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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

COMMISSIONERS 

JEFF HATCH-MILLER, Chairman 
WILLIAM A. MUNDELL 
MARC SPITZER 
MIKE GLEASON 
KRISTIN K. MAYES 

IN THE MATTER OF QWEST CORPORATION’S DOCKET NO. T-01051B-03-0859 
PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE PLAN. 

DECISION NO. 

ORDER 

Open Meeting 
October 18 & 19,2005 
Phoenix, Arizona 

BY THE COMMISSION: 
* * * * * * * * * * 

Having considered the entire record herein and being fully advised in the premises, the 

Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) finds, concludes, and orders that: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. On June 5, 2002, in Decision No. 64888, as part of the Section 271 approval process, 

the Commission approved Qwest’s Corporation’s (“Qwest”) Performance Assurance Plan (“QPAP”). 

The QPAP is Exhibit K to Qwest’s Statement of Generally Available Terms and 

Conditions (“SGAT”). The QPAP employs Performance Indicator Definitions (PIDs) to measure 

Qwest’s performance in providing service to its wholesale customers. The PIDs are set forth in 

Exhibit B to Qwest’s SGAT. 

2. 

3. The QPAP is intended to provide an incentive for Qwest to continue to provide 

adequate service to wholesale customers following its Section 271 approval. The Plan provides 

individual CLECs with TIER 1 payments if Qwest does not provide parity between the service it 

provides to CLECs and that which it provides to its retail customers or if Qwest fails to meet certain 

benchmarks. As added incentive, the QPAP provides for Qwest to make TIER 2 payments to the 

Commission if Qwest fails to meet parity and benchmark standards on an aggregate CLEC basis. 

S:Vane\QWEST\QPAP\QPAPLTPAOrder.doc 1 
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4. The QPAP became effective when Qwest received Section 271 authorization from the 

Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) on December 15,2003. 

5 .  Section 16.0 of the QPAP provides: 

Every six (6) months, Qwest, CLECs, and the Commission shall review 
the performance measurements to determine whether measurements 
should be added, deleted, or modified; whether the applicable benchmark 
standards should be modified or replaced by parity standards; and whether 
to move a classification of a measure to High, Medium, or Low or Tier-1 
to Tier-2. The criterion for reclassification of a measure shall be whether 
the actual volume of data points was less or greater than anticipated. 
Criteria for review of performance measurements, other than for possible 
reclassification, shall be whether there exists an omission or failure to 
capture intended performance, and whether there is duplication of another 
measurement. The first six-month period will begin upon the FCC’s 
approval of Qwest’s 271 for the state of Arizona. Any changes to existing 
performance measures and this remedy plan shall be by mutual agreement 
of the parties. Qwest acknowledges that the Commission reserves the 
right to modify the PAP at any time it deems necessary upon Commission 
Order after notice and hearing. 

6. A Procedural Order dated June 18, 2004, established a process for garnering the 

:omments of interested parties on the scope of the QPAP’s first six-month review proceeding and 

3ther related issues. 

7. Pursuant to the June 18, 2004 Procedural Order, Qwest, MCImetro Access 

rransmission Services LLC (“MCI”) and Eschelon Telecom, Inc. (“Eschelon”) filed comments. 

8. On July 30, 2004, the Commission’s Utility Division Staff (“Staff’) filed a Response 

to the Parties’ Comments Regarding the Scope of the 6-Month Review, and noted that there was 

disagreement amongst the parties concerning the scope of the review. 

9. On August 6, 2004, Staff filed a Supplement to its July 30, 2004 filing, providing 

further description and analysis of the parties’ positions and setting forth a list of unresolved issues 

for discussion. 

10. Pursuant to a Procedural Order dated August 5, 2004, the Commission convened a 

Procedural Conference on August 24, 2004, to discuss how to proceed in the six-month review. 

Staff, Qwest, MCI, Eschelon and DIECA Communications Company dba Covad Communications 

(“Covad”) participated in the Procedural Conference. Prior to the Procedural Conference, Qwest 

2 DECISION NO. 
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zirculated a matrix of the issues. At the time of the August 24, 2004 Procedural Conference, Qwest 

and the CLECs were engaged in, or had recently concluded, a six-month Plan review in Washington 

State. Believing that the Washington proceeding had narrowed the issues, the parties recommended 

that they try to resolve consensually the disputed issues that had been identified in Qwest’s matrix for 

Arizona. 

