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IN THE MATTER OF U s WEST

COMPLIANCE WITH §271 OF THE

Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

AT&T'S COMMENTS ON POST-271
PID ADMINISTRATION

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

"AT&T") hereby tile their comments on the proper way for Qwest Performance Indicator

Definitions ("PIDs") to be administered following completion of the third-party operations

support systems ("OSS") test as requested by Staff; i.e., a Post-271 PID Administration process.

A. PIDs should be administered by an entity similar to the Regional Oversight
Committee ("ROC") OSS Test Advisory Group ("TAG"), Steering Committee
and Executive Committee structure.

AT&Tbelieves the PIDs should be administered in a multi-state, industry-wide forum.

ThePIDs were designed to measure the performance of Qwest processes that have some, but

generally, no state-to-state variances. Common administration of the PIDs will offer time and

cost efficiencies that would be lost in multiple, state-specific administration.

Collaborative work efforts were generally successful in Arizona PID administration

throughout the third-party test. AT&T finds that the ROC OSS TAG, Steering Committee and
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Executive Committee structure likewise has been quite successful in reaching agreement on

literally hundreds of PID related issues. When agreement was not possible in the ROC OSS

TAG, the Steering Committee and Executive Committee appeal processes proved they could

make expeditious and reasoned decisions.

Since the creation of the ROC OSS TAG, Steering Committee and Executive Committee,

other multi-state, industry-wide groups have been created. The Change Management Process

("CMP") exists and contains two essential elements. The first element is for the administration

of changes to Qwest's OSS. The second element is for changes to Qwest's products and

processes. In addition to the two CMP elements, Quality Performance Assurance Plan

("QPAP") issues point towards a multi-state, industry-wide approach to periodic plan reviews,

periodic audits of the performance measurement systems and modifications to either the QPAP

or the PIDs. For example, it would be an inefficient use of time and resources to have fourteen

individual audits of the same Qwest performance measurement systems and processes.

While the groups and mechanisms for the administration of PIDs, CMP Systems and

CMP Process and Product have been separately developed, it has become increasingly clear that

there is much overlap between the functions. Change requests submitted by CLECs in the CMP

Process and Product forum have been denied because Qwest considered the request a PID-

related issue. Changes in Qwest's processes or new Qwest processes developed through the

CMP Process and Product forum have created a need for new or modified PIDs to measure the

performance of the new or modified process.

In addition to the overlap between PIDs, and the CMP Systems and CMP Process and

Product elements, the still developing QPAPs are adding to the overlap. For example, Qwest has

submitted change requests in the CMP Systems forum to address its potential payment liabilities
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under the Colorado QPAP. Also, since the various QPAPs rely upon the PIDs, there should be

no question that the QPAPs, in whatever form, M11 overlap with PID administration.

AT&T views the natural interrelationship between the four ftmctions as follows :

PIDS QPAP

<>
CMP

Systems

CMP
Product/
Process

While AT&T believes the above diagram represents the nature of the interrelationships,

the reality to date has been more like the below diagram:

PIDs QPAP

"n*____

CAP
Systems

CMP \
Product/ )
Process /

It has been AT&T's experience that important issues that are partly PAID-related and

partly CMP Process and Product-relatedhave been lost in the cracks between the CMP and the

ROC OSS TAG. When raised in the CMP Process and Product forum Qwest has deemed die

issue PAID-related and outside the scope of that forum. When raised in the ROC TAG, Qwest has

argued that the issue is not appropriate for discussion because it impacts upon Qwest's products
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or processes. AT&T is concerned that if the natural interrelationships are permitted to continue

to be ignored, Qwest can use the gaps between the forums to delay issues important to the

competitive local exchange carriers ("CLECs") from being addressed or to keep the issues from

being addressed altogether.

AT&T believes one of the more important goals in the development of the post-271

administrative environment is to ensure that there is a means to keep issues from falling into the

cracks between the various forums. Issues that cannot be adequately addressed collaboratively

will likely end up as the basis for complaints filed at the Commission.

