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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of )
)

Qwest Communications )

International Inc. )
) WC Docket No. 02-148

Consolidated Application for Authority )

To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services )

In Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Nebraska )
and North Dakota )

REPLY DECLARATION OF LYNN M. V. NOTARIANNI
& CHRISTIE L. DOHERTY

Checklist Item 2 of Section 271(c)(2)(B)
Operations Support Systems

1. Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 1.16, Lynn M. V. Notarianni and
Christie L. Doherty declare as follows:

2. My name is Lynn M. V. Notarianni. I am a Director in the IT
Wholesale Systems organization at Qwest IT, a unit of Qwest. My business
address is 930 15th Street, Denver, Colorado, 80202. I am the Declarant in
connection with Sections II, III(G), V, VII and VIII of this Reply Declaration.

3. My name is Christie L. Doherty. I am Vice President -
Wholesale Service Delivery at Qwest Services Corporation, a unit of Qwest. My
business address is 1005 17th Street, Room 1750, Denver, Colorado, 80202. 1
am the Declarant in connection with Sections I, III(A-F, H), IV and VI of this

Reply Declaration.
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I. COMMERCIAL PERFORMANCE RESULTS (MAY/JUNE)

4. In January through April, Qwest’s overall commercial
performance for the vast majority of PIDs relating to OSS in the Application
states was strong. ! Qwest’s strong performance in connection with these
PIDs continued in May and June. 2 The few instances in which Qwest did not

meet a PID in the past two months are explained below.

A. Flow-Through (PO-2)

1. Idaho

5. Qwest missed the LNP benchmarks for PO-2B-1 in both May

and June and PO-2B-2 in June. 3 For PO-2B-1, which measures (LNP) LSRs

1 See OSS Decl. at 173-77, 80-84, 89-93, 97-101, 104-108, 120-129,
132-136, 142-146, 148-152, 170-174, 178-182, 188-192, 212-231, 236-250,
253-257, 262-300, 309-331, 335-339, 430-434, 439-444, 446-450, 532-536,
539-543, 546-554, 558-568, 572-576, 648-652, 692-695, 740-741.

2 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 37 (GA-1), 38 (GA-2),
38 (GA-3), 38 (GA-4), 38 (GA-6), 39 (GA-7), 40-51 (PO-1), 56-57 (PO-3), 57-58
(PO-4), 59-65 (PO-5), 66 (PO-7), 73 (PO-16), 74 (PO-19), 76 (OP-2), 76 (MR-2),
77 (BI-1), 78 (BI-2), 79 (BI-3); Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 34
(GA-1), 35 (GA-2), 35 (GA-3), 35 (GA-4), 35 (GA-6), 36 (GA-7), 37-48 (PO-1), 53-
54 (PO-3), 54-55 (PO-4), 62 (PO-7), 63-66 (PO-9), 69 (PO-16), 70 (PO-19), 72
(OP-2), 72 (MR-2), 73 (BI-1), 74 (BI-2), 75 (BI-3); lowa Commercial Performance
Results at 36 (GA-1), 37 (GA-2), 37 (GA-3), 37 (GA-4), 37 (GA-6), 38 (GA-7), 39-
50 (PO-1), 56-57 (PO-4}, 58-64 (PO-5), 65 (PO-7), 66-69 (PO-8)}, 72 (PO-16), 73
(PO-19), 75 (OP-2), 75 (MR-2), 77 (BI-2), 79 (BI-4); Nebraska Commercial
Performance Results at 36 (GA-1), 37 (GA-2), 37 (GA-3), 37 (GA-4), 37 (GA-6),
38 (GA-7), 39-50 (PO-1), 55-56 (PO-3), 56-57 (PO-4), 58-63 (PO-5), 65-68
(PO-8), 71 (PO-16), 72 (PO-19), 74 (OP-2), 74 (MR-2), 76 (BI-2), 78 (BI-4); North
Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 30 (GA-1), 31 (GA-2), 31 (GA-3), 31
(GA-4), 31 (GA-6), 32 (GA-T7), 33-44 (PO-1), 45-48 (PO-2), 49-50 (PO-3), 50-51
(PO-4), 59-62 (PO-8), 65 (PO-16), 66 (PO-19), 68 (OP-2), 68 (MR-2), 69 (BI-1),
70 (BI-2), 72 (BI-4).

3 See Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 51 (PO-2B-1, PO-2B-2).
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received via IMA-GUI, the volume continued to be extremely low in May and
June, with only six and nine LSRs respectively. 4+ For PO-2B-2, which
measures (LNP) LSRs received via IMA-EDI, only one flow-through-eligible LNP
LSR has been received in Idaho over the past twelve months. 5 This order was
received in June and did not successfully flow-through.

6. Because the benchmark for PO-2B-1 and PO-2B-2 is 90%,
Qwest could have only satisfied the benchmark in May and June by achieving
100% flow through. Clearly, the misses in May and June are de minimis and
not indicative of Qwest’s capabilities.

2. Iowa

7. Qwest missed the benchmark for LNP for PO-2B-2 in June. ¢
As in Idaho, only one flow-through-eligible LNP LSR has been received in Idaho
via IMA-EDI over the past six months. This order was received in June and did
not flow-through. As described above, the June result is not indicative of
Qwest’s capabilities of flowing through LNP orders.

3. Nebraska

8. Qwest missed the benchmark for PO-2B-2 for POTS Resale
in June. 7 Sixty-four LSRs, from a single CLEC, fell out for manual handling

and should have been rejected due to a mismatch between request type and

4 Id.

> Id.

6 See lowa Commercial Performance Results at 53 (PO-2B-2).

7 See Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 51 (PO-2B-2).
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product. However, the LSRs were corrected and worked rather than rejected.
The service center personnel involved have been coached, and Qwest has not

seen the situation repeat.

B. LSR Reject Notice Interval (PO-3)

1. Iowa

9. Qwest missed the benchmark for PO-3C in June. This
resulted from an error in Qwest’s reporting that month. The error will be
corrected effective with Qwest’s July results, reported in August. However,
Qwest manually re-calculated the June result adjusting for this error. This
calculation showed that Qwest actually did meet the benchmark. Notably,

Qwest met the benchmark for this PID in Iowa since September 2001. &

C. Firm Order Confirmations (PO-5)

1. Idaho

10. Although Qwest missed the benchmark for PO-5C(a) in June,
the low volume of FOCs generated for Resale (only sixteen orders were received
in June; Qwest provided FOCs on time for fifteen of them) suggests that the
missed performance results in this month is de minimis. ® The commercial

data in June therefore are not truly indicative of Qwest’s capabilities. With the

8 See Iowa Commercial Performance Results at 56 (PO-3C).

9 See Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 57 (PO-5C(a)).
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exception of this miss, Qwest met the benchmark for PO-5C(a) in Idaho since
November 2001. 10

2. North Dakota

11. Qwest missed the benchmark for PO-5D in May and PO-5C
in June. ! Qwest missed the benchmark for PO-5D in May despite the fact that
it issued timely FOCs on four of the five ASRs that month. 2 Because the
benchmark for PO-5D is 85%, Qwest could have satisfied the benchmark in
May only if it had returned timely FOCs for all five ASRs (i.e., 100%
performance that month). Volumes of ASRs have varied between one and 12 a
month over the past year, and, with the exception of May, Qwest met the PO-
5D benchmark in each of the past 12 months, posting 100% performance in
each month. Clearly, the miss in May is de minimis and not indicative of
Qwest’s capabilities.

12. Qwest missed the benchmark for PO-5C(a) in June, but, as
with PO-5D in May (described above), volumes were exceedingly low that
month. 13 In fact, only three manually-submitted LSRs were eligible for FOCs
under PO-5C(a) in June, and Qwest returned timely FOCs for two of them. 14

With the exception of June, Qwest met the benchmark for PO-5C(a) in North

10 See id.

11 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 53 (PO-5C(a)), 57
(PO-5D).

12 See id. at 57 (PO-5D).
13 See id. at 53

4 See id.
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Dakota in every month since November 2001. 15 Once again, this miss should

be considered de minimis as it is not indicative of Qwest’s capabilities.

D. Jeopardy Notice Interval (PO-8)

1. Colorado

13. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-8A (Non-Designed
Services) in June because of differences in the amount of lead time it had, on
average, to provision Non-Designed Services for Retail and Wholesale. 16

14. The standard interval for Non-Designed Services for both
Retail and Wholesale is exactly the same, three days. However, the intervals
for CLEC and Retail orders for Non-Designed Services in June followed the
same trend as that seen over the last 12 months. 17 The Retail orders included
in the denominator for this period had a significantly longer average interval,
often due to customer request, than the CLEC orders. As described in Qwest’s
initial OSS Declaration, this shorter interval for CLEC orders required Qwest to
provision the order almost immediately after receiving it and left little time for
the issuance of a timely jeopardy notice in cases where the order could not be
provisioned. ¥ The longer Retail installation intervals gave Retail the
opportunity to issue jeopardy notices later and still have a longer Retail

jeopardy notice interval.

15 See id.

16 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 67 (PO-8A).
17 See OSS Decl. at 99-100.

18 Id. at 99.
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15. Under the circumstances, Qwest’s performance continued to
be nondiscriminatory. As noted in Qwest’s initial OSS Declaration (which
continues to be true in June), when compared with the date Qwest received the
orders, Qwest issued Wholesale jeopardy notices more quickly than Retail. 19
Only because Wholesale orders were submitted with less lead time was their
average jeopardy notice interval shorter.