11. On November 1, 2004, MCI, Eschelon, AT&T, Covad, Staff and Qwest filed a 

Stipulation which indicated that they had resolved all but one of the outstanding issues that had been 

raised in the course of the six month review. The parties were able to agree on the resolution of the 

disputes concerning specific PIDs. The parties could not agree on a process for how PID 

modifications should be made outside of the six-month review process, referred to as the Long Term 

PID Administration (“LTPA”) process. 

12. During a November 3, 2004 Procedural Conference, the participating parties agreed 

that the Commission could proceed with its consideration of whether to approve the stipulated 

resolution of the issues affecting the QPAP and the PIDs independently of resolving the dispute 

concerning the LTPA process. 

13. In Decision No. 67575 (February 15, 2005) the Commission approved the revisions to 

the PIDs and QPAP as proposed by the parties in the Stipulation. 

14. By Procedural Order dated December 16, 2004, the Commission established a 

procedure for resolving the dispute concerning LTPA. Pursuant to the December 16,2004 Procedural 

Order, on January 21, 2005, Qwest filed the testimony of Dean Buhler, Qwest’s Staff Director in the 

Regulatory Compliance Group of the Risk Management Department. Covad filed the testimony of 

Elizabeth Balvin, its Director of External Affairs, on March 4, 2005. 

15. In a Procedural Conference on April 7, 2005, Qwest, Covad and Staff agreed to 

resolve the dispute based on the pre-filed testimony and briefs and waived their right to a hearing. 

16. Pursuant to a Procedural Order dated April 8, 2005, Qwest and Staff filed Opening 

Briefs on April 28,2005. Covad did not file a Opening Brief. On May 13,2005, Qwest and Covad 

filed Responsive Briefs. 

17. On December 10, 2004, MCI, Eschelon, AT&T and Covad collectively filed 

3 DECISION NO. 
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comments on Qwest’s PID Management Process. 

18. During the Section 271 process, Qwest, CLECs and Staff utilized a “technical 

Advisory Group” (“TAG”)’ to oversee the Arizona OSS test and to deal with test and PID issues. 

Buhler testimony at 7. In this process Qwest and the CLECs advocated their respective positions and 

negotiated to find comprises where possible. Periodically, state staffs or commissions resolved 

impasse issues. Id. Following Section 271 approval in all of Qwest’s 14 states, the parties formed 

the LTPA to address PID changes subsequent to Section 271 approval, The LTPA adopted the 

communal approach that had been utilized during the Section 271 approval process. Id. 

19. Qwest believed that the LTPD process had evolved fiom a politically sensitive 

environment and did not foster a focus on legitimate business needs or problems in a neutral 

environment. Qwest believed the LTPA process was inefficient as it: 1) lacked criteria for 

determining what issues could be raised or scrutinizing meritorious from frivolous issues; 2) reflected 

an assumption that Qwest carry the burden of refuting challenges to its performance or processes and 

the exchange of information was usually only one way with CLECs requesting data fiom Qwest but 

failing to provide their own facts; 3) lacked guiding principles and structure that resulted in an 

inefficient use of resources; and 4) was adversarial and politicized rather than promoting articulated 

business needs and the building of constructive relationships. Buhler testimony at 8-9. 

20. Participation in the LTPA was optional. Buhler testimony at 10. CLECs December 

10,2004 Comments at 2. 

21. Qwest states that only five CLECs operating in its 14 state region consistently 

participated in the LTPA. Buhler testimony at 10. 

22. Qwest decided not to participate in the LTPA process and instead implemented a PID 

Qwest posted the PID Management Process on its publicly available Management Process. 

wholesale website2 on August 6,2004. Buhler testimony at 1 1. 

’ The Test Advisory Group consisted of the Commission, it’s consultant, DCI, the pseudo CLEC, Hewlett Packard, Qwest 
and CLECs which desired to participate. Its purpose was to act as a communications mechanism to advise ail parties of 
test results, exceptions and corrective action and to provide CLEC feedback on the OSS Test. 

httw://www.awest.com/wholesale/clecs/rerrmodpid.rrtml. 
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23. According to Qwest, CLECs may invoke the PID Management Process by contacting 

?west’s Service Management Organization. Buhler testimony at 12. Notice of the discussions 

3etween Qwest and the CLEC are provided to all CLECs operating in Qwest’s 14-state local service 

region, whether or not the issue was raised by one CLEC or a group of CLECs. Id. Under its 

process, Qwest reports that it will post both agreements and disagreement on its website so that 

interested entities, whether CLECs or state commissions, can be informed of the nature of the issues 

md their disposition. Id. at 13. Qwest states that its process requires that agreements reached by the 

parties be filed with the state commissions for approval. Id. Any party can take a disputed issue to a 

state commission, which Qwest states retains its authority as final arbiter. Id. 