AT&T is not proposing an omnibus group to cover PIDs, QPAP, and CMP systems,

product and processes changes. However, any model that is developed must recognize and

accommodate the need for joint discussion across one or more of these groups. For example, a

single desired change may impact upon Qwest systems, PIDs, and the QPAP. The model should

permit joint discussions on the impact of the change between the CMP elements and the PID and

QPAP administration groups.

B. The ROC Model has been proven to be successful

For the administration of PAID-related issues, AT&T suggests that the ROC TAG,

Steering Committee and Executive Committee model be followed. That model has a proven

track record of success. However, to accommodate any concerns of an appearance of delegation

of a Commission's authority to the ROC group, AT&T suggests that a final layer of

administration be added to the top of the ROC model. That layer would be the right of any party

to appeal an agreement or decision from the ROC group to the Arizona Corporation Commission

or any other suitably situated commission.
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A combination of the multi-state, industry-wide ROC model with the right of appeal to a

state commission takes advantage of the efficiencies of the collaborative model while still

preserving and recognizing the authority of the individual state commissions. A model that

permits the ROC group to do the "heavy lifting" of identifying the issues, creating a record and

proposing consensus agreements or resolution of disputed issues while providing ultimate

authority to the state commissions will ensure that full and complete records are before the

commissions. It should also result in much quicker resolution of issues across multiple states.

For the parties that may not have the resources to participate in the multi-state, industry-

wide process (i.e. small CLECs and various offices of consumer counsel), the ability to appeal

issues to the individual state commission ensures that the "price of admission" to the multi-state,

industry-wide process is not a barrier to participation at the state level.

C. The proposed scope of functions to be managed in the PID Administration
process

AT&T believes that scope of the PID administration function should include the

following activities:

Requests to delete or add PIDs,
requests to modify existing PID language;
selection of auditors for periodic and CLEC-requested audits,
oversight over the scope of periodic and CLEC-requested audits,
interpretation of PID language, and
determinations of standards to be applied to PIDs (i.e. parity, benchmarks,
diagnostic or TBD).

Apart from the scope of the PID administration activities, AT&T believes the PID

administration function should perform the following roles :
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Provide a forum for individual or collective parties to raise and discuss PAID-related
issues (whether brought forth initially in this forum or brought in as a result of CMP
or QPAP issues);
attempt to drive the parties towards a consensus decision,
when consensus is achieved, record the results of the decision,
when consensus is not achieved, assist in the preparation of the evidence to support
the opposing positions,
resolve disputed issues, and
provide for an appeal process if a party disputes the result of the initial dispute
resolution.
Coordinate/collaborate with the CMP body and parties involved in QPAP
discussions, to the extent those groups raise issues that relate to or impact PIDs.

D. The design of the management and governance structure for the process

AT&T believes the management and governance structure should be similar to the one

employed during the ROC test. Each of the participating states would have one representative on

the Steering Committee. The Executive Committee would contain seven Commissioners from

the participating states.

E. AT&T recommends the mechanisms for the PID administration process

The parties already have the benefit of the existing PIDs. As a result the administration

should be devoted primarily to fine-tuning of the existing PIDs, as well as additions of new PIDs

and deletions of PIDs that are no longer needed. The activities that would generally be

considered PID administration are also many of the same activities that are identified as being

part of the six-month QPAP review. AT&T believes the PID administration function should be

considered the same as the PID activities identified in the six-month review. Efficiency would

dictate that a PID issue raised and resolved in the PID administration function should not have to

be once more addressed as part of the six-mondm review process (although some may be

implemented at this point). As part of the six-month review process, increased attention will be
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devoted to PID issues. However, the process should permit PID issues to be raised and

addressed at any time.

