AT&T order data to Qwest’s CLEC 

specific AT&T data for UNE-Analog - Installation Intervals. OP-3 and OP-4 use the same 

universe of UNE-Analog orders as the starting point for assessing performance. I started from a 

universe of [Confidential: XXX] UNE-Analog orders for April through June and from there 

identified [Confidential: XXX] AT&T UNE-Analog orders eligible for review and use in 

determining OP-4 performance. Qwest presented performance results on [Confidential: XXX] 

[Confidential: XXX%] fewer identified AT&T orders. The AT&T data shows a range of 

monthly Average Installation Intervals of [Confidential: XXX days for April, XXX days for 

May and XXX days for June]. Qwest’s analysis shows respectivc intervals of [Confidential: 

XXX days, XXX days and XXX days]. Composite averages for the 3 month period are 

[Confidential: XXX days] using AT&T data and [Confidential: XXX days] using Qwest’s 

AT&T results. These overall results show an average difference of over [Confidential: X days]. 
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In addition, the numerators underlying each respective monthly calculation are a lot 

different for all months and the underlying denominators9 vary more than expected. 1 again 

suspect the differences are due to exclusions. If these same types of differences also exist for 

other CLECs, Qwest’s overall CLEC reported results might be different too. 

3. DELAYED DAYS IN INSTALLING SERVICE - OP-6 

44. Ordering and Provisioning PID OP-6 evaluates the extent to which Qwest is late 

in installing services for customers, focusing on the average number of days that late orders are 

completed beyond the committed due date. A copy of the AZ 27 1 OP-6 PID, attached as 

Exhibit 7, provides the complete definition and formula for calculating this performance 

measure. OP-6-A-4 and OP-6-A-5 (Interval Zone 1 and Interval Zone 2) for UNE-Analog orders 

delayed beyond the original due date due to non-facility reasons, and OP-6-B-4 and OP-6-B-5 

(Interval Zone 1 and Interval Zone 2) for UNE-Analog orders delayed beyond the original due 

date due to facility reasons are part of Checklist Item 4 performance measures. Exhibit 7 shows 

that the standard to measure OP-6-A-4,OP-6-A-S, OP-6-B-4 and OP-6-B-5 performance against 

is “Parity with retail Residence and Business POTS with dispatch.” 

45. I have analyzed AT&T’s order data, and compared it to Qwest’s, in order to 

assess UNE-Analog trunk Delayed Days in Installing Service. Information to differentiate 

AT&T interconnection orders between Interval Zone 1 and Interval Zone 2 was not available 

from Qwest’s performance results report for either PlD measurement, but based on reviewing 

other PID results, I believe the AT&T UBL-Analog orders fall into OP-6-A-4 (non-facility 

delays) and OP-6-B-4 (facility delays) in Interval Zone 1.  

The numerator counts the number of UBL Analog orders completed on time. The denominator counts the total 9 

number oFUBL Analog orders completed. The lower rhe numerator, the worse the performance. 
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46. AT&T LJNE-Analog data identified [Confidential: XX] UNE-Analog orders in 

April, [Confidential: XX] UNE-Analog orders in May and [Confidential: XX] UNE-Analog 

orders in June that had delayed days, while Qwest performance data included only I AT&T 

order for this measure during the April through June reporting period. The AT&T data reveals 

that in the three months when AT&T experienced a delay, the average delay for non-facility 

reasons was [Confidential: XX] days (Exhibit 12). The delays ranged from a low of 

[Confidential: XXX] days in May to a high of [Confidential: XXXX] days in June. Qwest’s 

results show a single order with a [Confidential: XI day delay in June. These are significantly 

different results. Qwest’s Arizona report for all CLECs shows that for the retail comparison, 

Residence and Business POTS with dispatch, the days delayed varied from 6.54 days in May 

down to 4.75 days in June for retail customers, much less than AT&T’s delays. 

47. AT&T’s own data also shows that there are [Confidential: XI orders in June that 

were delayed for an average of [Confidential: XXXX] days due to facility reasons. Qwest’s 

AT&T results do not show any orders delayed for facility reasons. 

4. COORDINATED CUTS ON TIME -UNBUNDLED LOOP - OP-13 

48. Coordinated Cuts on Time evaluates the percent of coordinated cuts of unbundled 

loops that are completed on time, focusing on cuts completed within one hour of the committed 

order due time. It also focuses on the percent of cuts that were started without CLEC approval. 

OP-13A measures the percent of LSRs for all unbundled loops that are started and completed on 

time during the cutover process and OP-13B measures the percentage of all LSRs for 

coordinated cuts of unbundled loops that are started without CLEC approval. AZ PID OP-13, 

attached as Exhibit 13, provides the complete definition and formula for calculating this 

performance measure. Both OP-13A and OP-13B are part of Checklist Item 4 performance 
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measures. The OP-13A standard of performance is 95% or more completed on time. The OP- 

13B standards of performance for Analog unbundled loops are: 1 hour for 1 to 16 lines, 2 hours 

for 17 to 24 lines and a negotiated interval for projects supporting 25 or more lines. 

49. Attached as Exhibit 14 is a comparison of coordinated cuts of UBL-Analog loops 

that are completed on time using AT&T data and Qwest’s AT&T data. For April through June 

AT&T’s own data shows [Confidential: XXX%] completions on time for April, [Confidential: 

XXXX%] completions on time for May and [Confidential: XXXX%] completions on time for 

June. Qwest’s performance results show [Confidential: XXXX] completions on time for April, 

[Confidential: XXX%] completions on time for May and [Confidential: XXX%] completions 

on time for June. Since the standard is 95% or more, AT&T and Qwest results both indicate 

that Qwest met the performance standard for only the month of June, missing the standard for the 

months of April and May. AT&T’s own data and Qwest’s results are close for each month, 

however there are enough differences to cause concern about the accuracy of the underlying data 

used in making the calculations. 

5. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR FOR UNBUNDLED LOOPS 

50. There are four Maintenance and Repair PLDs for Unbundled Loops for which 

AT&T has its own data. They are MR-3D - Out of Service Cleared within 24 Hours, MR-4D- 

All troubles cleared within 48 hours, MR-6D - Mean Time to Restore and MR-7D - Repair 

Repeat Report Rate for Unbundled Analog Loops. MR-3D, MR-4D and MR-7D PIDs use the 

same “CLEC denominator” when calculating perfonnance results, so the starting point for my 

data comparison was simply a month-by-month count of closed Trouble Tickets. For MR-6D, 

the “hours: minutes” used in calculating the mcan time to restore will be based on the same set of 

trouble tickets as the other three measures. At this juncture, I have not matched AT&T trouble 
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tickets with Qwest tickets. 1 have collected a subset of the number of trouble tickets identified 

by Qwest, but so far have not successfully matched the entire set of Qwest trouble tickets used in 

developing the above performance measures. Complicating this analysis is the determinations 

that over 10% of the AT&T troubles have more than one Qwest trouble ticket associated with 

them. Looking at AT&T’s records, the reasons why Qwest would apply multiple trouble tickets 

are not always clear. I have also determined that of the 256 post installation AT&T trouble 

tickets identified, over 6% of the trouble tickets for lost dial tone are due to missing jumpers, 

wiring, and circuit cards. This finding indicates that technicians are taking these parts to either 

complete another installation or make another repair, or Qwest’s records aren’t current and the 

circuit is thought to be “dead”. In any event, AT&T customers are losing service. In addition, 

over 14% of the trouble tickets for lost dial tone are caused by broken or loose wiring, an 

indication that Qwest technicians may not be fully trained or are hurried in malung installations 

or repairs causing loosened wiring. 