2. Idaho

16. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-8A (Non-Designed
Services) in June because, as in Colorado (discussed above), there were
differences in the amount of lead time Qwest had, on average, to provision Non-
Designed Services for Retail and Wholesale. 2¢ Under the circumstances,

Qwest’s performance was nondiscriminatory.

E. Timely Jeopardy Notices (PO-9)

1. Colorado

17. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-9B (Unbundled
Loops) in May and June. %! Qwest also missed the standard for PO-9D (UNE-P
POTS) in June. Generally, the misses for PO-9B and PO-9D in Colorado, as
well as in the other Application states, are explained in part by the limitations

inherent in the PO-9 measure, which is a probable candidate for revision

19 Id. at 100.
20 See Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 63 (PO-8A).

21 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 68 (PO-9B) and 70
(PO-9D).
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through the Long-term PID Administration process. %2 The misses for PO-9B
also are explained by the fact that most unbundled loop jeopardies issued in
advance of the due dates are issued because there are no available facilities.
The very nature of these LSRs result in most of these orders never being
completed under the guidelines set forth in Qwest’s Build/Hold Process.
Achieving parity under PO-9 for Unbundled Loops, as the PID currently is
defined, therefore is difficult.

18. Although Qwest did not meet the parity standard in May and
June in Colorado, the volume of missed due date orders for Unbundled Loops
was small relative to the total volume of Unbundled Loop orders. This is
because Qwest’s performance under OP-3, which evaluated installation
commitments met, was strong in Colorado. 2 Because Qwest met a high
percentage of its installation commitments, fewer jeopardy notices had to be
issued and evaluated under PO-9.

19. To further improve jeopardy notification, on June 17, 2002,
Qwest installed an enhanced IMA notification process, which utilizes system-
to-system capability to provide CLECs with automated jeopardy notifications
for the following services: Non-Design, Unbundled Loops and UNE-P POTS.
This process is expected to improve Qwest’s ability to provide CLECs with

timely jeopardy notices.

22 See Performance Measures Reply Declaration at Section II.B.
23 See Unbundled Loops Declaration at Section I1.C.4.a.
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20. For PO-9D, Qwest missed the benchmark in June, but
Qwest otherwise met the PO-9D benchmark in Colorado in ten of the past 12
months. 2¢ Clearly, there is no systemic problem here; the June result is not
indicative of Qwest’s capabilities.

2. Iowa

21. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-9B (Unbundled
Loops) in May and June. 25 As was the case in Colorado, these misses are
partly attributable to the design of PO-9 and otherwise de minimis in light of
Qwest’s performance under OP-3 in Iowa 26 and its newly-installed enhanced
IMA notification process.

3. Nebraska

22. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-9B in June. 27 As
was the case in Colorado and Iowa, these misses are partly attributable to the
design of PO-9 and otherwise de minimis in light of Qwest’s performance under
OP-3 in Nebraska 2% and its newly-installed enhanced IMA notification process.

4, North Dakota

23. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-9B in May and

June. 29 As was the case in Colorado, Iowa and Nebraska, these misses are

24 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 70 (PO-9D).

25 See Iowa Commercial Performance Results at 67 (PO-9B).

26 See Unbundled Loops Declaration at Section II.C.4.c.

27 See Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 66 (PO-9B)

28 See Unbundled Loops Declaration at Section 11.C.4.d.

29 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 56 (PO-9B).
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partly attributable to the design of PO-9 and otherwise de minimis in light of
Qwest’s performance under OP-3 in North Dakota 3¢ and its newly-installed
enhanced IMA notification process.

24. Qwest also missed the standard for PO-9A in June. 3! But,
this was the first time Qwest missed this PID in North Dakota since August
2001. 32 Clearly, this miss is de minimis and not indicative of Qwest’s

capabilities.

F. Time to Provide Usage Records (BI-1)

1. Idaho

25. Qwest missed the benchmark for BI-1B in Idaho in May
2002 by just over one percent. 33 Qwest achieved parity in eight of the last
nine months. 34 Contributing factors for the miss in May included a processing
error that required Qwest to re-transmit DUF files for jointly provided switched
access to a CLEC and a delay in synchronizing the Qwest T/O point table with
the Telcordia LERG. The DUF re-transmission was a one-time error that
should not be repeated, and process improvements implemented should

eliminate any delays in synchronizing the T/O table with the LERG.

30 See Unbundled Loops Declaration at Section I1.C.4.e.

31 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 59 (PO-9A).
32 See id.

33 See Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 73 (BI-1B).

34 Id.
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26. Also, in analyzing the reason for the miss, Qwest discovered
that it had been calculating BI-1B to provide usage in calendar days rather
than business days, as provided for by the PID definition. This did not affect
the timeliness with which Qwest provided usage records to CLECs. Instead,
this actually worked against Qwest by shortening the time in which Qwest
could provide usage and still achieve the benchmark. Yet Qwest still obtained
the benchmark in eight of the past nine months. 35 Qwest has implemented a
change that will ensure the use of business days rather than calendar days in
the reporting of BI-1B as of July 2002.

2. Iowa

27. Qwest missed the benchmark for BI-1B in Iowa in June
2002. 3% But, Qwest otherwise met the benchmark in 11 of the past 12
months. 37 As with Idaho, contributing factors for the miss in June included a
processing error that required Qwest to re-transmit DUF files for jointly
provided switched access to a CLEC and a delay in synchronizing the Qwest
T/O point table with the Telcordia LERG. In addition, as described above,
Qwest used calendar rather than business days to calculate the measure,
reducing the number of days Qwest had to provide usage to CLECS and still
achieve the benchmark. Without the reporting error, Qwest would have

achieved parity in June 2002 as well.

35 Id.
36 See Iowa Commercial Performance Results at 76 (BI-1B).
37 Id.
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3. Nebraska

28. Qwest missed the benchmark for BI-1B in June. 38 The
same reason that Qwest missed the benchmark in Iowa applies in Nebraska as
well. Qwest would have met the benchmark for June 2002 had Qwest used
business days instead of calendar days. And even by using calendar days,

Qwest still achieved the benchmark in 11 of the past 12 months. 39

G. Billing Accuracy (BI-3A)

1. Iowa

29. Asreported in the June results, Qwest missed the parity
standard for BI-3A in June by less than a quarter of a percent. 4¢ A CLEC
opened a billing dispute, which Qwest resolved through its billing dispute
process and credited the CLEC’s account. In this case, the adjustment was
large enough to cause Qwest to miss the parity standard. The PID performed
as expected. Despite this miss, Qwest’s performance has been above 96% for
the past 12 months. 4!

30. Qwest has identified that the June reporting of BI-3A
inadvertently excluded some adjustment data for both Wholesale and Retail.

These results will be rerun and published with the July results. Preliminary

38 See Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 75 (BI-1B).
39 Id.

40 See Iowa Commercial Performance Results at 78 (BI-3A).

41 Id.
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analysis indicates that the rerun of the data will not change the PID result with
regai'd to whether Qwest met the standard.

2. Nebraska

31. Qwest missed the parity standard for BI-3A in May and
June. 42 Qwest missed the parity standard in May because of Qwest’s rate
validation efforts. Qwest is in the process of completing its rate validation
enhancements, and expects its performance to improve once completed,
barring any one-time anomalies.

32. In June 2002, Qwest missed the parity standard for BI-3A by
roughly a quarter of a percent because a CLEC that participated in one of
KPMG's tests of Qwest's billing systems incorrectly was included in the
calculation that measures Qwest's performance on BI-3A. Because Qwest
maintained blindness during the test, it could not distinguish these test orders,
issued by an operating CLEC, from actual production orders. Accordingly,
Qwest appropriately assessed charges associated with these orders. When the
test concluded and it was determined that these were test orders, not actual
production orders, Qwest adjusted the participating CLEC’s bills to remove
these charges. Because these were not bill adjustments due to billing errors,
but rather, appropriate adjustments to remove charges associated with test

orders, these adjustments should not have been subject to BI-3A.

32 See Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 77 (BI-3A).
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33. Furthermore, as with Iowa, a one-time adjustment to an
individual CLEC from the conclusion of a billing dispute also caused Qwest to
miss the parity score as reported in June. However, Qwest believes that when
it republishes June’s BI-3A results, as discussed above, it will meet the parity
standard. Notably, however, Qwest’s performance has exceeded 97% in ten of
the past 12 months. 43

3. North Dakota

34. Qwest missed the parity standard for BI-3A in June by just
over one percent. 44 During hearings in Minnesota, certain CLECs indicated
that Qwest had been charging Resale rates for OS/DA rather than a different
rate. Subsequently, Qwest modified the rate and issued credits to affected
CLECs. The credits took place in June and were a one-time adjustment that
do not indicate any systemic problems with BI-3A. A one-time adjustment
resulting from a closed billing dispute also caused Qwest to miss the parity

standard. 45 Prior to June, Qwest had achieved parity since December 2001. 46

43 Id.
44 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 71 (BI-3A).
45 Qwest believes that when it republishes June’s BI-3A results, it will still

miss the parity standard.
46 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 71 (BI-3A).
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H. Billing Completeness (BI-4A)

1. Colorado

35. Qwest achieved a Wholesale result of nearly 98% despite
missing the parity standard for BI-4A by just over one percent in May and
June. 47 Qwest missed the PID because certain orders requiring manual
completion were completed late. Qwest has created new completion reports
and processes that assist the service centers in assuring the timely completion
of these manual orders.