24. Qwest believes that the one-on-one discussions between the CLEC and Qwest are 

more focused on business needs and the parties are more forthright and less guarded than when a 

regulator participates. Buhler testimony at 14. Qwest believes that when commission staffs attend 

negotiations, they obtain information on offers to compromise which has the effect of cooling party 

Jiscussions by creating concern the knowledge may influence state staffs when resolving disputes. 

Buhler testimony at 14-15. In response to CLEC criticism that the PID Management Process does 

not contain timeframes to complete tasks, Qwest states that it is not opposed to adding timeframes. 

Qwest notes that the LTPA did not contain timeframes either. Buhler testimony at 15. 

25. In the December 10, 2004, Comments, the CLECs criticized Qwest’s unilaterally 

proposed PID Management Process because it was developed without any input from the LTPA 

group, state staffs or the CLEC community. They note that when Qwest was seeking Section 271 

approval it had an incentive to work collaboratively, but once it obtained approval, it did not work 

with any of the groups to obtain approval of the changes to the process. Because there has been no 

collaboration, the CLECs are concerned there is little clarification about how the alternative process 

will work. The CLECs state that if Qwest were to take a cooperative approach to revising the LTPA 

process, it may be able to reach consensus on the issues that concern it. The CLECs argue that 

Qwest’s proposed process suffers because there is no Commission oversight, as they believe 

commission staff input facilitates the ability of all industry stakeholders, particularly smaller CLECs 

in more rural states, to have a say in the process. Staffs representation of the public interest would 

5 DECISION NO. 
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irotect the aggregate CLEC community. Under Qwest’s proposal, the CLECs fear that they may be 

5rced to litigate more PID disputes at the Commission, rather than reaching agreement in a 

:ollaborative process. 

26. Covad testified that Qwest’s PID Management Process fosters Qwest ’s complete 

:ontrol of negotiations. Covad believes the benefit of the LTPA process was that no one party was 

2ble to solely provide the input regarding what changes were needed. Balvin testimony at 2. Covad 

dso incorporated the December 10,2004 CLEC comments into its testimony. 

27. Staff believes that the collaborative nature of the LTPA process ensured a democratic 

xocess under which both Qwest and CLECs had the benefit of established ground rules to ensure fair 

md maximum process. Staff m h e r  believes the LTPA process is critical to ensure that any 

aeasurement problems are detected early and rectified. Staff disagrees with Qwest that the LTPA 

?recess is outdated or “politically sensitive”. Staff believes the process was open and collaborative 

which lent credibility to the ultimate decisions. According to Staff, one of the primary advantages of 

the LTPA process is that it allows a complete airing of the issues by all affected parties before those 

issues reach the Commission for acceptance. Staff believes this part of the LTPA process would be 

difficult to replicate in the course of the six month review before the Commission. 

28. Staff believes that given the strict governance rules of both the TAG and the LTPA, 

and the importance of this process to post Section 271 compliance assurance, that Qwest is not 

entitled to unilaterally implement a fundamental change in the process without CLEC or Commission 

agreement. To the extent Qwest has identified problems with the LTPA process, Staff believes those 

issues should have been resolved by all parties, rather than by Qwest’s unilateral withdrawal of the 

LTPA process. 

29. Staff has several concerns about Qwest’s PID management Process including: 1) little 

structure as there are no ground rules or governance rules; 2) no timelines for the process; 3) the 

process is not transparent which does not lend credibility to the results; and 4) the process puts too 

much control in the hands of Qwest. 

30. Staff recommends that the Commission should require Qwest to develop, through a 

collaborative process, changes to the ground rules for LTPA 11. 

6 DECISION NO. 
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31. Staff believes that for the Commission to continue to be able to effectively monitor 

2west’s performance for backsliding purposes, the Commission needs to be assured that the PIDs are 

leing developed and fine tuned in a collaborative, open process. Staff recommends that the 

Zommission should require CLEC input into any new process for LTPA 11. Staff further 

recommends that if Qwest is unwilling to do this, the Commission should reconsider whether to 

utilize the Arizona TAG to review any changes to the PAP or PIDs on an ongoing basis. 