CONCLUSION 

51. The comparison of Qwest’s Arizona performance results with AT&T’s own 

internal data shows that Qwest’s AT&T data used to calculate almost every measure fails to 

match that reported by AT&T. Using AT&T data, several PIDs yield similar results to Qwest’s 

AT&T results while other PIDs yield disparate results. Yet, the numerators and denominators 

developed for the performance calculations using AT&T data vary widely from those presented 

by Qwest in their performance results report. LIS trunk information for several PIDs is currently 

part of the Liberty reconciliation effort. AT&T data results indicate that Qwest’s AT&T 

performance is not at the level professed by Qwest for either Checklist Item 1 or Checklist Item 

4. If broadened to encompass all CLECs in Arizona, and assuming the same results being found 
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by AT&T’s data are applicable to other CLECs, Qwest is not meeting its checklist performance 

requirements. At this juncture, this Commission has no sound basis for making Factually 

supported 271 checklist compliance decisions for Qwest in the state of Arizona on any checklist 

items. FOT Checklist Items 1 and 4, however, it is clear that Qwest is not currently satisfying its 

legal obligations. In the absence of clear and reliable data on all checklist items that 

unequivocally show Qwest’s satisfactory performance, Qwest’s application must be denied. 
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Exhibit 1 AZ 271 Working PID Version 6.3 - PO-5 

AZ 271 Working PID Version 6 3 - OP-3 

Exhibrt 2 

I I Exhibit 13 I A2 271 Working PID Version 6.3 - OP-I3 

AZ LIS- PO-5 FOCs ON TIME (chart) CONFIDENTIAL 

Exhiblt 14 AZ UBL-ANALOG OP-13A (table) CONFIDENTIAL 



PO-5 - Flrm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time 

Reporting Period: One month Unlt of Measure: 
P0-5A, -58, -5C. & -5D: Percent 
PO-5E: Business H0urs:Minute.s 
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~~~ 

PO-5 - Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time (continued) 
Reporting 
Comparlsons: CLEC 
aggregate and individual 
CLEC results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level (per multi-state system 
serving the state). 
3esults for this indicator are reported as follows: 

PO-5A:' FOCs provided for fuliv electronic LSRs received via: 
- PO-5A-1 IMA 
- PO-5A-2 ED1 

classified as flow-through-eligible** for LSRs received via: 
- P0-5E1 IMA 
- PO-56-2 EDi 

PO-5B' FOCs provided for electroniclmanuai LSRs that are NOT 

P0-5C:* FOCs provided f o r m  LSRs received via Facsimile. 
PO-5D: FOCs provided for ASRs requesting LIS Trunks. 
PO-5E: FOCs provided for LSRs that are classified as flow-through- 
eligible," but failed lo flow through, for LSRs received via: 
- PO-5E-1 IMA 
- PO-5E-2 ED1 

* Each of the PO-5A. PO-56, PO-5C and PO-5E measurements listed 
above will be further disaggregated as follows: 
- (a) FOCs provided for Resale services and UNE-P 
- (b) FOCs provided for Unbundted Loops-jil$ $&g~ f~$ !  

- (c) FOCs provided for LNP 
"The list of LSR types classified as eligible for flow through is 
contained in the "LSRs Eligible for Flow Through" matrix, j,iB ~ g \ &  
also iiicladss avaliability lor et:tra!usetlreitts ii.) Ww tli:ui.wti cauabillil~. 
The matrix will be distributed through the CICMP process. 

.-.--.I iil,!ml!died &&S!h &j:&rJil@ 

Formula: 
PO-SA- lCount of LSRs for which the oriainal FOCs "IFOC Notification Date & Time) - (LSR received 