2. Idaho

36. Qwest achieved a Wholesale result of 98.58% in May and
96.84% in June, despite missing the parity standard for BI-4A. 48 As with
Colorado, Qwest missed the parity standard because certain orders requiring
manual completion were completed late. Again, Qwest’s new completion
reports and processes will assist the service centers in assuring the timely

completion of these manual orders.

L Billing Completion Notices (PO-7A, C)
1. Nebraska
37. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-7 in June 2002 by
less than two percent. 4 A non-CLEC-affecting reporting problem overstated

the length of time it took Qwest to provide such notices. Qwest will correct this

47 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 80 (BI-4A).
48 See Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 76 (BI-4A).
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problem effective with July 2002 results reported in August. Qwest’s
preliminary analysis indicates that this measure would have met the parity
standard except for this reporting error. Despite the reporting error, Qwest had
met the parity standard since January 2002.

2. North Dakota

38. Qwest missed the parity standard for PO-7 in June 2002 by
less than two percent. 5¢ Like in Nebraska, a reporting error overstated the
amount of time it took Qwest to provide such notices. Again, as in Nebraska,
preliminary analysis indicates the measure would have met the parity
standard, except for this reporting error. Despite the reporting error, Qwest

still achieved parity since February 2002. 5!

J. Service Order Accuracy (PO-20)

39. Later in this declaration, Qwest will address why manual
ordering accuracy is not a significant issue in its region. One of the ongoing
efforts to ensure that manual order handling is not a problem in the future is
the recent implementation of PO-20. Qwest voluntarily reported this new PID
beginning with June 2002 results, reported in July. The PID currently is
diagnostic. Service order accuracy is currently reported at a regional level and
provides two product sub-measures. The first sub-measure is for Resale and

UNE-P POTS, for which Qwest processed manual service orders without errors

49 See Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 64 (PO-7).

50 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 58 (PO-7).
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90.25% of the time. 52 The second sub-measure is for Unbundled Loops, for
which Qwest processed manual service orders without errors 96.46% of the
time. 53

40. The most common error identified was an inaccurate PON on
the order. While this does not cause a problem with the delivery of the
requested services, it may cause manual effort for the delivery of status notices.
An enhancement that will address these errors is scheduled for IMA 10.1,
which will be implemented August 17, 2002. The enhancement will identify
mismatches between the PON on the LSR, the PON on the service orders, and
the service order numbers on the FOC. The identification of any mismatches
will occur prior to the FOC being sent. This system enhancement will also
address two other errors that were found. In total, if this enhancement had
been implemented prior to June, the results for Resale and UNE-P POTS would
have improved from 90.25 % to 93.65% and the Unbundled Loop results would

have improved from 96.46% to 97.73%.

51 Ia.

52 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 75 (PO-20); Idaho
Commercial Performance Results at 71 (PO-20); lowa Commercial Performance -
Results at 74 (PO-20); Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 73 (PO-
20); North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 67 (PO-20).

3 Id.
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I PRE-ORDERING

A, Loop Qualification Information

41. In its initial OSS Declaration, Qwest demonstrated that it
provides the detailed, underlying loop make-up information identified by the
Commission as necessary for CLECs to determine whether a loop can support
the advanced services a CLEC seeks to provide. Qwest provides loop make-up
information principally through two tools: the IMA Raw Loop Data Tool and
the IMA Loop Qualification tool. Both of these tools provide detailed
information about the loop, such as the presence of load coils or bridged taps,
presence of pair gain, and length and gauge of the loop and loop segments.
Reply Exhibit LN-1 (Data Elements in Loop Qualification Tools) specifically sets
forth how Qwest's provision of loop qualification information to CLECs meets
the FCC's requirements. 3 Once a CLEC obtains loop make-up information
from the Raw Loop Data Tool, the CLEC then can apply its own DSL
qualification algorithm (or the functional equivalent thereto) to the underlying

make-up information to make a determination of loop suitability. 55

54 See Pennsylvania 271 Order, 16 FCC Rcd at 17525 (App. C, { 35); UNE
Remand Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3885 (1Y 426, 427, 429).

55 Covad, for example, has stated that the Raw Loop Data Tool provides it
with all categories of information it needs to determine if a loop will support its
DSL service. “Covad has never invoked technical differences between its DSL
products and that offered by any other entity to suggest that the [Raw Loop
Data Tool] should provide different or additional types or categories of
information. Covad has never stated in any testimony or brief that the
categories of information provided by the [Raw Loop Data Tool] are insufficient
for it to determine whether a loop meets Covad's technical needs.”). Reply
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42. In contrast, the tool used by Qwest retail representatives,
described in Qwest’s initial OSS Declaration, does not return information on
the underlying make-up information for a loop. Rather, it returns a result that
indicates if the end user's loop does or does not qualify for Qwest DSL service
based upon the algorithm Qwest uses to determine if the loop can support
Qwest DSL.

1. CLEC Comments Regarding Pre-order Mechanized Loop
Tests

43. Two CLECs, AT&T and Covad, argue that Qwest does not
meet its obligations because it has not created the functionality for CLECs to
perform a mechanized loop test ("MLT") on a pre-order basis. These CLECs
raised this issue and their arguments in the state proceedings, and the state
commissions in each of the states included in this Application denied their
demand. Thus, the state commissions have fully evaluated this issue already.
56

44. There are several reasons why AT&T's and Covad's requests
are unfounded. First, the Loop Qualification Tools and the Raw Loop Data Tool
available via IMA are more comprehensive and accurate tools to verify that the
loop can support the services the CLEC intends to provide over that loop

facility than MLT. For example, the version of MLT currently deployed by

Exhibit LN-2 (Covad Response to Qwest Motion to Compel Responses, MPUC
Docket No. P-421/CI-01-1371, July 24, 2002).
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Qwest does not report the presence of bridged taps and load coils, important
information for determining whether a loop qualifies for advanced services. In
addition, the MLT may provide misleading loop length information. Because it
is a test that measures resistance on the line, an MLT may overestimate loop
length by as much as 20 percent. Simply unplugging a telephone can change
the reported MLT loop length.

45. Although the Qwest MLT will provide an indication that
digital loop carrier equipment is present, it does not provide details of that
equipment. The Raw Loop Data Tool, however, returns information about the
presence, location, and type of digital loop carrier on the loop. The Loop
Qualification Tool also presents information on the presence of pair gain. 57
Accordingly, a Qwest MLT will not provide more detailed or more accurate loop
make-up information.

46. Second, the MLT loop length from an MLT distance data
extraction conducted by Qwest more than two years ago has been incorporated
into the Raw Loop Data Tool.ss When Qwest first created the Loop
Qualification Database, there was a limited amount of loop make-up

information available to qualify facilities for xXDSL services. Because of the lack

56 See Colorado Hearing Commissioner Order on Requests to Modify Volume
VA Order at 6-8. Multi-state Facilitator’s Report on Checklist Items 2, 4, 5, and 6
at 66.

57 The terms "digital loop carrier," or DLC, and "pair gain," or PG, are
synonymous and are used interchangeably.
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of loop length information at that time, Qwest performed some MLTs to extract
MLT distance data and, together with other distance database record
information, obtained the estimated loop length for the missing segments and
algorithmically populated the appropriate data for those segment distances for
which it applied in the Loop Qualification Database. The MLT information
entered into the Loop Qualification Database as part of this data extraction was
baseline information only and may not have reflected the actual length of a
loop, as discussed above. Qwest subsequently, throughout 2001, embarked on
an aggressive undertaking to add the feeder and distribution loop make-up
information into the LFACS database, which feeds the Loop Qualification
Database. Because both Qwest and CLECs use this database to perform loop
qualification queries, and CLECs use this database to obtain raw loop data,
this information is equally available to both Qwest and CLECs. Furthermore,
as discussed herein, both the Raw Loop Data Tool and the IMA Loop
Qualification Tool include loop length information in addition to the MLT
length. In the Raw Loop Data Tool, loop gauge and segment length is provided.
The Loop Qualification Tool includes the equivalent loop length, if available, sy
the loop length, and sub-segment loop length by gauge. This loop length

information is more reliable than the length indicated by an MLT.

58 MLT distance was only obtained and entered into the Loop Qualification
Database for copper facilities.

59 Equivalent loop length estimates the length of the loop if the gauge of the
loop were 26 gauge.
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47. Fourth, an electronic MLT can only be performed by Qwest
on loops with working telephone numbers that are connected to a Qwest
switch. Thus, an electronic MLT cannot be performed on spare loop facilities,
as spare facilities do not have working telephone numbers. Additionally, Qwest
cannot perform an MLT on unbundled loops that have been provided to a CLEC
because such a loop is no longer connected to a Qwest switch. Once the loop
is unbundled from a Qwest switch and transferred to the CLEC switch, neither
Qwest nor another CLEC would have the ability to perform a Qwest MLT on
that loop. For the most part, provisioning of DSL loops are new connects
rather than a conversion of an existing service. Therefore, an electronic MLT
could not be performed.

48. Fifth, MLT is primarily a repair test. It is not meant to be
nor was it ever designed to be used as a qualification tool for loops. The retail
Qwest DSL pre-qualification process does not include "live" MLT testing. Retail
sales employees are neither trained on nor do they have access to MLT. Those
employees use the QServ tool that informs them if Qwest DSL is available at a
specific address or telephone number. This is far less information than is
provided to CLECs through the loop qualification tools as CLECs receive
specific detailed information on loop makeup and length of the loop.