32. Qwest argues that Staffs recommendation that would require Qwest to participate in 

the LTPA I1 and to reach agreement with the CLECs is inconsistent with the acknowledged voluntary 

nature of the LTPA process. Further, Qwest asserts that Staffs recommendations to reconstitute the 

TAG if Qwest is unwilling or unable to reach agreement on a LTPA I1 process is impractical as the 

TAG was a specific process that related only to the OSS Test. Qwest also believed Staffs 

recommendation to have the Commission resolve disputes regarding the LTPA’s governing 

principles is inconsistent with the regional nature of the LTPA. 

33. Qwest also argues that Staffs concerns with Qwest’s PID Management Process are 

baseless. Qwest asserts the PID Management Process is more structure in many ways than the 

LTPA. Qwest also argues that the flexibility of its process is one of its benefits and that the LTPA 

process did not guarantee a quick resolution. Qwest states that under its process, time sensitive issues 

can be raised at any time, which it argues is an improvement over the LTPA, where issues were 

raised and discussed according to a fixed schedule within six month intervals. Qwest has offered to 

add timeframes to the various process tasks, and believes that it would be better to assign such 

timeframes after gaining experience with the process. In response to the criticism, that the process is 

not transparent, Qwest argues it is publicly available for any entity to access, and that once 

agreements are reached, or issues remain in dispute, those agreements and disputes are placed on 

Qwest’s website. Whether agreement is reached or disputes remain, Qwest states, the Commission 

retains its authority to approve the parties’ agreements or decide disputed issues. Qwest asserts that 

any issue the CLECs raise will be defined, researched, discussed and documented. Qwest argues 

there is no more credible situation than carriers negotiating, coming to an agreement and filing that 

agreement with the Commission for approval. Finally, Qwest disputes that it would have too much 

7 DECISION NO. 
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control over the process. Qwest states that a region-wide notice is sent to all certified CLECs and 

that according to the process, all CLECs can participate should they wish to take a position in 

alignment with, or in opposition to Qwest’s. 

34. A copy of the page from Qwest’s web site setting forth the process for modifying PIDs 

is attached hereto as Exhibit A. It is not clear fi-om the testimony in this proceeding whether any of 

the CLECs have tried to effect a PID modification under Qwest’s proposal. A recent visit to Qwest’s 

web site showed that there were no PID Agreement Updates or PID Dispute Updates. 

35. The primary CLEC criticism of the process was Qwest’s unilaterally proposing a 

process to replace the LTPA, the amount of Qwest control over the process and the lack of Staff 

participation. CLECs appear to believe that Staff is able to represent the interest of smaller CLECs. 

In addition to criticizing Qwest’s attempt to dictate the process, Staffs concerns focus on the 

transparency and openness of the process. The transparency and openness of the Qwest proposed 

process has yet to be tested. On paper, Qwest’s PID Management Process allows, and appears to 

encourage, CLECs to file joint modification requests, or to join in a modification request brought by 

another CLEC. Thus, in theory, Qwest’s process would allow for all interested CLECs to obtain 

information on pending PID modification requests with an opportunity for any CLEC to participate. 

36. The evidence presented shows that CLEC and Staff participation in the LTPA was 

limited. The parties were able to negotiation PID modification in connection with the first six month 

review without the LTPA process. 

37. We understand Qwest’s concerns concerning Staff participation in discussion on PID 

modifications, with access to information on offers to compromise, and then playing a role in dispute 

resolution. We believe however, that because Staff represents the public interest, an interest broader 

than either Qwest’s or the CLECs’, that Staff can play an important and unique role in the 

modification process, and that Qwest’s concerns are outweighed by the benefits of Staff involvement. 

Disputed issues can be taken, as they have been in the past, to the Commission through the hearing 

process, with Staff acting as a party. 

38. Adding timeframes to the process, as well as allowing for a means for CLECs to 

involve commission staffs, and/or a means to monitor the status of a modification prequest prior to its 

8 DECISION NO. 
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published resolution, may alleviate some concerns about Qwest control over the process. The six 

month review adds another level of protection to CLECs that Qwest will not be able to ignore CLEC 

concerns about the QPAP and PIDs. If CLECs do not believe Qwest’s process is fair, they will not 

utilize it, but rather will use the 6 month PAP review process to address their concerns. If Qwest 

believes its process is superior to that utilized in the LTPA, it should want to encourage CLECs to use 

it and thus have incentive to make modifications as suggested by the CLECs. 