~~ 

~~~ 

datehime (based on scheduled 6 time))" is wthin 20 minutes] l (Total Number~oforiginai FOC 
Notifications transmitted for the service category in the reporting period). 

P0--5B, -5C, & -5D = [Count of LSRs/ASRs for which the original FOCs "(FOC Notification Date 8 
Time) - (Application Date & Time)" is within the intervals specifEd for the 
service category involved] I (Total Number of original FOC Notications 
transmitted for the service category in the reporting period). 

PO-5E = X[(FOC Notification Date 8 Time) - (Application Date & Time) for flow-through-eligible LSRs 
that did NOT flow through]/(Total Number of FOC Notifications transmitted 
for flow-througheligible LSRs that did NOT flow through) 

Excluslons: 

a 

Invalid starVstop datesltimes. 
Additional PO-5D exclusion: 

Records with invalid application or confirmation dates. , 

LSRs/ASRs involving individual case basis (ICB) handling based on quantities of lines, as specified 
in the '"Standards" section below, or s&ce/request types, deemed to be projects. 
Hours on Weekends and holidays. 
LSRs with CLEC-requested FOC arrangements different from standard FOC arrangements. 
For flow-through eligible LSRs. the exceptions noted in the "LSRs Eligible for Flow Through" 
mjndicir ai  <ha w t ~ t  13 this !:'D & ~ w w & + t ~ i r % i i k  dis:iituielf t ~ r r u ~ . ! i e r i ~ c i c ~ i l i ' . ~ ~ ? ? ~ ~ s ;  
Records with invalid product codes. 
Records missing data essential to the calculation of the measurement per the PiD. 
Duplicate LSR numbers. (Exclusion to be eliminated upon implementation of IMA capability to 
disallow duplicate LSR #Is.) 
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PO-5 - Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time (continued) 

'roduct Reporting: 

For P0-5A, -58, -5C 
and -5E: 
(a) Resale services 

(b) Unbundled 
Loops t.&t I.,pst q u .  
- -  spa!:&3~wu~.!1 .J!d 
Netwwcirh Elenieir&. "_ 

(c) LNP 

and UNE-P (POTS) 

For PO-5D: LIS 
Trunks. 

May 1,2001 

itandards: 

B For PO-5A (all): 95% within 20 minutes 

For PO-56 (all): 90% within StandarU FOC intervals 
fsoecified below) 
1 .  

b For PO-5C (manual): 90% within standard FOC intervals 
I 

D For PO-5D (LIS Trunks): 85% within elght business days 
n For PQSE (failed flow-through) 6 business hours or less 

speeufiea below PLUS 24 hours 

Standard FOC Intewals for PO-56 and PO-5C 

'roduct Group No'*' 
!erala 

Lesidence and Business POTS 1-39 lines 
ISDN-Basic 1-10 lines 

Conversion As Is 
Adding/Changing features 
Add primary directory llsting to established loop 
Add call appearance 

Centrex Non-Design 1-19 lines 

Centrex line feature changes/adds/removals (all) 
with no Common Block Configuration 

.NP 1-24 lines 
Inbundled Loops (all types) 1-24 Imps 

rrduded i l i  VIU~LILI b$~crLiiiti d t v w  !L)1 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . .  I_ I". -- _ _  . . ~  1.24 SUb ___ _I iULJ@ 

!?ibun&sd S!tar~rf-luaw'Linr-sh~rji?g ~ ,_ ___lll_ 1 22 silaled 
i!d!.I&d i ~ , ! , . y ! , ~ ~ ~ O ~ . t ~ O O i  %- ,,,, lyU3s 
Inbundled Network Element-PlaIform (UNE-P) (POTS) 

UNE-P to UNE-P conversion and Resale to UNE-P 
conversion 1-39 lines 

Lesale 
ISDN-Basic 1-10 lines 

Conversion As Specified 
New Installs 
Address Changes 
Change to add Loop 

ISDN-PRI (Facility) 1-3 

PBX 1-24 trunks 
DSO or Voice Grade Equlvalent 1-24 
DS1 Facility 1-24 
DS3 Facility 1-3 

.NP 25-49 lines 

)C Interval 

24 hours 

48 hours 
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PO-5 - Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time (continued) 

Resale 
ISDN-PRI (Trunks) 1-12 trunks 

,vallabIllty 

86 hours 

Resale 
Centrex (including Centrex 21, 
Non-design, Centrex 21 Basic ISDN, 
Centrex-Plus, Centron, Centrex Primes) 
- 
- 
- 
- 

1-10 lines 
With Common Block Configuration required 
Initial establishment of Centrex CMS services 
Tie lines or NARs activity 
Subsequent to initial Common Block 

Station lines 
Automatic Route Selection 
Uniform Call Distribution 
Additlonal numbers 

72 hours 

For PO-SD: I 
LIS Trunks 

May 1, 2001 

1-240 trunk circuits I 8 business 
I days 

Notes: 
1. LSRs with quantities above the highest 

number specified for each product type are 
considered ICB. 

2. With reference to PO-5E. beginning in Dec 
00, as a result of the auto-push status 
enhancement, Qwest will also provide a 
near-immediate, electronic notification to 
CLECs when an LSR fails to flow-through. 
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Exhibit 3 

ieporting Period: One month 

OP-3 -installation Commitments Met 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

'urpose: 
ivaluates the extent to which Qwest installs services for Customers by the scheduled due date. 
3escription: 
vleasures the percentage of orders for which the scheduled due date is met. 

All inward orders (Change, New, and Transfer order types) assigned a due date by Qwest and 
which are wmpletedlclosed during the reporting period are measured, subject to exclusions 
specified below. Change order types for additional lines consist of afl Corders with '"I" and "T" action 
coded line USOCs, including changes to existing lines, such as conversions, number changes, PIC 
changes and class of service changes. These include orders with customer-requested due dates 
longer than the standard interval. 

iteporting 
Eomparisons: 
2LEC aggregate, 
ndividual CLEC 
3nd Qwest Retail 
'eSUltS 

Dlsaggregatlon Reportlng: Statewide level. 
Results for productlservices listed in Product Repotting under "MSA-Type 
Disaggregation" will be reported according to orders involving: 

OP-3A Dispatches within MSAs; 
OP-38 Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
OP-3C No dispatches. 

Results for productslservices listed in Product Reporting under "Zone -type 
Disaggregation" will be disaggregated according to installations: 

OP-3D In Zone 1 areas: and 
OP-3E In Zone 2 areas. 
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OP - 3 Installation Commitments Met (continued) 

(UNE-P) (POTS) 
Unbundled Loops: 

Shared LooplLine Sharing 
Sub-Loop Unbundling 

Zone -Tme Dkaagreaation - 

Analog Loop (non-designed provisioning) 

Product Reportlng: I Standards: 
MSA-TvDe Dlsaoareqation - 

90% 
Diagnostic 
Diagnostic 

. Resale 
Primary ISDN (designed provisioning) . Parity with retail service 
Basic ISDN (designed provisioning) Parity with retail service 
DSO (designed provisioning) Parity with retail service 

Parity with retail service ~- DSI ~~~~ 

PBX Trunks (designed provisioning) 
Qwest DSL (designed provisioning) 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services 
(aqgregate) 
Frame Relay 

LiSTrunks 
Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 

Panty with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Panty with retail service 

Parity with retail service 
Feature Group D (aggregate) 

egate) Line services (aggregate) 
Da* Fiber - Loop Diagnostic - 

111/911 Trunks Parity with retail E911/911 Trunks 
Diagnostic 
Notes: 

I Available: I 
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Exhibit 5 

Reporting Period: One month 

OF-4 - installation Interval 
Purpose: 
Evaluates the timeliness of Qwesrs installation of services for customers, focusing on the average 
time to install service. 
Description: 
Measures the average interval (in business days)' between the application date and the completion 
date for service orders accepted and implemented. 

All inward orders (Change, New, and Transfer order types) assigned a due date by Qwest and 
which are completedlclosed during the reportlng period are measured, subject to exclusions 
specified below. Change order types for addtlonal lines consist of ail C orders with "I" and "T" 
action coded line USOCs, including changes to existing lines, such as conversions, number 
changes, PIC changes and class of service changes. 
Intervals for each measured event are counted in whole days: the auullcation date is day zero (0); 

Unit of Measure: Average Business Days 

Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC 
aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and Qwest 
Retail results 

I 
Disaggregatlon Reporting: Statewide level. 

Results for producWservices listed in Product Reporting under 'MSA-Type 
Disaggregation" will be reported according to orders involving: 

OP4A Dispatches within MSAs; 
OP-46 Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
OF-4C No dispatches. 

OP4D In Zone 1 areas: and 
OP4E In Zone 2 areas. 

Results for productslservices listed in Product Reporting under "Zone -type 
Disaggregation" will be disaggregated according to installations: 

Formula: 
q(0rder Completion Date) -(Order Application Date)] I Total Number of Orders Completed in the 
reporting period 

Explanation: The average installation interval is derived by dividing the sum of installation intervals for 
all orders (in business days)' by total number of servite orders completed in the reporting period. 
Exclusions: 

Orders with customer requested due dates greater than the current standard interval. (This 
exclusion does 
under "MSA-Type Disaggregation,", for which orders for all requested intervals are included.) 
Orders with intervals lengthened due to wstomer-caused delays. 

+ Disconnect, From (another form of disconnect) and Record order types. 
Records involving offlclal company services. 
Records with invalid due dates or application dates. 
Records with invalid completion dates. 
Records with invalid product codes. 

~ Records missing data essential to the calculation of the measurement per the PID. 

apply to LIS trunks, ISDN-capable unbundled loops, and products reported 
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OP-4 - Installation Interval (continued) 

Product Reporting: I Standards: 
MSA-Tvve Disarmteaatton - I 

Centrex 
Centrex 21 
DSO (non-designed provisioning) 
PBX Trunks (non-designed provisioning) 
Primary ISDN (non-designed 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity wlth retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

provisioning) 
Basic ISDN (non-designed provisioning) 
Qwest DSL (non-desiqned provisioning) 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform 