49. Sixth, if CLECs find conflicting loop make-up information in
the tools, Qwest will conduct a manual search of its records to obtain loop

make-up information. This manual process is described below.
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50. Finally, contrary to Covad's speculation,60 Qwest is not
withholding MLT information from CLECs. As discussed above, the MLT
distance data that Qwest extracted was entered into the Loop Qualification
Database that feeds the Raw Loop Data tool. Also, as discussed above,
because the version of MLT used in Qwest's network does not return
information on the presence of bridged taps and load coils, the MLT distance
data extraction would not have had information on bridged taps or load coils.

51. The Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions
(ATIS) through its Ordering and Billing Forum (OBF) recognized the need for
standardization in systems access and loop qualification information. The
Local Services Ordering and Provisioning committee of the OBF addresses and
resolves "issues focused on the ordering and/or provisioning of local
telecommunications services using the Local Service Ordering Guidelines
(LSOG)." 61 The LSOG, version 5, included guidelines on pre-order loop
qualification information. Those guidelines do not include reference to
providing MLT information as a pre-order loop qualification function.
Accordingly, the industry standards organization has not determined that this
information is necessary for loop qualification purposes.

2. CLEC Comments on “Direct” Access to LFACS

52. AT&T alleges that Qwest does not meet the requirements of

the Commission's orders because it does not provide "direct" access to its

60 Covad Comments at 19.

-23-



Notarianni & Doherty Checklist Item 2 OSS Reply Declaration

LFACS database. The underlying data source for the Raw Loop Data Tool is
the Loop Qualification Database. The data source for the Loop Qualification
Database and Facility Check, discussed in the initial OSS Declaration, is
LFACS. Thus, CLECs are receiving loop make-up information from the LFACS
database already.

53. There are a number of reasons to mediate access to back
office systems. One reason for creating mediated access to back office systems
is to enable the use of standardized interfaces. As previously mentioned, ATIS,
through the OBF has established LSOG guidelines for the various interfaces
that CLECs which operate nationally, like AT&T, will encounter with various
ILECs.

54. The interfaces through which CLECs access Qwest's OSS are
relatively new and were designed to follow the industry guidelines applicable to
provider-to-provider arrangements as discussed above. In contrast, Qwest's
downstream systems are proprietary and were developed over a period of many
years for internal employee access to support service provided to end-user
customers. These systems were not developed consistent with the OBF
guidelines. Moreover, many of these systems, including LFACS, are not user
friendly. As a result, the design of the electronic interfaces through which
CLECs access Qwest's OSS and the design of the Qwest Retail systems

themselves are, by their very nature, different.

61 See http:/ /www.atis.org.
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55. Direct access means that a user interacts directly with an
OSS. The user must use the specific commands known to the particular OSS,
and interface with the specific screens and data contained on those screens. It
would not be reasonable to expect each CLEC sales representative, taking
orders in multiple jurisdictions, to learn all of the back office ordering systems
used by each ILEC. It is much more logical for each CLEC sales representative
to use one ordering interface for each ILEC and for those interfaces to follow
the same guidelines for consistency. The interfaces take the data submitted by
the CLEC representative and send it into the back office systems of the ILEC.
While there may still be some variation from one ILEC ordering interface to the
next, that variation is minimized because all of the ordering interfaces follow
the same set of guidelines defined by the OBF. 62

56. AT&T raised its claims for direct access to LFACs in the
Colorado 271 proceeding and the Multi-State proceedings. All of the
commissions in the states included in this application found that direct access
was not necessary, and the mediated access Qwest provides is appropriate. 63

3. Covad Comments on Colorado xDSL FOC Trial

57. Covad makes reference in its Comments to a trial conducted

in Colorado on Qwest's provisioning of Firm Order Confirmations ("FOCs") for

62 Mediated access also ensures that carriers only access customer
information that they are authorized by the customer to view.

63 See Colorado Hearing Commissioner Order on Requests to Modify Volume
VA Order at 6-8. Multi-state Facilitator’s Report on Checklist Items 2, 4, 5, and 6
at 66.
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xDSL loops conducted over a year ago and claims, based upon this dated
information, that the Raw Loop Data Tool is flawed. In March and April 2001,
Qwest conducted a trial of its performance in providing FOCs for xDSL loops in
Colorado. The purpose of the trial was to determine if moving from a 24-hour
FOC to a 72-hour FOC would provide CLECs with a "more meaningful" FOC.
This trial was also intended to evaluate whether the data contained in Qwest's
Raw Loop Data Tool was accurate.
58. During the trial, there were instances in which the Raw Loop
Data tool returned a response of "No Working TN." Upon investigation, Qwest
determined that these responses related to non-published and non-listed
numbers as well as loop make-up associated with Centrex or PBX systems.
Based upon information learned in the trial and feedback received during the
271 workshops, Qwest made several improvements to the Raw Loop Data Tool.
IMA Release 8.0, issued in August 2001, contained enhancements to the Raw
Loop Data Tool which included:
e Loop make-up for non-published and non-listed telephone
numbers.
¢ Loop make-up for telephone numbers associated with Centrex
and PBX systems.
e Loop make-up information for spare facilities, including
partially connected facilities (e.g., those connected from the

crossbox to the customer drop).
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e A 'recent changes" check for updated loop make-up information
in LFACS. If the Raw Loop Data Tool finds such a change, the
updated LFACS information is returned. s4

59. After the IMA Release 8.0, Qwest analyzed the occurrences

from the Colorado trial that had resulted in a "No Working TN" condition using
the new functionality in the Raw Loop Data Tool. As a result of the
modifications deployed in August of 2001, the Raw Loop Data Tool successfully
returned information on more than 99% of those telephone numbers and
addresses. Thus, IMA Release 8.0 addressed the allegations in Covad's
Comments regarding the orders that had originally resulted in a "No Working
TN" response during the Colorado Trial.65 It also responds to Covad's claim
that the Raw Loop Data Tool does not provide updated loop make-up

information. ss

64 In a recent ex parte, Covad suggested that there is a "pop up" screen that
permits Qwest to "update" or "fill in" missing information in the Qwest retail
loop qualification tools. See Covad July 23 Ex Parte. It appears that Covad is
referencing a functionality that formerly existed in both the retail Qwest DSL
tool and the Qwest DSL for Resale tool provided to CLECs that asked the user
if it would like to request an investigation in the event the tool returned a
message that indicated that the tool was unable to determine whether the loop
qualified for Qwest DSL service. Qwest removed this functionality from both
the retail and wholesale tools in December 2001. Qwest now has in place a
manual process that permits CLECs to request a manual investigation in the
event either the Raw Loop Data Tool or the Loop Qualification Tool returns
incomplete or unclear information.

65 Covad Comments at 20.

66 Covad Comments at 18.
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60. In October 2001, Qwest added an auto qualification
functionality for Qwest DSL for Resale. With this enhancement, when the IMA
Loop Qualification Tool returns a "not qualified" response, the CLEC has the
option to have the loop periodically re-qualified.

61. As described in the initial OSS Declaration, Qwest deployed
IMA Release 9.0 in February 2002, which contained an enhanced version of the
Loop Qualification Tool. This tool, based on LSOG 5 guidelines, combines the
functionality of the Qwest DSL for Resale and unbundled ADSL tools and
provides loop make-up information in an industry-standard format. Qwest
further enhanced the tool in a March 2002 9.0 Production Patch, with the
introduction of loop make-up information on working unbundled loops
assigned to CLECs.

62. Covad does not acknowledge the improvements that Qwest
has made to the Raw Loop Data Tool, including the functionality of the IMA 9.0
Loop Qualification Tool, enhancements that have been implemented since the
conclusion of the Colorado xDSL FOC Trial in April 2001.

63. Although Covad does not provide detail in its Comments,
during the Colorado xDSL FOC trial, Qwest explained that some of the issues
Covad raised also were the result of incorrectly reading the information in the
Raw Loop Data Tool. For example, Covad states that 27 of the 975 orders it

submitted during the trial (2.8% of queries) did not have MLT distance
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information, and 14 orders (1.4%) did not have distance information. 67
However, Qwest explained during the trial that if a segment of the loop was on
a pair gain system, the MLT distance would not be present. Thus, for those
loops with pair gain, the Raw Loop Data Tool appropriately does not contain an
MLT distance. With respect to the 14 orders alleged to lack distance
information, as discussed above, the Raw Loop Data Tool and the Loop
Qualification Tool provide a variety of loop length information.

64. Covad discusses what it calls "false positive" and "false
negative" results from the Colorado trial. 68 As discussed in the trial, the "false
positive" occurred in only about 1-2% of the loops evaluated. 9 The "false
negatives" occurred when the Raw Loop Data Tool returned information that
the queried facility was not a copper loop, but Qwest found a copper
alternative. 70 As discussed below, however, Qwest does not require CLECs to
pre-qualify loops prior to submitting an order. Even if the CLEC does not use
the qualification tools or the tools suggest that a loop would not support xDSL
service, the CLEC may submit the order, and Qwest will attempt to assign
facilities to meet the parameters of the ordered loop. As a result of this

process, Covad could receive information that indicates that the loop queried

67 Covad Comments at 20.
68 Covad Comments at 20.

69 See Reply Exhibit LN-3 (Qwest Brief Re: Loop Issue 24, xDSL FOC Trial,
CPUC Docket No. 971-198T, July 21, 2001).

70 Covad Comments at 20.
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would not support xXDSL service, but still receive a clean copper loop in the
provisioning process.