The administration process itself should follow the process used during the Arizona and

ROC tests. Any party can raise a PID issue, typically in the TAG forum. Once an issue is

raised, one or more conference calls will be established to discuss the issue. If consensus on the

issue can be reached, the PID will be modified to reflect the agreement. If agreement cannot be

reached, die opposing parties M11 prepare impasse statements proposing a solution and

advocating why that solution should be chosen. The Steering Committee will review the

impasse statements and reach a decision. If there is no appeal, the decision will be implemented.

If a party disagrees with a decision of the Steering Committee, it can appeal the decision to the

Executive Committee. The opposing parties will have an opportunity to supplement their

originally filed impasse statements. The Executive Committee will review the relevant

documents and render a decision. If there is no appeal, the decision will be implemented. Ifa

party disagrees with the decision of the Executive Committee it can appeal the decision to the

participating states.

F. Conclusion

AT&T believes significant efficiencies can be gained by having PID administration

managed within a structure that is modeled after the existing, successful ROC OSS TAG model.

Further, we urge the Arizona Commission to immediately join the effort that is underway to give

impetus to the launching of this function in the ROC structure.
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Dated this 29th day of March, 2002.

By:

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

8 UALO'Q@ Mlm I

Richard S. Wolters
AT&T
1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1503
Denver, Colorado 80202
(303)298-6741
rwolters@att.com

Gregory H. Hoffman
AT&T
795 Folsom Street, Suite 2161
San Francisco, CA 94107-1243
(415) 442-3776
ghoffinan@att.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Thereby certify that the original and 10 copies ofAT&T's Comments on Post-271 PID
Administration,Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238, were sent by overnight delivery on March 29,
2002 to :

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

and a true and correct copy was sent by overnight delivery on March29, 2002 to:

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

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

Ernest Johnson
Director - Utilities Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

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

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

and a the and correct copy was sent by U. S. Mail on March 29, 2002 to:

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

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

K. Megan Dobemeck
Coved Communications Company
7901 Lowry Blvd.
Denver, CO 80230

Bradley Carroll
Cox Arizona Telcom, L.L.C.
20401 North 29th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85027-3148
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Michael M. Grant
Gallagher and Kennedy
2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225

Penny Bewick
New Edge Networks
3000 Columbia House Blvd., Suite 106
Vancouver, WA 98661

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

Andrea P. Harris
Senior Manager, Regulatory
Allegiance Telecom, Inc.
2101 Webster, Suite 1580
Oakl3.Hd, CA 94612

Traci Kirkpatrick
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

Karen L. Clauson
Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Michael W. Patten
Roshka Heyman & DeWu1f, PLC
400 North Fifth Street, Suite 1000
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906

Joan S. Burke
Osborn Maledon, P.A.
2929 N. Central Avenue, 21St Floor
Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379

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

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

Daniel Pozefsky
Residential Utility Consumer Office
2828 North Central Ave., #1200
Phoenix, AZ 85004

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

Mark N. Rogers
Excels Agent Services, L.L.C.
2175 w. 14th Street
Tempe, AZ 85281

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

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

Todd C. Wiley
Gallagher & Kennedy, P.A.
2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225
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Michael B. Hazzard
Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor
Washington, DC 20036

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

Daniel Waggener
Davis Wright Tremaine
2600 Century Square
1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

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

Timothy Berg
Fennemore Craig, P.C.
3003 North Central Ave.,#2600
Phoenix, AZ 85012

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

Raymond S. Heyman
Randall H. Water
Roshka Heyman & DeWu1f
Two Arizona Center
400 N. Fifth Street, Suite 1000
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Bill Haas
Richard Lip ran
McLeodUSA Telecommunications
Services, Inc.
6400 C Street SW
Cedar Rapids, IA 54206-3177

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

Brian Thomas
Vice President -- Regulatory
Time Warner Telecom, Inc.
520 S.W. 6th Avenue, Suite 300
Portland, OR 97204

Executed on March 29, 2002 in San Francisco, California.

.e..D~
Shirley S. Woo
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