Parity with retdil service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with like retail service 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

(UNE-P) (POTS) 
rn Unbundled Loops: 

Shared Loop/Line Sharing 
Sub-Loop Unbundling 

Zone -Type Disaaareaatian - 

Analog Loop (non-designed provisioning) - 6 days 
Diagnostic 
Diagnostic 

. 
(aggregate) 
Frame Relay I Parity with retail service 

LISTrunks I Parity with Feature Group D (aggregate) 

DSI 
PBX Trunks (designed provisionlng) 
Qwest DSL (designed provisioning) 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services 

1 Unbundled Dedicated interoffice TransDort 
I 

I 

Parlty with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Available 

May 1,2001 

Saturday is counted as a business day when the 
service order is completed on Saturday. 
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Exhibit 7 

Reporting Period: One month 

I OP-6 - Delaved Davs 

Unit of Measure: Average Business Days 

I - 
Purpose: 
Evaluates the extent Qwest is late in installing services for customers, focusing on the average number of 
days that late orders are completed beyond the committed due date. 
Description: 
3P-6A - Measures the average number of business days’ that service is delayed beyond the original due 

date provided to the customer for non-facility reasons attributed to Qwest. All inward orders 
(Change, New, and Transfer order types) that are compietedlclosed during the reporting period, 
but later than the origlnal due date assigned by Qwest, are measured, subject to exclusions 
specified below. Change order types for additional lines consist of all C orders with “I” and “T” 
action coded line USOCs, including changes to existing lines, such as conversions, number 
changes, P ic  changes and dass of service chan es. 

3P-68 - Measures the average number of business days that service is delayed beyond the origlnal due 
date provided to the customer for facility reasons attributed to Qwest. Ail inward orders 
(Change, New, and Transfer order types) that are compietedlclosed during the reporting period, 
but later than the original due date assigned by Qwest due to facllity reasons. are measured, 

P 

Reporting 
Comparisons. 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and Qwest Retail 
results 

I 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
e Results for productslservices listed under Product Reporting under “MSA-type 

Disaggregation” will be reported for OP-6A and OP-6B according to orders 
involving: 

1. Dispatches within MS&: 
2. Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
3. No dispatches. 

Results for prOductSfSeNiCeS listed in Product Reporting under “Zone-type 
Disaggregation” will be disaggregated according to installations: 

4. 
5. In Zone 2 areas. 

in Zone 1 areas; and 

Formula: 
OP-6A = I:[(Actuai Completion Date of late order for non-facility reasons) - (Original Due Date of late 

orderN I (Total Number of Late Orders for non-faacilitv reasons) 
I. . 

OP-68 = E[(Actual Completion Date of late order for facility reasons) - (Original Due Date of late order)] / 

Exclusions: 

. 
(Total Number of Late Orders for facilihy reasons) 

Orders delayed due to Customer reasons are excluded. 
Disconnect, From (another form of dlsconnect) and Record order types. 
Records involving official company services. 
Records with invalid due dates or application dates. 
Records with invalid completion dates. 
Records with invalid product codes. 
Records missing data essential to the calculation of the measurement per the PID. 
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3P-6 - Delayed Days (continued) 
+educt Repottlng: I Standards: 
NSA-TvDe Disanareaatlon - I 

Racale - 
Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex 
Centrex 21 
DSO (non-designed provisioning) 
PBX Trunks (non-designed provisioning) 
Primary ISDN (non-designed provisioning) 
Basic ISDN (non-designed provisioning) 
Qwest DSL (non-designed provisioning) 

stad service 
stall sewice 

311 service 
--. - 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with re .- 

Parity with re 
Parity with reti 
Parity with retail<erVice 
Parity with retail service 
Parity 
Parity with ret; 
Parity with re 

with retail service 
ail  service 

!tail service 

swvice order is completed on Saturday, 
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Exhibit 13 

Reporting Period: One month Unlt of Measure: Percent 

May 1,2001 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC 
aggregate and individual CLEC 
results 

Page 34 

Disaggregation Reportlng: Statewide level. 
Results for this measurement will be reported according to: 

OP-13A Cuts Completed On Time 
OP-13B Cuts Started Without CLEC Approval 



Product Repottlng: Coordinated Unbundled 
Loops - Reported separately for: 

Analog Loops 
All Other Loops 

I 
Availability: 1 Notes: 

Standard: 
OP-13A: 90 Percent or more 
OP-136: Diagnostic 

Available I 
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I .  
VERIFICATION OF STEPHEN L. KAIL 

I, Stephen L. Kail, being duly sworn, hereby state that I am self-employed as a 

Telecommunications Consultant and that I am providing expertise on the analysis of Qwest 

performance results in this docket. By this Verification, I hereby verify that the factual 

assertions in the Affidavit of Stephen L. Kail on Behalf of AT&T Regarding Analysis of Qwest 

Performance Data are true and correct statements to the best of my knowledge and belief 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

Dated t h i s 3 2 h a y  of October 2001. 

/ Stephen L. Kail 

STATE OF COLORADO ) 
1 ss 

CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me on t h i s y d d a y  of October 2001 by Stephen L 
Kail, who certifies that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

) 

Witness mv hand and official seal. 

MY commission expiies: 

L 
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AT&T Communications of the Mountain State, Tnc. and TCG Phoenix 

(collectively, “AT&T”) hereby submit this Affidavit of John F. Finnegan regarding 

AT&T’s Analysis of  Qwest Performance Results before the Arizona Corporation 

Commission (“Commission”). 

I. INTRODUCTION & QUALIFICATIONS 
1. My name is John F. Finnegan, and I am a senior policy witness employed 

by AT&T. My business address is 1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1400, Denver, Colorado 

80202. 

2. My education and relevant work experience are as follows. I have a B.S. 

in Engineering from Rutgers College ofEngineering and an M.B.A from the University 

of Denver. I have worked for AT&T for 18 years. After graduating from Rutgers, I 

spent the next two years with Combustion Engineering in Valley Forge, PA as a Project 

Engineer. In 1983, I joined AT&T as a purchased product engineer. Over the next 12 

years, I spent time with AT&T in a variety of engineering, quality management, sales and 

marketing positions. Almost half of that time was spent leading a supplier quality 

management organization 

3. In 1995, I joined the New Markets Development Orgmization, (the 

immediate predecessor to the Western Region Local Services Organization) and was one 

of the first employees in  the Western Region to explore the opportunities associated with 

providing local exchange services. In 1996 I began in my current position. Recently I 

have concentrated my work efforts on collaborating with Qwest, CLECs and state 

regulators on understanding and evaluating Qwest’s operational support system (“OSS). 

In fact, I have bccn AT&T’s representative in the Arizona and the Regional Oversight 



Committee’s (“ROC”) OSS tests since their inception. I am a frequent panelist on ROC 

OSS issues. 

11. SUMMARY OF AFFIDAVIT 

4. I have been involved in the ROC OSS testing process from the beginning. 

As part of that, 1 was involved in creating and defining the PIDs that govern the 

performance results that Qwest is reporting in this docket. While AT&T’s other witness 

on performance issues, Mr. Stephen L. Kail, discusses what AT&T’s own data shows 

with respect to Qwest’s commercial performance, my affidavit focuses solely on Qwest’s 

own reported performance data and what that data shows.’ My analysis concludes that 

even if the Arizona Commission and/or the FCC do not require flawless performance by 

Qwest on every PID for every checklist item, it cannot be disputed that Qwest’s 

performance currently falls far short of required performance at least for checklist items 

1, 2,4, S and 14. Qwest’s reported performance requires that the Commission find that 

Qwest currently fails to satisfy its obligations under these four checklist items 

5. My affidavit points out numerous examples of Qwest’s failure to meet 

either the required benchmark or parity standard, whichever applies, for PIDs governing 

each of the above checklist items. Although my affidavit is not necessarily exhaustive 

with respect to Qwest’s non-compliance, I have pointed out some of the more serious 

instances of non-compliance, and plenty for the Commission to conclude that Qwest 

cannot currently meet its obligations with respect to checklist items 1, 2,4, S and 14, 

Significantly, Qwest’s non-compliance occurs most often with regard to PIDs that 

- 

Although Qwest made a tiling on October 19, 2001 to include performance results for August of2001, I I 

have not yet complcred my analysis for the latest month’s data. I have confined the instant analysis to 
months currently being reconciled with Qwesr to the months reported in Qwest‘s August 28,2001 
Performance Measurement Report. 
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directly and noticeably affect a customer‘s experience with a new CLEC provider; Le., 

time to install and repair service, process an order, etc. Instances such as these where 

Qwest clearly provides better service to its retail customer, and thereby fails to satisfy the 

Federal Telecommunications Act’s obligations of panty and non-discrimination, are 

precisely the activity that will keep local competition from ever gaining a foothold in 

Washington. 

6 .  Qwest relies in its comments on an audit of  Qwest’s performance data 

conducted by CGE&Y as part of the Arizona test of Qwest’s OSS as well as Liberty 