4. IDLC and Spare Facilities

65. AT&T states that it requires information regarding the
presence of integrated digital loop carrier ("IDLC") and spare facilities in order
to determine if a CLEC will be able to serve the end user. 71 All of the IMA loop
qualification tools provide information regarding pair gain facilities on the loop.
In addition, the Wire Center Raw Loop Data Tool provides information on the
presence of pair gain devices on loops for an entire wire center. This web-
based tool provides information in a comma delimited file that the CLEC can
download onto an Excel spreadsheet or other data application and then sort
according to the information of interest to the CLEC, including sorting to
identify the presence of pair gain. Through this tool, CLECs can identify
communities in which IDLC is or is not prevalent.

66. As discussed herein, IMA Release 8.0 added spare facility
information to the Raw Loop Data Tool. By using an Unassigned Address
query, the CLEC can obtain information on (i) Connected Facilities, indicated
by "CF" in the Loop Status field, which is a non-primary end-to-end loop; (ii)
Connected Through facilities, shown as "CT" in the Loop Status field, which is
a primary connected through spare; and (iii) Partially Connected Facilities,

shown as "PCF," which means that the loop is connected in the latter

71 AT&T Comments at Finnegan/Connelly/Menezes Decl. at 126.
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segments, such as from the cross-box to the customer. Thus, the Raw Loop
Data Tool currently provides information on spare facilities that are not
connected to the Qwest switch.

5. Audit

67. Covad states that CLECs should be able to request an audit
of Qwest’s loop qualification information to ensure parity of access and
information in the future. 72 The Loop Qualification Tool, Raw Loop Data Tool,
and Qwest’s manual loop make-up request process provide CLECs with
underlying loop make-up information from Qwest’s back office systems and
databases and meet or exceed the FCC standards for providing loop
qualification information.

68. Nevertheless, Qwest has been required by the Washington
Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) to modify its Washington
SGAT to allow CLECs to audit the loop qualification tools at the CLEC’s
expense. 7° Consequently, Qwest will agree to include the audit language

specified by the WUTC in other state SGATs as the opportunity arises. 74

72 Covad Comments at 17.

73 See Reply Exhibit LN-4 (Washington Commission 28th Supplemental
Order Addressing Workshop 4 Issues and 31st Supplemental Order Addressing
Petitions for Reconsideration). The New Mexico Commission in July 2002
required Qwest to incorporate similar audit language.

74 The SGAT language provides:

Qwest offers five (5) Loop qualification tools: the ADSL
Loop Qualification Tool, Raw Loop Data Tool, POTS
Conversion to Unbundled Loop Tool, MegaBit
Qualification Tool, and ISDN Qualification Tool. These
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Because Qwest’s loop qualification tools and processes conform to the
requirements set forth by this Commission, Qwest believes such audits would
be infrequent.

6. Manual Loop Make up Search and 11-step Provisioning
Process

69. The issues commenting CLECs raise regarding the accuracy
of the information in the loop qualification tools and the ability to obtain
information from Qwest's back office systems are addressed by the manual
loop qualification process that Qwest has implemented as well as its facility
assignment process.

70. Under the manual loop make-up process, CLECs may obtain
loop make-up information if the Raw Loop Data Tool or Loop Qualification Tool
provide incomplete or unclear loop make-up information for a particular
address or telephone number or if the CLEC provides information that
demonstrates that the loop information returned may be inaccurate. 75 In any

of these situations, Qwest will perform a manual search of its back office

and any future Loop qualification tools Qwest develops
will provide CLEC access to Loop qualification
information in a nondiscriminatory manner and will
provide CLEC the same Loop qualification information
available to Qwest. CLEC may request an audit of
Quwest’s company records, back office systems and
databases pertaining to Loop information pursuant to
Section 18 of this Agreement.

See WA SGAT § 9.2.2.8 (emphasis added).
75 See generally SGAT § 9.2.2.8.
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records, systems and databases where loop information resides to obtain the
loop make-up information.

71. If the loop make-up information is missing for a particular
loop segment, Qwest will investigate its outside plant engineering records for
the cable and pair from the central office to the serving area interface ("SAI"),
and from the SAI to the customer's serving terminal. Qwest has agreed to
return the loop make-up information to the CLEC via email within 48 hours.
Qwest then will also update the applicable databases with the loop make-up
information. Through this process, CLECs can request that Qwest investigate
perceived inaccuracies.

72. Qwest also employs provisioning processes that address the
CLECs' issues, such as the occurrence of "false negatives," and demonstrate
that Qwest is committed to attempting to find facilities to meet a CLEC's order.
As discussed in the Declaration of William M. Campbell, Qwest does not
require CLECs to pre-qualify loops prior to submitting an order. 76 As stated
above, even if the CLEC does not use the qualification tools or if the tools
suggest that a loop would not support xDSL service, the CLEC may submit the
order, and Qwest will attempt to assign facilities to meet the parameters of the
ordered loop. As Mr. Campbell explains, Qwest uses the facility assignment
process outlined in Exhibit WMC-LOOP-7 to seek provisioning alternatives,

such as a line and station transfer, or conditioning a loop, when a copper

76 See Declaration of William M. Campbell on Unbundled Loops at §40.
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alternative is necessary. As a result of this process, even if a CLEC does not
use the tools or does not believe the tools are accurate, it may still submit its
order, and Qwest will attempt to assign compatible facilities and provide the
service to the CLEC according to the standard installation interval. CLECs are
not foreclosed from submitting unbundled loop orders based upon the results
returned in the loop qualification tools.

73. Qwest has worked continuously to improve the functionality
of its loop qualification tools, including the implementation of a process for
obtaining loop make-up information manually. To the extent CLECs believe
that they require additional information to qualify xXDSL services, the Change
Management Process (CMP) provides a forum to raise such requests, evaluate
them, and prioritize them.

B. Address Validation

74. AT&T claims that due to inconsistencies in Qwest’s
databases CLECs experience order rejections not experienced by Qwest when
they use the service address information on the CSR to populate migration
orders. 77 AT&T bases these claims on the fact that Qwest’s systems validate
addresses using a database (PREMIS) that is different from the database (CRIS)
which serves as the source of the service order information on the CSR, and

the address information in these two databases does not always match. 78

(K AT&T Comments at 40, Finnegan /Connolly/Menezes Decl. at {]136-

78 Id.
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CLECs have full access to the address information used by Qwest retail
operations. PREMIS is the source of service address information for all
services, regardless of service type, and is used for address validation in both
Wholesale and Retail operations. CLECs can ensure that submitted LSRs
successfully pass the address validation checks in LSR processing by using the
recommended address validation query in IMA which returns PREMIS address

information.

III. ORDERING

A. Manual Processing Errors

75. AT&T, Covad and WorldCom contend that KPMG’s findings
during the Third Party Test demonstrate that Qwest cannot manually process
orders without error. 79 In fact, KPMG did not conclude Qwest had a problem
with manual handling errors, and commercial evidence demonstrates CLECs
are not materially affected by Qwest’s manual processing of orders.

76. Issues arose regarding Qwest’s ability to manually process
orders correctly when KPMG found that it was “unable to determine” whether
Qwest satisfied evaluation criteria 12-11-4 during the test. Evaluation
criterion 12-11-4 assessed whether “Qwest-produced measures of Pre-

Order/Order performance results for HP transactions [were| consistent with

79 See AT&T at 41-41, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §160-174;
Covad at 39-42; WorldCom at 11-12, Lichtenberg Decl. at §939-45.
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KPMG-produced HP measures.” 8¢ To assess this criterion, KPMG conducted a
comparative analysis of Qwest-produced HP measures to KPMG-produced HP
measures. 81 Essentially, KPMG wanted to confirm that Qwest was accurately
reporting its commercial performance for the Pseudo-CLEC.

77. KPMG raised a question regarding Qwest’s reporting of
performance data which prompted it to issue Exception 3120. Further
retesting was conducted and Exception 3120 ultimately was closed/resolved. 82
However, in the course of retesting Exception 3120, KPMG found a handful of
orders (eight) that were unexpectedly manually processed by the Qwest Service

Center because they did not flow-through. 8 Of these eight orders, one was

80 See Final Report at 98-99.
81 See id. at 98.

82 See Attachment 5, Appendix G, Disposition Report for Exception 3120,
May 23, 2002, also available at www.nrri.ohio-
state.edu/oss/master/exceptions/may,/ e3120disposition_report.pdf, at 1.

83 These eight orders did not flow-through for good reason. There was a
legitimate pending order on the account, which, by definition, required the
orders to drop out for manual processing. The pending order in this case was
caused by the provisioning of the test bed for Exception 3120.
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not manually processed correctly, and this was because of human error. 8% As
a result, KPMG issued Observation 3110. 85

78. Notably, KPMG issued an Observation (3110) — not an
Exception - because of this one human error, and KPMG at no time determined
that Qwest does not consistently process manual orders correctly.
Nevertheless, Observation 3110 prompted KPMG to subsequently review 109
orders from earlier re-testing that did not flow-through. Of those 109 orders,
KPMG determined that it could not evaluate 60 because those orders contained
previously identified test issues that, though resolved, invalidated their use in
the sample set. Thus, of the 109 orders, KPMG evaluated 49. In doing so,
KPMG identified seven instances of human error. 8¢ As a result, KPMG was
unable to determine whether Qwest met evaluation criterion 12-11-4 because,
without further retesting focusing solely on a valid representative sample pool
of orders that drop out for manual handling, KPMG could not assess the

impact of human error on the accuracy of and completeness of Qwest’s PID

84 The error was made when an order came in on a Saturday with a same
day due date, and the SDC failed to change the application date from Saturday
to Monday, as required by the PID governing application date. An error
unrelated to these manually processed orders also was made during the test
when an SDC improperly interceded in a single flow-through order and
mistakenly changed the due date. This type of error should no longer occur
because a system enhancement has been added to segregate flow-through and
non-flow-through orders into different work queues.