39. We find that Qwest, interested CLECs and Staff should engage in discussions to 

determine if Qwest’s proposed PID Management Process can be improved through the addition of 

timefi-ames, a means for Staff participation, or any other modifications that promotes transparency. 

We can better evaluate the effectiveness of Qwest’s process after the parties have had some 

zxperience with it. If, however, discussions are not fruitful and CLECs and Staff continue to believe 

that Qwest’s process is unfair, inaccessible or ineffectual, they should propose an alternative 

Drocedure for use during the next six month review. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. Qwest is a public service corporation within the meaning of Article XV of the Arizona 

Constitution and A.R.S. Sections 40-281 and 40-282 and the Commission has jurisdiction over 

Qwest. 

2. The Commission has jurisdiction over Qwest, the QPAP and the issues raised in this 

xoceeding concerning Qwest’s PAP and PID administration. 

3. 

4. 

Notice of the proceeding was provided in accordance with law. 

The findings set forth in Findings of Fact Nos. 37, 38 and 39 are fair, reasonable and 

m the public interest and should be adopted. 

. .  

I . .  

) . .  
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ORDER 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Qwest Corporation, Staff and interested CLECs shall 

comply with the discussion in Findings of Fact Nos. 37,38 and 39. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective immediately. 

BY ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION. 

CHAIRMAN COMMISSIONER 

COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I, BRIAN C. McNEIL, Executive 
Director of the Arizona Corporation Commission, have 
hereunto set my hand and caused the official seal of the 
Commission to be affixed at the Capitol, in the City of Phoenix, 
this day of ,2005. 

BRIAN C. McNEIL 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

DISSENT 

IISSENT 

10 DECISION NO. 



I 

( 

1( 

11 

1; 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

SERVICE LIST FOR: 

DOCKET NO.: 

QWEST CORPORATION 
1801 CALIFORNIA STREET, #5100 
DENVER CO 80202 

NORMAN G. CURTRIGHT 
QWEST SERVICES CORPORATION 
4041 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE 
SUITE I100 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012 

MICHAEL M. GRANT 
GALLGHER AND KENNEDY 
2575 E CAMELBACK RD 
PHOENIX AZ 8501 6-9225 

rIMOTHY BERG 
FENNEMORE CRAIG 
3003 N. CENTRAL AVE., SUITE 2600 
'HOENIX AZ 85016 

HARK DIOGUARDI 
rIFFANY AND BOSCO PA 
!525 E. Camelback Rd. #300 
'HOENIX AZ 85016-9240 

rHOMAS H. CAMPBELL 
-EWIS & ROCA 

'HOENIX AZ 85007 

LNDREW 0. ISAR 
'RI 
312 92ND AVENUE, N.W. 
;IG HARBOR WA 98335 

LICHARD M RINDLER 
IORTON J POSNER 
WIDLER & BERLIN 
000 K STREET NW STE 300 
VASHINGTON DC 20007 

lICHAEL PATTEN 
.OSHKA, HEYMAN & DEWULF 
)NE ARIZONA CENTER 
00 E. VAN BUREN SUITE 800 

.O N. CENTRAL AVE. 

HOENIX AZ 85004-3906 

HOMAS F DIXON 
IC1 TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP 
37 17TH STREET #3900 
lENVER CO 80202 

IYCE HUNDLEY 
NITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
NTITURST DIVISION 
101 H STREET NW STE 8000 
'ASHINGTON DC 20530 

)AN BURKE 
SBORN MALEDON 
129 N CENTRAL AVE 2 1 ST FLOOR 
3 BOX 36379 
3OENIX AZ 85067-6379 

QWEST CORPORATION 

T-01051B-03-0859 

11 

SCOTT S WAKEFIELD 
RUCO 
1 I I O  W. WASHINGTON, STE. 220 
PHOENIX AZ 85007 

GREGORY HOFFMAN 
AT&T 
759 FOLSOM STREET, ROM 21 59 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94107-1243 

DANIEL WAGGONER 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE 
2600 CENTURY SQUARE 
1501 FOURTH AVE 
SEATTLE WA 98101-1688 