Consulting’s audit as part of the Regional Oversight Committee’s (ROC’S) test of 

Qwest’s OSS systems as proof that Qwest’s data i s  accurate and can be relied upon. (& 

Qwest comments filed September 21,2001, pp. 5-6.) However, the limited audit that has 

been performed to date by both CGE&Y and Liberty Consulting audited primarily the 

processes that Qwest uses to track and report its performance. Although the audit 

sampled the data underlying the reported results, the audit did not perform a complete 

review of the input data that forms the basis for the reported results. &Liberty 

Consulting “Report on the Audit of Qwest’s Performance Measures,” July 11,2001, p. 1.  

Instead, Liberty is just beginning to perform that kind of in-depth analysis 7. 

in a process that is expected to be completed in the middle of November of 2001. In 

addition, as the functionality test portion of the Arizona OSS test occurs, CGE&Y will be 

attempting to replicate Qwest’s reported data in another effort to analyze the accuracy of 

the input data underlying Qwest’s reported performance. Until that occurs, this 

Commission cannot rely on Qwest’s data to show that it is satisfying its performance 

obligations. 
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IJI. LEGAL STANDARDS TO BE APPLIED 
8. The FCC requires that incumbent local exchange can-iers (“ILECs”) such 

as Qwest must provide services and unbundled network elements to competitive local 

exchange carriers (“CLECs”) at panty and in a nondiscriminatory fashion.2 Where the 

service or element being provided has a retail analogue, Qwest must provide access to 

CLECs in “substantially the same time and manner” as i t  provides to itself.’ For those 

services that do not have a retail analogue, the ILEC’s service must provide the CLECs 

with a meaningful opportunity to ~ o m p e t e . ~  

9. The FCC has determined that in order to meet the obligations set forth in 

the previous paragraph, the ILEC must generally demonstrate through reported measures 

of performance that the performance for its own customers does not differ in any 

statistically signiricant fashion from the service provided to the CLECs and the CLECs’ 

customers? If a benchmark or parity requirement is missed, an ILEC will eail to satisfy 

that checklist item unless the misses are “slight, or occw in isolated months, and thus 

suggest only an insignificant competitive impact.”‘ A steady improvement in 

performance may indicate that problems are being resolved. Where performance is 

decreasing over time, however, this creates a cause for concern and indicates that 

checklist items are not being met. The FCC will consider “the degree and duration of the 

Applicution of Verizon New York lnc., Verizori Long Distarice, Verizon Enterprise Solutions, Verizon 2 

Global Networks Inc. and Verizon Select Services. Inc. fur- Airthoriiatiori to Provide Iii-Resqiori, IriterLATA 
Services in Connecticut, CC Docket 01-100, FCC 01-269 (September 19,2001) at Appendix D,’j 5 
(hereinafter “Verizon Connecticut 271 Order”]. ’ Id. 

Id. 
Verizon Connecticut 271 Order at Appendix D, ‘j 8;  0 1  the Mutter ofJoirit Application by SBC 5 

Comniunications lnc.. Southwestern Bell Conmiiinicatioris Services, lnc. d/b/a Sought Westerri Bell Long 
Dkrance f o r  Provisiori of In-Region, IriterLATA Sewices in Korisas and Oklahoma, CC Docket No. 00-217, 
FCC 01-29 (January 22,2001) at ‘j 31 [hereinafter ”SBC Kansas/Oklnhoma 271 Order”]. ‘ SBC Kansos/Oklahorna 271 Order at ’j 32. 



performance disparity, and whether the performance is part of an improving or 

deteriorating trend.”’ In fact, “disparity with respect to one performance measurement 

may support a finding of statutory noncompliance, particularly if the disparity is 

substantial or has endured for a long time, or if it is accompanied by other evidence of 

discriminatory conduct or evidence that competing carriers have been denied a 

meaningful opportunity to compete.”* 

IV. DATA ANALYSIS 

A. 

1. INSTALLATION 

OP-3 Installation Commitments Met - Interval Zone One. 

CHECKLIST ITEM #1 LOCAL INTERCONNECTION 

The OP-3 Installation Commitments Met results for interval zone one showed that 

Qwest provided worse performance to CLECs in nine of the last twelve months of 

reported data. (See Exhibit 1 to Qwest’s September 21,2001 filing entitled, “Qwest 

Corp.’s July Performance Data As Reported Under the Arizona Performance 

Measurements” herein “Ex. 1, p. I”). Interval zone one represents the urban areas of 

Arizona. For the state of Arizona, urban areas represent the largest CLEC activity. In 

two of the months of reported data (Jan-01 and Sep-00) the Qwest performance for CLEC 

interconnection trunks was so poor that random variation can be ruled out as the cause of 

the inferior performance to CLECs. 

OP-4 Installation Interval (Average Days) - Interval Zone One. 

Qwest’s inferior performance in installing CLEC interconnection trunks in 

interval zone one is also evident with respect to the time to install interconnection trunks. 

Id. a1 y 31. 7 

Vel-izoii Coimecricar 271 Order a1 Appendix D. q[ 9.  
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In six of lhe last eight months, Qwest’s performance to CLECs was worse than the 

performance for Qwest’s retail customers. (a Ex. 1. p. 1) Over the last four months of 

reported results, the peiformance trend for installation of CLEC interconnection trunks is 

getting worse. 

OP-15A Interval for Pending Orders Delayed Past Due Date 

While this is not a measure that is contained in the Arizona Performance Indicator 

Definitions (“PIDs”), a review of the regional performance results shows that Qwest has 

a serious held order problem and that the problem is getting worse. The regional results 

show that during the last twelve months the number of orders at the end of a month that 

were late and not yet completed (See Exhibit 2 to Qwest’s September 21, 2001 filing 

entitled, “Qwest Corp.’s July Performance Data As Reported Under the Arizona 

Performance Measurements” herein “Ex. 2, p. 3” for the OP-15A denominator) was close 

to or greater than the total number of orders that Qwest completed in a month (See Ex. 2, 

pp. 1 (OP-3 denominator) and 2 (OP-3 denominator). 

In addition to having a very high ratio of pending orders to completed orders in a 

month, the length of time the orders are pending is extremely long and getting worse. 

The average number of business days late for a pending order has increased from 59.14 

business days to 60.94 business days to 80.94 business days in May-01, Jun-01 and Jul- 

01. The average monthly interval for pending orders has not been less that 45.64 

business days (Sep-00) and has been as high as 86.73 business days (Jan-01). It is 

extremely disruptive to CLEC operations to have Qwest commit to an installation due 

date and then have to wait over five months after the original order was placed to finally 

have the intei-connection trunk installed. 

6 



2. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 

MR-7 Repair Repeat Report Kate - Interval Zone One 

The number of Arizona-specific data points for both CLEC and retail repair report 

rate results are fairly low. Therefore, AT&T’s analysis focused on the Qwest regional 

results. Qwest’s reported repair repeat report rate results show that Qwest is not doing as 

well in repairing CLEC interconnection trunks as it is in repairing Feature Group D 

trunks (the retail analogue). The MR-7 measurement was intended to be an indicator of 

whether Qwest was able to repair a reported trouble right the first time. If Qwest does 

not repair the service right the first time, a repeated trouble report can occur within thirty 

days of the first trouble report. How well Qwest does in correctly repairing troubles the 

first time is what the MR-7 measurement is all about. In seven of the twelve months of 

reported data, Qwest’s results for CLEC repairs were worse than the results for retail 

repairs. In four of those months the difference was so great as to be a statistically 

significant difference. (See Ex. 2. p. 5)’ 

MR-7 Repair Repeat Report Rate -Interval Zone Two 

The number of Arizona-specific data points for both CLEC and retail repair report 

rate results are also low for the MR-7 measurement in interval zone two (rural areas). 

Therefore, AT&T’s analysis focused on the Qwest regional results. Qwest’s reported 

repair repeat report rate results show that in rural areas Qwest is not doing as good a job 

in repairing CLEC interconnection trunks as it is in repairing retail Feature Group D 

trunks. In eleven of the twelve months of reported data, Qwest’s results for CLEC 

Qwest performance to CLECs is deemed to be worse by a statistically significant amount when the result 
in the column labeled “Mod Z Scr” i s  positive and greater than 1.645. The hiphcr thc positive modified Z 
score and positive Parity Score (column located next to “Mod Z Scr”), the greater [he discrimination to 
CLECs. 



repairs were worse than the results for retail repairs. (See Ex. 2, p. 6) In four of those 

months, the difference was so great as to be a statistically significant difference. 

MR-8 Trouble Rate - Interval Zones One and Two 

Qwest’s performance results show that Qwest does a worse job of maintaining 

CLEC interconnection trunk circuits than it does for retail Feature Group D trunks. In 

seven of the last twelve months of reported data, the CLEC interconnection trunk trouble 

rate was higher than the retail Feature Group D trouble rate. &Ex. 1. p. 5 )  In two of 

those months (Nov-00 and Jan-01) the difference was so great that it can be considered a 

statistically significant difference. 

B. CHECKLIST ITEM #2 ACCESS TO UNBUNDLED NETWORK 
ELEMENTS (INCLUDING OSS) 

1. PRE-ORDER ACTIVITIES 

PO-IC-1 Yre-Order Response Times (Timeout) (Percent) IMA Total 
The March 2001 results clearly demonstrate that, despite the completion of the 

performance measurement audit by CGE&Y, problems with Qwest’s processes for 

calculating performance results still exist. In the March 2001 results for PO-IC-1 the 

numerator is 2 and the denominator is 10,199. (See Ex. 1. p. 22) Qwest reports the result 