85 See Attachment 5, Appendix G, KPMG Second Response for Observation
3110, May 28, 2002, also available at www.nrri.ohio-state.edu/oss/master/
observations/may/03110kpmg second_resp.pdf, at 1.

86 See id. at 4.
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reporting. 87 Because KPMG did not conduct a retest designed to determine
the frequency and impact of manual processing errors, it made no conclusion
regarding whether there is a significant issue with human errors in this
context. 8 Consequently, Observation 3110 was closed /unresolved and
evaluation criterion 12-11-4 was deemed “unable to determine.” 8°

79. Itis worth noting at the outset that KPMG’s concerns were
based on errors made by Qwest in the manual processing of a mere one LSR,
and later seven LSRs, none of which came from a representative sample set. It
can hardly be said that errors in manually processing a mere eight orders
amounts to a systemic or widespread problem with Qwest’s manual order
processes.

80. Commercial evidence demonstrates that CLECs are not
suffering material effects from human errors. During hearings on the OSS test,
AT&T claimed CLECs could suffer 3 potential impacts from manual processing

errors: (1) longer due dates, (2) erroneous rejects, and (3) improperly installed

87 See Final Report at 98-99.

88 See Attachment 5, Appendix P, Colorado OSS hearing, June 10, 2002, p.
156, lines 11-24.

89 See id. KPMG also was “unable to determine” whether Qwest satisfied
evaluation criteria 12.8-2 and 14-1-44 as a result of closed /unresolved
Observation 3110. These evaluation criteria were discussed in the initial OSS
Declaration.
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services. °© The evidence in the record demonstrates that CLECs are not
suffering any of these potential impacts.

81. ATG&T claims the manual processing errors result in it
receiving longer due dates, °! but the Liberty data reconciliation does not
support this claim. 2 As demonstrated by the Reply Declaration of Michael
Williams, Liberty analyzed more than 2000 unbundled loop orders, and only
ten (les than 0.5%) contained an incorrect application date. Not one of these
erroneous application dates resulted in the CLEC receiving a later than
expected due date. 3 In addition, in evaluation criterion 12-5-8, KPMG found
that Qwest assigned due dates consistent with the due dates requested by the
Pseudo-CLEC. ¢4

82. Additionally, in a statistical sample of manually processed
orders processed in March, April, and May of this year, Qwest’s internal
numbers show that, with regard to application dates, it accurately processed

between 96% and 99.5% of manual orders for Resale POTS, UNE-P POTS, and

90 See Attachment 5, Appendix P, Colorado OSS hearing, June 11, 2002,
pp. 92-93.

o1 WorldCom makes a similar claim. See, e.g., WorldCom Lichtenberg Decl.
at 745.

92 See Attachment 5, Appendix G, Disposition Report for Observation 1033,
available at http: / /www.nrri.ohio-state.edu/oss/master/observations/mar/
01033disposition_report.pdf.

93 See Michael Williams Reply Declaration at 25.
94 See Final Report at 82
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Unbundled Loops. 95 Therefore, application date inaccuracies are not affecting
interval calculations and reporting.

83. AT&T’s second claim was that manual processing errors
result in erroneous rejects because SDCs can mistakenly reject, rather than
appropriately process, an order. Qwest tracks internally the number of times it
manually rejects orders and subsequently issues FOCs. Based on this internal
information, Qwest is confident that it currently rejects in error less than one
percent of all manually processed orders. %

84. AT&T also claims that manual processing errors cause
improperly-installed services; meaning, that certain features requested on the
LSRs are not provisioned because of SDC mistakes. This issue too was not
raised with any specificity in the comments. Nevertheless, it is worth noting
that KPMG specifically tested this in the Third Party Test through evaluation
criterion 14-1-12 — which evaluated LSRs submitted and compared the fields in
those LSRs to the fields in the resulting CSR in Qwest’s systems — and found
this criterion “satisfied.” 7 Similarly, KPMG evaluated whether Qwest switch

translations contain required field inputs (14-1-3), and whether switch

95 See Reply Exhibit CLD-5 (Qwest July 12 Ex Parte on Manual Service
Order Accuracy); Reply Exhibit CLD-6 (Qwest July 18 Ex Parte on Manual
Service Order Accuracy); Reply Exhibit LN/CLD-7 (Qwest July 19 Ex Parte on
Billing, Bill Auditability, Manual Processing, Manual Service Order Accuracy,
SATE and Interfaces), at 16. The business rules for determining these figures
are the same as those used for proposed PID PO-20. See Performance
Measures Reply Declaration.

96 See Reply Exhibit CLD-8 (July 12 Ex Parte on LSRs Rejected in Error).
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translations with disconnect orders are executed with the proper intercept-
recording message (14-1-4) and are completed on the committed due date (14-
1-5). 98 KPMG found that Qwest “satisfied” those criteria as well. %9

85. Qwest’s commercial performance in connection with OP-5
shows that Qwest’s overall provisioning of orders has been better for Wholesale
than Retail over the past four months reflecting no competitive disadvantage to
CLECs as a result of Qwest’s provisioning quality. 190 This includes orders that
were manually processed. Although it has been reported that OP-5, as
designed, does not capture infrequent situations in which trouble tickets are
not issued when a line or feature reported with a problem is not indicated on
the order, these instances are rare and do not affect CLECs in a competitively
material way. Qwest recently installed a new tracking process to measure
these instances. This tracking process shows that for orders processed
between June 28 through July 3, 2002, only 0.6% (68 LSR service order
mismatches out of 12,171) of orders contained such errors. Preliminary

analysis for July indicates that these numbers are trending even lower.

97 See Final Report at 186-187.
98 See id. at 182-183.
99 See id.

100 See Qwest July 24 Ex Parte on May Performance Results; Qwest July 23
Ex Parte on June Performance Results.
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86. More generally, in Test 12.8, which focused exclusively on
manual order processes, Qwest satisfied nine of the ten evaluation criteria. 10t
Clearly, the small number of human errors identified in the Third Party Test
are within a reasonable tolerance level. Nevertheless, Qwest has — and
continues to take — quality assurance measures directed at reducing the
number of human errors in processing.

87. The first line of defense is the IMA edits. Qwest implements
additional edits in every release of IMA, attempting to focus on those errors
that are most prevalent on CLEC LSRs. This prevents Qwest’s SDCs from
receiving as many incomplete or inaccurate LSRs and reduces the potential for
manual processing errors. In addition, Qwest has implemented - and plans to
continue to implement — enhancements in its Flow-Through System to improve
electronic flow-through rates. The majority of CLEC orders are now processed
on a flow-through basis, and Qwest expects this trend to continue over time.

88. In addition to implementing system changes, Qwest has put
in place an extensive quality assurance program to ensure that LSRs that drop
out for manual processing are processed correctly. For example, a training
curriculum exists for all SDCs so that they receive targeted training for the
specific types of products and services they process. Qwest also has instituted
quality reviews by SDC coaches, who examine orders processed by each SDC

and provide them with individualized feedback on improving their performance,

101 The remaining criteria (12.8-2) was deemed “unable to determine” as a
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as needed. These coaches also perform trend analyses across all SDCs to
determine whether errors that are made are common to all SDCs. If so, Qwest
can issue a reminder Multi-Channel Communicator — the mechanism used to
communicate system and process changes to the Qwest Service Centers - or, if
needed, a new Job Aid. The existence of these training programs — and other
support provided to CLECs by the ISC — contributed to KPMG’s closing of
Observation 3086. 102

89. Although this training and guidance have proven to be
useful tools in ensuring that SDCs manually process LSRs correctly, Qwest
also has added enhanced edits in the SOP to prevent SDCs from making
common errors when they convert an LSR that has dropped out for manual
processing into a Service Order. This complements the training provided to the
SDCs to minimize processing errors.

90. Although Qwest has implemented these measures, both
individually and combined, to improve the accuracy of manual processing, the
company recognizes that a new PID may be useful for monitoring its
performance. That is why, in response to KPMG’s April 30, 2002, “Qwest

Manual Order Entry Performance Indicator Description Adequacy Study,” 103

result of Observation 3110. See Final Report at 145-46.

102 See Attachment 5, Appendix G, KPMG Second Supplemental Response
for Observation 3086, April 12, 2002, also available at www.nrri.ohio-
state.edu/ oss/master/observations/april/o3086kpmg_second_resp.pdf.

103 See Exhibit LN-OSS-22 (Qwest Manual Order Entry Performance
Indicator Description Adequacy Study); see also Qwest July 2 Errata.
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Qwest agreed to develop and present a proposal for a new performance
measure addressing manual processing order accuracy. 1% This new PID,
designated “PO-20,” will evaluate the degree to which Qwest accurately
processes CLEC LSRs into Qwest Service Orders.

91. As described in the draft PID document, Qwest’s proposal
included a phased approached. The first phase, already implemented, is based
on manual verification of specified field entries on a statistically valid number
of orders. This serves as a starting point for further discussion and
collaboration between CLECs, State staffs and Qwest on what should be
included in the measure on a long term basis. The PID provides for later
phases, which will include additional fields, the elimination of sampling, and
the mechanization of data collection. Qwest has submitted PID PO-20 to the
Long Term PID Administration forum.