RAYMOND S. HEYMAN 
RANDALL H. WARNER 
ROSHKA HEYMAN & DEWULF 
ONE ARIZONA CENTER 
400 E VAN BUREN SUITE 800 
PHOENIX AZ 85004 

JIM SCHELTEMA 
BLUMENFELD L COHEN 
1655 MASSACHUSETTS AVE. SUITE 300 
WASHNGTON DC 20036 

DIANE BACON 
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR 
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA 
581 8 N 7TH ST STE 206 
PHOENIX AZ 85014-581 1 

JEFFREY CROCKET 
SNELL & WILMER 
ONE ARIZONA CENTER 
PHOENIX A2  85004 

MARK N ROGERS 
EXCELL AGENT SERVICES LLC 
P.O. Box 52092 
PHOENIX A2  85072-2092 

MARK P TRINCHERO 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
1300 S.W. FIFTH AVE STE 2300 
PORTLAND OR 97201 

MARK DiNUNZIO 
COX ARIZONA TELCOM, LLC 
20401 N. 29th Avenue, Suite 100 
PHOENIX A 2  85027 

JON LOEHMAN ~~ 

MANAGING DIRECTOR-REGULATORY 
SBC TELECOM INC 
300 CONVENT STREET, STE. 1900 
SAN ANTONIO TX 78205-3717 

ANDREA P HARRIS 
SENIOR MANAGER, REGULATORY 
ALLEGIANCE TELECOM, INC. 
PO BOX 2610 
DUBLIN CA 94568 

DECISION NO. 



1 

.- 
L 

2 
I 

4 

4 " 

c 
7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

KAREN CLAUSON 
ESCHELON TELECOM INC 
730 N 2ND AVE S., SUITE 1200 
MINEAPOLIS MN 55402 

MEGAN DOBDERNECK 
COVAD COMMUNICATIONS CO 
7901 LOWRY BLVD 
DENVER CO 80230 

BRIAN THOMAS 
TIME WARNER TELECOM, INC 
520 S W 6TH AVE, SUITE 300 
PORTLAND OR 97204 

ION POSTON 
4CTS 
5733 E DALE LANE 
ZAVE CREEKARIZONA 853314561 

lACQUELINE MANOGIAN 
MOUNTAIN TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
1430 W. BROADWAY ROAD, STE. A200 
rEMPE AZ 85282 

CIMBERLY M. KIRBY 
IAVIS DIXON KIRBY LLP 
9200 VON KARMAN AVENUE, STE. 600 
RVINE CA 92612 

IYNTHIA A. MITCHELL 
470 WALNUT STREET, STE. 200 
3OULDER CO 80302 

'ETER S. SPIVACK 
dARTHA RUSSO 
IOUGLAS R. M. NIZARIAN 
JOGAN & HARTSON, LLP 
155 13TH STREET, N.W. 
WASHINGTON DC 20004-1 109 

MARTIN A. ARONSON 
MORRILL & ARONSON 
ONE E. CAMELBACK ROAD, STE. 340 
PHOENIX AZ 85012-1648 

ERIC S. HEATH 
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO. 
100 SPEAR ST., SUITE 930 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94105 

ERNEST G. JOHNSON, DIRECTOR 
UTILITIES DIVISION 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 WEST WASHINGTON STREET 
PHOENIX, AZ 85007 

CHRISTOPHER KEMPLEY, CHIEF COUNSEL 
LEGAL DIVISION 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 WEST WASHINGTON STREET 
PHOENIX. AZ 85007 

'OBIN ROSEN 
'RINCIPAL ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
IFFICE OF THE TUCSON CITY ATTORNEY 

'UCSON AZ 85701 
55 W. ALEMEDA - 7TH FLOOR 

'ATRICK A. CLISHAM 
rT&T ARIZONA STATE DIRECTOR 
20 E. BROADMOOR COURT 
'HOENIX AZ 85022 

AITCHELL F. BRECHER 
iREENBERG TRAURIG, LLO 
00 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW 
VASHINGTON DC 20006 

LICHARD S. WOLTERS 

875 LAWRENCE STREET, TOOM 1575 
LT&T 

bENVER CO 80202-1847 

IARY E. STEELE 
)AVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE 
600 CENTURY SQUARE 
501 FOURTH AVENUE 
EATTLE WA 98101-1688 