of this calculation (;.e., dividing the numerator into the denominator) as 2.00%. Qwest’s 

calculation is incorrect. The correct result of dividing 2 into 10,199 and expressing the 

result as a percent i s  0.02%. While Qwest would like everyone to believe that the 

completion of the performance measurement audit answers forever the question of 

whether Qwest accurately report performance results, Qwest’s calculation of the PO-1C- 

1 result for March of 2001 demonstrates the answer is no. 



PO-2 Electronic Flow Throueh 

Electronic flow-through of an order occurs when an order is submitted by a 

customer service representative and accepted into the ILEC’s service order processor 

without the need for any manual intervention on the part of the ILEC. Generally bad 

things can happen when an order is subjected to human intervention. Order information 

can be mistyped or not entered at all. ILEC representatives can improperly reject a 

CLEC order. In addition, a need for manual intervention can severely restrict the number 

of CLEC orders that an ILEC can process in a day. 

Qwest’s rate of order flow-through is very poor. Less than 54% of all LSRs 

submitted for resale orders via the IMA-GUI interface in the last twelve months flowed 

through (PO-2A-1). (See Ex. 1, p. 27). Less than 66% of all LSRs submitted for resale 

orders via the ED1 interface during the last twelve months flowed through (PO-2A-2). 

The flow-through results for unbundled loop orders in the last eleven months of 

reported data is much worse. For unbundled loop orders submitted via the IMA-GUI 

interface, the flow through rate over the last eleven months is less than 6% (PO-2A-I). 

(See Ex. 1, p. 29). For unbundled loop orders submitted via the ED1 interface, the flow 

through rate has been less than 5% in eight of the last eleven months (PO-2A-2). The 

total flow through rate for unbundled loop orders submitted through the ED1 interface 

over the last eleven months i s  less than 8%. CLECs will never be able to count on Qwest 

accurately processing unbundled loop orders in any significant volumes with Qwest’s 

extensive reliance on manual processing. 

Qwest also has difficulties processing local number portability (“LNP”) orders. 

In the last eleven months, Qwest’s performance for LNP flow through for orders 

submitted via the IMA-GUI interface never exceeded 62% (PO-2A-I). (See Ex. I, p. 

9 



31). The avcrage rate over the last eleven months for LNP orders submitted through 

IMA-GUI is less than 52%. For LNP orders submitted via the ED1 interface, the flow 

through rate never exceeded 21% (PO-2A-2). The average rate over the last eleven 

months for LNP orders submitted through the ED1 interface is less than 8%. Human 

error can be prcdicted with reliability when thousands of LNP orders in any given month 

are subjected to manual processing 

PO-SA Jeopardy Notice Interval (Averaae Days) Non-Designed Services and 
Unbundled Loops 

As an initial matter, the statistical results for the PO-8A results for non-designed 

services look quite suspect. (SeeEx. 1, p. 49) The “Mod Z Scr” results for Aug-00 

through Dec-00 show a value of 3.72 in four of the five months.’’ It would be highly 

unlikely for the exact same modified Z-score to appear in four of the five months. That 

could point to an error in Qwest’s method of calculating the modified Z-score or the 

standard deviation for the Qwest results. The Qwest result for the month of Jul-01 also 

looks suspect. In the twelve months of reported data, Qwest’s results for PO-8A for non- 

designed services show between 1,200 to 3,400 jeopardy notices sent in a month. The 

average jeopardy notice interval for those notices is between 3.3 and 5.7 days. In Jul-01, 

the Qwest average jeopardy notice interval jumps to 11.09 days. This result is 

unanticipated for two reasons. The first reason is that what appeared to be a relatively 

stable process that produces thousands of jeopardy notices per month between three and 

The modified 2 score is a statistical measure of how far apart are the CLEC and Qwest retail results. 
One modified 2-score calculation requii-es values for the CLEC result, the Qwest retail result, the CLEC 
denominator, the Qwest retail denominaror and the Qwest retail standard deviation. The range of possible 
modified 2-scores that can be ohtdined from the modified 2-test is infinite. To have five different numbers 
(the CLEC result, the Qwest retail result, the CLEC denominator, the Qwest retail denominator and the 
Qwest rerail srandard deviation) used in four separate calculations produce, to two decimal places, exactly 
t h e  same modified Z-scores out o f  the infinite number of possibilities is quite unlikely. 

10 
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five days, suddenly jumps up to eleven days. The second reason is that non-designed 

services generally have standard intervals of plus or minus five days. For Qwest to report 

thal i t  was providing thousands of jeopardy notices in an average of eleven days prior to 

the due date for orders that generally have standard intervals of about five days would be 

quite unexpected. AT&T believes that the more likely explanation is that Qwest has 

again made an error in how it calculated its performance results. 

Qwest’s performance results for providing jeopardy notices further show that 

Qwest systematically provides jeopardy notices earlier to its retail customers than it does 

for CLEC orders. With jeopardy notices, the earlier Qwest provides them, the more 

valuable they are. Early notice of a jeopardy allows new 2lrrangements to be made with 

the customer. For the OP-8A measurement, higher results are better. 

During the last twelve months of reported data for non-designed services, Qwest 

provided earlier notice of order jeopardy to its retail customers as compared to CLEC 

customers in eleven of the twelve months of reported data. In five of those months, the 

difference was so great that it can be considered to be statistically significant. For 

unbundled loops in ten of the last twelve months of reported data, Qwest provided earlier 

notice of order jeopardy to its customers as compared to CLEC orders. (SeeEx. 1, p. 5) 

In two of those months the difference would be considered statistically significant. 

What should not be overlooked in the analysis of the results for this measure is 

the number of months that the Qwest performance to CLECs was inferior to the Qwest 

performance to its own customers. A general assumption that is used in statistical testing 

for results analysis is that there is no difference between the processes that Qwest uses for 
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CLEC activities and retail activities. With that assumption is mind, the statistical test 

essentially asks and answers the question of whether the difference between the CLEC 

and retail results is large enough that the assumption of no difference between the 

pr0cesse.s that Qwest uses for CLEC and retail performance is correct. While individual 

monthly results may show Qwest performance to CLECs was inferior to that provided to 

Qwest retail customers, the statistical test for that one month may show the difference 

was not large enough to rule out random variation. In essence, any difference is 

attributed to random variation. 

If Qwest’s performance to CLECs is inferior as compared to Qwest’s 

performance to its retail customers over a period of several months, that is evidence that 

maybe the processes that Qwest uses for CLEC activities really are inferior to the 

processes that Qwest uses for its retail customers. While the results of the statistical test 

for one month may not be able to rule out random variation, when viewed in the context 

of many months of inferior performance random variation as a source of the difference 

becomes highly unlikely. 

The flipping of a coin can help illustrate this concept. If one were to flip a coin, 

there is a 50% chance that it will show heads and a 50% chance that i t  will show tails. 

There maybe a question of whether the coin is a “fair coin” -that is there an equal 

probability of heads landing as there is of tails landing and is there anything strange about 

the coin that would shift those probabilities one way or the other. If the coin in question 

is flipped and it lands on heads, there would be insufficient evidence with that one flip of 

the coin to conclude that the coin was “unfair.” There was a SO% probability of it 

landing on heads and i t  would not be unusual with one flip of the coin to have i t  land on 
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heads. If the coin was flipped a second time, it again landed on heads, and the result 

from the first flip was ignored, there would again be insufficient evidence to conclude the 

coin was “unfair.” If the coin were flipped twelve times, each time the coin landed on 

heads and only each individual flip of  the coin was considered in the question of whether 

the coin was fair, it would be concluded that there was insufficient evidence to conclude 

the coin was unfair. 

However, if one were to examine the totality of the twelve consecutive flips of the 

coin landing on heads, one might come to a different conclusion. The probability of a 

coin landing on heads twelve times in a row is one chance out of 4,096.” While there is 

a very slight probability that a fair coin could really land on heads twelve times in a row, 

when the evidence is viewed in the totality of the twelve flips the conclusion would more 

likely point to an unfair coin. 

While it is a possibility that random variation could be the source of inferior 

CLEC results as compared to retail results over consecutive months, the totality of the 

examination would point to Qwest’s processes for CLECs being inferior to those used by 

Qwest for retail customers. In the PO-8A results, Qwest’s performance to CLECs was 

inferior to Qwest’s performance to its retail customers for eleven of the twelve months of 

reported data. If there truly was no difference between the processes Qwest uses to send 

jeopardy notices to CLECs and the process it uses to send notices to retail customers, one 