92. It is worth noting that no CLEC requested a PID to evaluate
Qwest’s manual service accuracy when the PIDs were being designed.
WorldCom candidly admits this in a supporting Declaration. 195 Moreover, in
light of the time it often takes to negotiate a new PID, Qwest began reporting

data under this measure with June results reported in July 2002, using its

104 See Exhibit LN-OSS-22 (Qwest’s Response to KPMG’s Manual Order
Entry PID Adequacy Study of April 30, 2002); see also Qwest July 2 Errata.

105 The PIDs in the ROC were agreed to by all parties with the exception of a
feww impasse issues. None of which related to the addition of a service order
accuracy PID. See also WorldCom Lichtenberg Decl. at § 43 (CLECs “agreed
that no service order accuracy measure is necessary.”).
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proposed PID as the basis of this measure. The data collected under PID PO-
20 provides an additional source of information for Qwest to drive ongoing
process improvements for manual handling. Information on Qwest’s June
results under PO-20 can be found in Section I(J).

93. Finally, it is worth noting that in the limited instances in
which manual processing errors occur, CLECs currently have several resources
to which they can turn and will soon have more. For instance, CLECs
currently can use online status tools available through IMA to track their
orders through to provisioning. Beginning with IMA 10.1, scheduled for release
in August 2002, IMA will be enhanced to include a service order detail notice,
which will be provided following the FOC. CLECs also can contact the Help
Desk for any LSR-related issue, which is optimal for issues specific to a single
LSR; contact the Service Management Team assigned to them if they believe
there is a pattern of problems in connection with their LSRs; and, through the
Change Management process, request system, product or process changes that
would improve their interaction with Qwest.

94. In short, the results of the Third Party Test, including
Liberty’s data reconciliation process, support the notion that Qwest can
manually process orders correctly. CLECs do not suffer material competitive
harm from the limited human errors that can be made during manual
processing. Qwest has — and continues to — put multiple measures in place to
reduce the number of manually processed orders and potential for human

error. Qwest has begun measuring service order accuracy under a new PID to
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assist in tracking and reducing manual processing errors; the same measure
will be refined through the collaborative efforts of CLECs, State staffs and
Qwest in the Long Term PID Administration forum. And, a number of options
are available to CLECs to assist them if an error occurs during the manual

handling of an order.

B. Reject Rates

95. PO-4 measures the percentage of LSRs rejected for standard
categories of errors/reasons. 196 Standard reasons for rejections are as follows:
missing, incomplete, mismatching, or unintelligible information; duplicate
request or LSR/PON (purchase order number); no separate LSR for each
aécount telephone number affected; no valid contract; no valid end user
verification; account not working in Qwest territory; service-affecting order
pending; request is outside established parameters for service; and lack of
CLEC response to Qwest question for clarification about the LSR. 107 As
evident from these standard reasons for rejections, LSRs are typically rejected
due to CLEC action and not fof reasons within the control of Qwest.

96. Reject rates tend to be higher for LSRs that are auto-rejected
rather than manually rejected because Qwest has up-front BPL edits for many

reject conditions that prevent LSRs with errors from being submitted in IMA.

106 See ROC PID 5.0 at 12 (PO-4).
107 Id.
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108 This is beneficial to CLECs because the rejection is transmitted
instantaneously to CLECs to let them know that there is an error and to allow
them to correct it immediately. However, not all CLEC errors can be caught by
IMA and therefore, there exists a smaller percentage of LSRs that are manually
rejected. Even in such instances, Qwest personnel can sometimes correct an
error by contacting the CLEC instead of rejecting the order. Reject rates for
LSRs submitted via facsimile tend to vary significantly since no up-front edits
can be performed by Qwest and the quality and accuracy of the LSRs are
entirely dependent on CLECs.

97. PO-4 is a diagnostic PID that is intended to provide
information to help address potential issues. 199 Results for most submeasures
of this PID are reported on a regionwide basis. Only the submeasure for LSRs
received via facsimile is reported on a statewide basis. As shown in the table
below, results for this PO-4 are reported based on the gateway interface or

manual process used to submit the LSR. 110

PO-4A-1 LSRs received via IMA and rejected manually

PO-4A-2 LSRs received via IMA and auto-rejected
PO-4B-1 LSRs received via EDI and rejected manually
PO-4B-2 LSRs received via EDI and auto-rejected
PO-4C LSRs received via facsimile

108 See Reply Exhibit CLD-8 (Qwest July 12 Ex Parte on LSRs Rejected in
Error).

109 See OSS Decl. at §§233-250.
110 Id.
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98. Qwest’s reject rates over the past six months in the
aggregate for all CLECs under the PO-4 submeasures reported on a regionwide

basis (PO-4A-1, PO-4A-2, PO-4B-1 and PO-4B-2) are shown in the table below.

111

4.05%

3.61% 3.71% .
29.19% 29.62% 30.23% 30.92% 30.72% 31.30%
5.37% 6.12% 5.24% 8.48% 7.62% 8.19%
24.06% 23.14% 23.47% 22.73% 22.24% 24.11%

99. Qwest’s reject rates over the past six months — in the
aggregate for PO-4C (reported on a statewide basis) and on a CLEC-specific
basis for all PO-4 submeasures — can be found below.

1. Colorado

100. The tables below identify CLEC-specific rejection rates under
PO-4 in Colorado for select CLECs over the past six months. As the tables

demonstrate, CLEC-specific rejection rates vary by CLEC and can be lower

than the aggregate results for all CLECs. 112

1 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 57-58 (PO-4A-1, PO-
4A-2, PO-4B-1, PO-4B-2); Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 54-55
(PO-4A-1, PO-4A-2, PO-4B-1, PO-4B-2); Iowa Commercial Performance Results
at 56-57 (PO-4A-1, PO-4A-2, PO-4B-1, PO-4B-2); Nebraska Commercial
Performance Results at 56-57 (PO-4A-1, PO-4A-2, PO-4B-1, PO-4B-2); North
Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 50-51 (PO-4A-1, PO-4A-2, PO-4B-
1, PO-4B-2).
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9.71%

10.17% 13.49% 12.39% 9.94% .

16.36% 13.99% 17.50% 19.08% 17.33% 7.14%
9.02% 9.24% 9.92% 11.66% 12.42% 14.59%

17.87% 22.11% 22.20% 20.72% 17.49% 16.50%

16.55%

19.28%

15.62%

18.46% 19.56% 16.88%
15.01% 14.70% 18.15% 16.21% 10.71% 11.54%
16.23% 11.99% 8.63% 7.24% 5.28% 10.49%
14.58% 14.47% 23.34% 15.79% 9.26% 13.26%

101. Reject rates under PO-4C on an aggregate basis for all

CLECs in Colorado ranged from approximately 6% to 12% from January

through June as shown in the table below. 113

2. Idaho

102. The tables below identify CLEC-specific rejection rates under
PO-4 in Idaho for select CLECs over the past six months. As the tables
demonstrate, CLEC-specific rejection rates vary by CLEC and can be lower

than the aggregate results for all CLECs. 114

112 See Qwest July 17 Ex Parte on CLEC-Specific Results for PO-2 and PO-4.
113 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 58 (PO-4C).

14 See Qwest July 17 Ex Parte on CLEC-Specific Results for PO-2 and PO-4.
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~9.24%

GRE T

9.92% |

11.66%

SRR

12.42%

9.02% 21.47%
16.36% 13.99% 17.50% 19.08% 17.33% 14.59%
20.54% 19.53% 19.32% 19.50% 20.43% 13.74%
16.61% 20.77% 20.58% 19.21% 18.37% 16.50%

18.46% 19.56% 16.55% 15.62%

16.23% 11.99% 8.63% 7.24% 5.28% 10.49%
14.58% 14.47% 23.34% 15.79% 9.26% 13.26%
15.01% 14.70% 18.15% 16.21% 10.71% 11.54%

103. Reject rates under PO-4C on an aggregate basis for all

CLECs in Idaho ranged from approximately 26% to 41% from January through

June as shown in the table below. 115

26.03%

33.33%

41.18%

35.42%

36.21% |

3. Iowa

104. The tables below identify CLEC-specific rejection rates under

PO-4 in Iowa for select CLECs over the past six months. As the tables

115 See Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 55 (PO-4C).

- 50 -



Notarianni & Doherty Checklist tem 2 OSS Reply Declaration

demonstrate, CLEC-specific rejection rates vary by CLEC and can be lower

than the aggregate results for all CLECs. 116

E WY iy

9.02% 9.24% 9.92% 11.66% 12.42% 14.59%
16.36% 13.99% 17.50% 19.08% 17.33% 21.47%
20.54% 19.53% 19.32% 19.50% 20.43% 24.18%
16.61% 20.77% 20.58% 19.21% 18.37% 16.50%
4.60% 3.47% 3.72% 2.41% 1.32% 2.20%
4.94% 6.38% 2.27% 2.05% 1.65% 1.26%
1.73% 1.67% 1.37% 1.87% 2.14% 1.67%
7.19% 6.84% 6.03% 4.71% 5.86% 5.21%

18.46% 19.56% 16.55% 19.28% 15.62% 16.88%
16.23% 11.99% 8.63% 7.24% 5.28% 10.49%
14.58% 14.47% 23.34% 15.79% 9.26% 13.26%
15.01% 14.70% 18.15% 16.21% 10.71% 11.54%

105. Reject rates under PO-4C on an aggregate basis for all

CLECs in Iowa ranged from approximately 6% to 12% from January through

June as shown in the table below. 117

116 See Qwest July 17 Ex Parte on CLEC-Specific Results for PO-2 and PO-4.

117 See lowa Commercial Performance Results at 57 (PO-4C).
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4, Nebraska