12 DECISION NO. 



DOCKFT NO. T-01051B-03-0859 

Wholesale 

Resources 

PID - Request to Modify 

b Process 

b Accepted Updates 

b Disputed Updates 

271 Performance Reports 

b Introduction 

b PID Format 

b Reading Reports 

Qwost Performance 
Assurance Plan 

b Reports 

b PAP Aggregate 
Payment Reports 

CLEC Performance 
Reports 

L Reports 

Qwest Wholesale Performance I n f o r m a t i o n  

PID - Request to Modify Process 

Description 

If you would like to submit a request to add a new Performance Indicator 
Definition (PID), or to  modify or delete an existlng PID, Qwert has in 
place the Request to Plodif+ a PID process to assist you. 

The purpose of PIDs is to provide an objective method to fudge Qwest's 
ability to provide wholesale services. The goal is to provide services to 
you In a manner that is either substantially the same as the level of 
service offered by Qwest's retail operations, or that provides you with a 
meaningful opportunity to compete. The PIDs were established in order t r  
suppor4 Qwest's Section 271 applicatlons and approval processes, and thc 
Performance Assurance Plan (PAP) development process. 

You as an indivldual CLEC, or a group of CLECs, may request a 
modification. The process operates slmilarly whether the request is made 
by one or multiple CLECs. I n  fact, we encourage the CLEC community to 
address performance measurement issues together and then submlt the 
request as a group. This could result in a more efficient discussion with 
Qwest and help promote the uniformity of performance measurements. 

Request to Modify a PID Process 

I f  you wish to submit a Request to Modify a PID, It Is necessary t o  first 
contact your .Qvv_e_s_t_Serv~~-e.._~a_aa.~r.. If the request were to be made by 
multiple parties, the Service Manager for the designated lead CLEC would 
be the point of contact. 

When you contact the Service Manager, he or she will work with you to 
identify the appropriate process to respond to your needs. When the 
Request to  Modify a PID process appears t o  be the most appropriate 
process, the Service Manager will supply you wlth the form to request a 
PI D modification. 

When you complete the form and return It, Qwest will review it for 
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completeness, ensuring that the required Informatlon has been provided. 
Instructions for requirements are Included on the form. I f  the form Is 
incomplete, either your Service Manager or another Qwest resource will 
contact you with help on how to properly revise and resubmlt the 
request. 

When the form is complete, Qwest will contact you to schedule one or 
more rneetlngs to discuss your request, based on the number and nature 
of the modifications requested and whether similar requests have been 
received from others. Qwest will come to  the meeting(s) prepared to 
discuss your request. 

After the completed request is submltted, Qwest will send out a 
notificatlon with meeting details t o  all CLECs that have Interconnection 
Agreements with Qwest, so that there will be discussion about the 
requested change from the CLEC community. 

Once the parties have reached a collective agreement on any 
modlficatlons to PIDs, Qwest will post the agreement(s) within the PJD.: 
R-e~.~-e.s.t.-~o-Mpdify sectj-ox on the Qwest Who lesa le Perform an ce 
Informatron Web site. Qwest wlll also make Exhibit B and/or Exhlblt K 
filings with the State Commissions, a5 appropriate. Any party can take a 
desired PID change that remains unresolved to a State Commission for 
consideration through the six-month review process. Any disputed issues 
that are not considered PID related by both partles may be brought to tht 
State Commlssion outside of the six-month review process set forth in thc 
PAPS. Unresolved issues will also be posted within the P,I.D_:Requ-es_t-to 
Mog$h,s.c.ction on the Qwest Wholesale Performance Information Web 
site. 

Request to Modify a PID Process Flow Diagram 

The flow diagram for thls process can be accessed from the following 
hyperlink: 

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 

1. Wlll discussions on modlfications to PIDs address Performance 
Assurance Plans (PAP) issues? 
Yes. How the PAP(s) treat particular PIDs may be discussed, if 
appropriate. For example, the tler designation for a substantially revised 
P I 0  could be discussed. 

2. Does the process described in this document replace the Long 
Term PID Administration [LTPA)? 
Yes, it does. 

3. Does this process address the day-to-day inquiries about PIDs 
and a CLECs ad hoc data? 
No. Day-to-day Inquiries regarding PIDs and ad hoc data will contlnue to 
be handled through existing processes by Qwest’s Service Management 
organization. 