would expect that as a result of random variation 50% of the time the CLEC results 

would be better than the retail results and 50% of the time the CLEC results would be 

worse than the retail results. In the case of non-designed services the CLEC results are 

Thc probability of landing on heads with one flip of a coin is 0.5. Thc probability of landing on heads I ,  

lwelve times in a row is 0.5”. 
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worse than the retail results in clcvcn of the twelve months of reported data. If the 

probability of the CLEC PO-8A results for non-designed services in any given month 

being worse than the retail results is 50%, then the probability of having CLEC results 

worse than retail results in eleven of twelve months is 0.32%.” Likewise, if the 

probability of the CLEC PO-8A results for unbundled loops in any given month being 

worse than the retail results is 50%, then the probability of having CLEC results worse 

than retail results in ten of twelve months is 1.93%. AT&T believes that the low 

probability of having the CLEC results worse than the retail results in so many months 

points more towards a conclusion that Qwest is providing discriminatory treatment to 

CLECs when it comes to providing jeopardy notices. 

PO-9A Timely Jeopardy Notices (Percent) Non-Desiened Services, Unbundled 
LOOPS and LIS Trunks 

Qwest’s performance in providing jeopardy notices for thosc orders in which i t  

eventually missed its committed due date shows that on a relative basis, Qwest’s 

performance to CLECs is inferior to its performance for its retail customers and on an 

absolute basis, Qwest generally does a very poor job in providing jeopardy notices. It is 

important for customer satisfaction and from an operational perspective that if Qwest 

misses its committed due date, that i t  has already provided a jeopardy notice. If Qwest 

does not provide a jeopardy notification, the first time that a customer and the CLEC will 

learn of the problem will be after the due date has been missed. From a customer 

satisfaction perspective, the customer will be upset that the due date was missed and that 

there was no notice provided. From an operational perspective, both the CLEC and the 

The probability of 0.32% was obtained through the use of-a standard statistical binomial distribution 12 

function table. 

14 



customer may have incurred costs or spent effort in preparation for completing work on 

the due date that Qwest committed to make. While a customer will certainly be unhappy 

about finding out in advance that the committed due date will need to be changed, a 

timely jeopardy notice from Qwcst will permit both the CLEC and the customer to make 

other due date and work effort arrangements with a minimum of disruption. 

In eleven of the last twelve months of reported data for non-designed services, 

Qwest provided jeopardy notices to CLECs at a lower rate than Qwest does for its retail 

customers. &Ex. 1, p. 49) In seven of those months the difference was great enough 

to be considered statistically significant. In eight of the last twelve months of reported 

data for unbundled loops, Qwest’s rate at providing jeopardy notices to CLECs was lower 

than for retail customers. (See Ex. 1, p. S O )  In four of those months, the difference was 

large enough to be considered statistically significant. 

Qwest’s rate of providing jeopardy notices is also poor on an absolute level. Over 

the last year, Qwest provided jeopardy notices for only 7% of the non-designed service 

orders, 20% of the unbundled loop orders and 17% of the LIS trunk orders for which it 

missed its committed due date. 

2. INSTALLATION 

OP-3 Installation Commitments Met - No Dispatches and OP-4 Installation Interval 
[Average Days) No Dispatches - Unbundled Network Element Platform 

Installations without the need for a dispatch represent the large majority of UNE- 

P installations. Qwest’s results show that in the last year, less than 5% of the total UNE- 

P orders required a dispdtch for installation.’3 The performance results for the last three 

The OP-3 denominator for no dispatches over the last 12 months is 581 and the sum of the OP-3 13 

denominators for dispatches within and outside MSA areas is 29. (a Ex. I ,  pp. 61 - 63). 29/(581+29) * 
100 = 4.75%. 



months of reported data show installations for UNE-P orders without dispatch 

deteriorating and discriminatory Qwest performance. Over the last three months of 

reported data, Qwest took longer to install CLEC UNE-P orders than for similarly 

situated retail customers. (a Ex. 1, p. 63) In the last two months, the difference was 

statistically significant. In addition, over the last four months of reported data, Qwest 

performance trend is getting worse for CLECs and better for retail customers. 

Qwest’s OP-3 and OP-4 installation results for UNE-P installations without 

dispatches demonstrate that Qwest is systematically providing longer commitment dates 

to CLECs than to similarly situated retail customers. Qwest’s OP-3 installation interval 

results show that Qwest met 100% of its installation commitments to CLECs in the 

months of Jan-01 and Jun-01. (&Ex. 1, p. 63). Qwest’s OP-4 installation interval 

results also show that Qwest installed UNE-P services for CLECs in those two months in 

intervals that were longer than for similarly situated retail customers by statistically 

significant amounts. The only way that Qwest could have met 100% of its commitments 

while at the same time installing those orders in intervals that are much longer than 

similarly situated retail customers is if Qwest is systematically providing CLECs with 

longer commitment dates. 

3. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 

MR-9 Repair Appointments Met - Dispatches Within MSA - Unbundled Network 
Element Platform 

Qwest’s results demonstrate that Qwest does not meet its repair commitments for 

CLEC UNE-P service as frequently as it does for its own retail customers. In eleven of 

the last twelve months of reported data, the CLEC LINE-P appointments met results were 
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inferior to results for Qwest’s similarly situated customers. (See Ex. 1, p. 66) In the last 

seven months the difference is statistically significant. 

C. CHECKLIST ITEM #4 - ACCESS TO UNBUNDLED LOOPS 

1. INSTALLATION 

OP-5 New Service Installation without Trouble Reports - Interval Zone One and 
Two - Non-Loaded (2-Wire) Installation 

The OP-5 measurement tracks how well Qwest does in installing services right 

the first time. Qwest’s performance results demonstrate that Qwest has significant 

problems in installing non-loaded 2-wire unbundled loops right the first time. In all 

twelve months of  reported data, the CLEC rate of trouble free installations was lower 

than for similarly situated retail customers. (See Ex. 1, p. 78) In every month, this 

difference was statistically significant. Arizona’s poor results for the installation quality 

of non-loaded, two wire unbundled loops is repeated in the regional results. In the 

regional results, the rate of trouble free installations of non-loaded, two wire unbundled 

loops is lower than the retail results by a statistically significant amount in all twelve 

months of reported data. (See Ex. 2, p. 86.) 

2. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 

MR-7 Repair Repeat Report Rate - Interval Zone One - Non-Loaded 2-Wire 
Unbundled Loops 

Qwest’s performance results also demonstrate (hat in addition to problems with 

installing 2-wire, non-loaded unbundled loops Qwest also has significant problems 

repairing them. Qwest’s performance results show that Qwest does not repair 2-wire, 

non-loaded unbundled loops correctly the first time as often as it does for retail 
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customers. In each of the last twelve months of reported data, the rate of repairs 

requiring a second repair within thirty days was higher for CLECs than for similarly 

situated retail customers. (See Ex. 1, p. 79) In seven of those months the difference was 

statistically significant. Arizona’s poor results with Qwest’s repair quality of non-loaded, 

two wire unbundled loops are also seen in the regional results. In the regional results, the 

repair repeat report rate for non-loaded, two wire unbundled loops, is lower than the retail 

results by a statistically significant amount in eleven of the twelve months of reported 

data. (See Ex. 2, p. 88.) 

MR-8 Trouble Rate Interval Zone One and Two - Non-loaded, two wire Unbundled 

Qwest’s pcrformance results show that CLECs experienced more troubles on non- 

Loops. 

loaded, two wire unbundled loops than similarly situated retail customers by a 

statistically significant amount in each of the last twelve months of reported data. (See 

Ex. 1, p. 81). Over the entire twelve months of reported data the CLEC trouble rate for 

non-loaded, two wire unbundled loops was over 8 times as high as the retail trouble 

rate.I4 Clearly, Qwest is not maintaining CLEC non-loaded, two wire unbundled loops 

with the same attention as it does for its own retail customers. Arizona’s poor results with 

Qwest’s maintenance of non-loaded, two wire unbundled loops are also seen in the 

regional results. In the regional results, the trouble rate for non-loaded, two wire 

unbundled loops is higher than the retail results by a statistically significant amount in all 

twelve months of reported data. (&Ex. 2, p. 90.) 

“The  trouble rate for CLECs over the twelve-month pcriod was 2.12% and the retail trouble rate during 
the same period was 0.26%. 
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MR-6 Mean Time to Restore - Interval Zone One - ISDN Capable Unbundled 
Loops 

Qwcst’s discriminatory performance in repairing ISDN capable unbundled loops 

installed for CLECs is confirmed in the mean time to restore results. Qwest took longer 

to repair ISDN capable unbundled loops for CLEC customers than for similarly situated 

retail customers in each of the last twelve months. In eight of those months, the 

difference was statistically significant. (& Ex. 1, p. 95). The probability of the infenor 

Qwest performance to CLECs being attributed to random variation is 0.02%. 

MR-7 Repair Repeat Rate - Interval Zone One - ISDN Capable Unbundled Loop. 

Qwest does not repair ISDN capable unbundled loops correctly the first time as 

often as i t  does for retail customers. In each of the last twelve months the rate of repairs 

requiring a second repair within thirty days was higher for CLECs than for similarly 

situated retail customers. In nine of those months the difference was statistically 

significant. (&Ex. I ,  p. 95). 

MR-5 All Troubles Cleared Within 4 Hours (Percent) -Interval Zone One - DS1 
Capable Unbundled Loop 

In Arizona there are presently very low volumes of DSI capable unbundled loops 

in service. As a result, there is very little maintenance and repair data for DSI Capable 

Unbundled Loops. Based upon Qwest’s regional results, once the DS1 unbundled loop 

volumes do grow in Arizona, discriminatory repair performance should be expected. In 

all twelve months of reported data, Qwest’s regional performance to CLECs for repairing 

DS-1 capable loops within four hours was worse than for Qwest’s retail customers by a 

statistically significant amount. (&Ex. 2, p. 101) 
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MR-6 Mean Time to Restore - Interval Zone One - DS1 Capable Unbundled Loop 

Given its poor regional results performance for DS 1 repairs within four hours, it 

should not be surprising that Qwest also provides discriminatory performance to CLECs 

for the mean time to restore DSI unbundled loops. In all twelve months of reported data, 

Qwest’s regional performance to CLECs for repairing DS-1 capable loops was worse 

than for Qwest’s retail customers by a statistically significant amount. C& Ex. 2, p. 101) 

MR-8 Trouble Rate - Interval Zone One and Two - DSl Capable Unbundled LOOP 
Qwest’s problems with maintaining and repairing CLEC DSI capable unbundled 

loops can also be seen in the regional results for the MR-8 measurement. In eight of the 

last twelve months of reported regional results, the trouble rate for CLEC DSI capable 

unbundled loops was higher by a statistically significant amount than for similarly 

situated Qwest retail customers. (& Ex. 2, p. 102) 

D. CHECKLIST ITEM #5 - UNBUNDLED TRANSPORT 

1. INSTALLATION 

OP-15A Interval For Pending Orders Delayed Past Due Date - DS1 Level 
Installation 

While the activity of DS1 level UDIT circuits in Arizona has been quite low, the 

regional results show that Qwest has a serious held order problem with UDIT DSl 

circuits. In nine of the last twelve months the number of UDIT DS1 orders late and 

pending at the end of the month exceeded the total number of UDIT DS 1 orders 

completed in the month. (See Ex. 2, p. 137) In Apr-01 there were 106 late and pending 

UDIT DS 1 orders at the end of the month but only 41 UDIT DSl orders completed in 

that month. 
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In Jun-01 there were 67 orders for UDIT DSI late and pending at the end of the 

month throughout the region. Those 67 orders were late by an average of 125.46 days. 

In Jul-01 the number of late and pending orders at the end of the month dropped to 2 Tor 

the entire region. Viewed narrowly, one might conclude that in Jul-01 Qwest finally 

completed those late and pending orders. However, the OP-3 results do not support that 

conclusion. In Jul-01 there were only 13 UDIT DSI orders completed in the entire 

region and those 13 orders had an OP-4 average installation interval of 6.69 days. 

It would appear from the available evidence that rather than completing the late 

and pending UDIT DSl orders, Qwest has begun a program of rejecting those orders.15 

Rejecting rather than completing or carrying as a pending order those late and pending 

orders produces the unearned result of making Qwest's OP-3,OP-4,0P-6 and OP-15 

look better than they really are. It also creates operational problems for the CLEC. 

2. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 

MR-5 All Troubles Cleared Within 4 Hours (Percent) -Interval Zone One - UDIT 
Above DSl 

While the Arizona volumes of UDIT Above DS1 circuits in service is quite low, 

the regional results show that Qwest repairs CLEC UDIT Above DSI circuits within four 

hours at a lower rate than for similarly situated retail customers. The regional results 

show that in eleven of the last twelve months the rate of troubles cleared within four 

hours was worse for CLECs than it was for similarly situated retail customers. (See Ex. 

2, p. 145) In seven of those months, the results were worse by a statistically significant 

amount. 

Qwest has admitted that for loop orders, it is removing held orders from its results calculations by IS 

rejecting the order rather than continuing to track the delays. Rejection of the order insinuates that the 
CLEC, rather than Qwest, is to blame. 
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MR-8 Trouble Rate (Percent) Interval Zone One and Two - UDIT Above DS1 

The Arizona trouble rate results for UDIT Above DS1 circuits show that Qwest 

maintains CLEC circuits at a level of perfonnance worse than for its similarly situated 

retail customers. In eleven of the twelve months of reported results, the CLEC trouble 

rate was higher than the retail trouble rate. (See Ex. 1, p. 126) In seven of those months, 

the rate was worse by a statistically significant amount. 

The regional results confirm Qwest’s problems in maintaining CLEC UDIT 

Above DSI circuits. The regional results show that in  eleven of the last twelve months 

the trouble rate was higher for CLECs than i t  was for similarly situated retail customers. 

(See Ex. 2, p. 146) In ten of those months, the results were worse by a statistically 

significant amount. 

E. CHECKLIST ITEM #14 RESALE 

1. INSTALLATION 

OP-3 Installation Commitments Met and OP-4 Installation Interval (Average Days) 
- Residence - No Dispatches 

Installation of residence resale service completed predominately without dispatch. 

In Arizona, Qwest’s performance for the time to install residential service is 

discriminatory and getting worse. The last three months of reported data show the 

intervals steadily getting longcr. &Ex. 1, p. 140) The same three months of results 

also show that Qwest’s performance is getting even more discriminatory. The modified 

z-score has increased in each of the last three months. Over the last eight months, the 

average installation interval has steadily gotten longer. 
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Qwest’s OP-3 and OP-4 installation results for residential installations without 

dispatch demonstrate that Qwest is systematically providing longer commitment dates to 

CLECs than to similarly situated retail. Qwest’s OP-3 installation interval results show 

that Qwest met nearly 100% of its installation commitments in the twelve months of 

reported data. (See Ex. 1, p. 140). Qwest’s OP-4 installation interval results also show 

that Qwest installed residential resale services in the last three months in  intervals that 

were longer than for similarly situated retail customers by statistically significant 

amounts. (See Ex. 1, p. 140). The only way that Qwest could have met nearly 100% of 

its commitments to CLECs, while at the same time installing those orders in intervals that 

are much longer than similarly situated retail customers, is if Qwest is systematically 

providing CLECs with longer commitment dates. 

OP-3 Installation Commitments Met (Percent) - Business - Dispatch Within MSA 

Qwest’s recent performance installing business resale services that require a 

dispatch demonstrates that Qwest is providing discriminatory performance to CLECs. In 

five of the last seven months of reported data, Qwest’s success in meeting its 

commitments for installing business resale services has been worse by a statistically 

significant amount when compared to Qwest’s retail performance. (See Ex. 1, p. 147) 

OP-3 Installation Commitments Met (Percent) - Business - No Dispatches 
Qwest’s performance results demonstrate that Qwest also has problems in 

installing business resale services that do not require a dispatch. During the last twelve 

months of reported data, Qwest’s performance to CLECs was inferior in nine months. 

(See Ex. 1, p. 149) In seven of  those months, Qwest’s performance was inferior by a 

statistically significant amount. 
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2. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 

MR-7 Repair Repeat Report Rate (Percent) -No Disnatches -Business Resale 
Qwest’s performance in repairing a service right the first time demonstrates that 

in all twelve months of reported data, Qwest’s performance to CLECs was worse than its 

performance to itself. (SeeEx. 1, p. 154) As previously discussed, the probability of 

Qwest performing worse for CLECs than for its own retail customers in  twelve 

consecutive months, if there truly was no difference between the CLEC and retail the 

processes, is 0.02%. The more likely explanation is that Qwest does not take as much 

care in repairing CLEC business resold services as it does for its own retail customers. 

MR-8 Trouble Rate (Percent) - Business Resale Services 

Qwest’s discriminatory repair practices for resale business services are also 

evident in the trouble report results. In every month of reported data, the trouble rate for 

resale business services was higher than the rate for retail business services by a 

statistically significant amount. (See Ex. 1, p. 154) 

CONCLUSION 
Qwest’s own data for checklist items 1, 2,4,5,  and 14 shows that Qwest is 

failing, in significant and numerous ways, to satisfy its legal obligations. Qwest’s 

failures are affecting competition in this state, and putting CLECs at a noticeable 

disadvantage due to Qwest’s discriminatory treatment of CLECs and their customers. 

Because commercial activity is the best evidence of an ILEC’s ability to perform, the 

Commission must find that Qwest currently fails to meet its Section 271 obligations on 

the above checklist items. 
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