106. The tables below identify CLEC-specific rejection rates under

PO-4 in Nebraska for select CLECs over the past six months. As the tables

demonstrate, CLEC-specific rejection rates vary by CLEC and can be lower

than the aggregate results for all CLECs. 118

9.02%

9.24%

9.92%

11.66%

12.42%

14.59%

21.05% 21.06% 22.13% 19.07% 16.70% 18.62%
16.36% 13.99% 17.50% 19.08% 17.33% 21.47%
17.87% 22.11% 22.20% 20.72% 17.49% 16.50%

15.01%

14.70%

18.15%

16.21%

11.54%

18.46% 19.56% 16.55% 19.28% 15.62% 16.88%
16.23% 11.99% 8.63% 7.24% 5.28% 10.49%
14.58% 14.47% 23.34% 15.79% 9.26% 13.26%

107. Reject rates under PO-4C on an aggregate basis for all

CLECs in Nebraska ranged from approximately 18% to 31% from January

through June as shown in the table below. 119

118 See Qwest July 17 Ex Parte on CLEC-Specific Results for PO-2 and PO-4.

119 See Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 57 (PO-4C).

-52 -




Notarianni & Doherty Checklist Item 2 OSS Reply Declaration

22.35% . 31.25%

5. North Dakota

108. The tables below identify CLEC-specific rejection rates under
PO-4 in North Dakota for select CLECs over the past six months. As the tables
demonstrate, CLEC-specific rejection rates vary by CLEC and can be lower

than the aggregate results for all CLECs. 120

T1.41%

2.64% 1.26% 2.19% 1.61% 1.23%
0.83% 0.96% 0.60% 0.73% 0.93% 1.03%
2.97% 3.09% 2.73% 2.76% 2.39% 2.57%
1.37% 0.67% 1.62% 0.59% 0.38% 1.07%

20.40% 23.91% 19.99% 17.64% 25.40% 21.10%
10.17% 13.49% 12.39% 9.71% 9.94% 19.53%

9.02% 9.24% 9.92% 11.66% 12.42% 14.59%
16.61% 20.77% 20.58% 19.21% 18.37% 13.74%

18.46% |

6.88%

. 6.55% 19.28%
16.23% 11.99% 8.63% 7.24% 10.49%
14.58% 14.47% 23.34% 15.79% . 13.26%
15.01% 14.70% 18.15% 16.21% 10.71% 11.54%
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109. Reject rates under PO-4C on an aggregate basis for all

CLECs in North Dakota ranged from approximately 6% to 12% from January

through June as shown in the table below. 141

C. Flow-Through

110. Qwest’s commercial performance results under PO-2B (in the
aggregate) show that Qwest flowed through a high rate of flow-through-eligible
orders from January through April, 2002. 122 Qwest has flowed through an
even higher rate of flow-through-eligible orders in May 2002 and June 2002. 123
Qwest met the benchmarks for Unbundled Loops and UNE-P under PO-2B in
each of the five states subject to the Application in each of the past two
months. 2% Although Qwest missed the benchmarks for Resale orders

submitted via IMA-EDI in Nebraska in June and for LNP in Colorado, Idaho

121 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 51 (PO-4C).
122 OSS Decl. at 19309-331.

123 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 52-55 (PO-2B); Idaho
Commercial Performance Results at 49-52 (PO-2B); Iowa Commercial
Performance Results at 51-54 (PO-2B); Nebraska Commercial Performance
Results at 51-54 (PO-2B); North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at
45-48 (PO-2B).

124 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 53, 55 (PO-2B); Idaho
Commercial Performance Results at 50, 52 (PO-2B); lowa Commercial
Performance Results at 52, 54 (PO-2B); Nebraska Commercial Performance
Results at 52, 54 (PO-2B); North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at
46, 48 (PO-2B).
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and Iowa in May and June, the reasons for each of these misses are easily
explainable and do not reflect a systemic problem. 125

111. The commercial performance results also show that Qwest is
capable of flowing through a high rate of UNE-P orders under PO-2B on a
CLEC-specific basis, regardless of whether those orders are submitted via the
IMA-GUI or IMA-EDI. 126 Commercial performance results on a CLEC-specific
basis for UNE-P orders under PO-2B submitted via the IMA-GUI during the

past six months are as follows:

CLEC 1 92.01% 87.84% 94.58% 90.77% 94.27% | 91.59%

CLEC 1 90.51% 92.16% 99.06% 83.16% 96.26% | 97.12%

CLEC 2 No data No data 91.67% 94.37% 83.33% 100%
reported | reported

CLEC 3 93.02% 94.12% 87.50% 85.00% 100.00% | 86.96%

CLEC 4 No data 97.47% 96.12% 95.88% 95.18% | 98.53%
reported

CLEC 5 72.22% 76.19% 90.91% 66.67% 89.29% | 92.31%

112. Commercial performance results on a CLEC-specific basis

months are as follows:

for UNE-P orders under PO-2B submitted via IMA-EDI during the past six

77.94% 80.32% 89.84% 90.77% 84.73% .
CLEC 1 83.38% 72.40% 83.95% 83.16% 88.95% | 94.74%
CLEC 6 No data No data No data No data 96.69% | 92.75%
reported reported reported reported
CLEC 1 83.33% 89.47% 100-% 85.71% 83.33% 100%
CLEC 6 No data No data No data No data 98.11% 100%
reported reported reported reported

125 See, infra, Section I(A).

126 Additional CLEC-specific flow-through rates were provided in an ex parte
submitted to the Commission. See Reply Exhibit CLD-9 (Qwest June 12 Ex
Parte on Flow-Through and Manual Processing).

-55-



Notarianni & Doherty Checklist item 2 OSS Reply Declaration

113. AT&T argues that Qwest’s performance under PO-2A is
deficient. AT&T Comments, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 151-152.
For each state subject to the Application, AT&T sets forth the aggregate April
2002 flow-through rate for each product evaluated under PO-2A. AT&T
Comments, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at ] 153-159. CLEC-specific
performance results for the very same month, though, reveal that Qwest is
capable of flowing through a high rate of orders under PO-2A.

114. In April 2002 individual CLECs achieved the following

flow-through rates in Colorado for each product measured under PO-2A: 127

'CLEC | April 2002 Rate
i CLEC 1 100%
'Resale (EDI) CLEC 2 85%
Loops (GUI) CLEC 3 89%
CLEC 4 91%
-LNP G CLEC 5 64%
~~___LNP (ED]) CLEC 6 72%
"UNE-PPOTS (GUI) CLEC 1 100%
UNE-P POTS (EDI) CLEC 7 58%

115. In April 2002 individual CLECs achieved the following

flow-through rates in Idaho for each product measured under PO-2A: 128

© Product o "CEEC o1 “April 2002 Ri

Resale (GUI) o CLEC 8 100%
. CLEC 7 71%
. s CLEC 7 64%
‘ oop ‘ : CLEC 7 61%
CLEC 9 46%

~ LNP(EDY) No data reported No data reported
UNE-P POTS (GUL) © . CLEC 7 70%
_ UNE-PPOTS(EDYI) = CLEC 7 50%

127 See Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 52-55 (PO-2A).
128 See Idaho Commercial Performance Results at 50-52 (PO-2A).
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116. In April 2002 individual CLECs achieved the following

flow-through rates in Iowa for each product measured under PO-2A: 129

CLEC 10
No data reported No data reported
(one LSR)
Loops (GUI) CLEC 11 100%
Loops (EDI) CLEC 12 42%
LNP (GUI) . CLEC 13 78%
v LNP (EDI). . No data reported No data reported
UNE-P POTS (GUI): o CLEC 7 100%
[__ UNE-PPOTS (EDI} = | No data reported No data reported

117. In April 2002 individual CLECs achieved the following

flow-through rates in Nebraska for each product measured under PO-2A: 130

S CLEC 14 100%
o CLEC 7 81%
CLEC 6 67%
CLEC 7 66%
CLEC 13 77%
No data reported No data reported
o . CLEC 7 100%
. UNE-PPOTS (EDI) CLEC 7 40%

118. In April 2002 individual CLECs achieved the following
flow-through rates in North Dakota for each product measured under PO-2A:

131

129 See Iowa Commercial Performance Results at 51-54 (PO-2A).
130 See Nebraska Commercial Performance Results at 51-54 (PO-2A).
131 See North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 45-48 (PO-2A).
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CLEC 15

No data reported No data reported
CLEC 16 13%

No data reported No data reported

"""" UNE-P POTS (GUT
UNE-P POTS (EDI)

119. Although flow-through rates for LNP and UNE-P orders
submitted via the IMA-GUI and Resale orders submitted via IMA-EDI were
relatively low in April in North Dakota, these rates are attributable to low order

volumes. 132

D. Firm Order Confirmations and Due Date Changes

120. Covad claims that Qwest discriminates by sending them
“fake FOCs.” 133 Covad claims that Qwest sends multiple FOCs because it “is
not doing the preliminary work necessary” prior to sending the FOC. 134 This is
not true. 135 Qwest uses the FOC to communicate that Qwest has received the
CLEC request, issued an internal service order and assigned a due date to the
request. The FOC is also the appropriate vehicle to communicate due date

changes, which occur for various reasons, depending on product.

132 .
133 See Covad at 28-31.
134 See Covad at 29.

135 See Reply Exhibit LN/CLD-10 (Qwest July 10 Ex Parte on Billing, Bill
Auditability, Manual Service Order Accuracy, Jeopardy Notices and Loop
Qualification).
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121. Specific Unbundled Loop products receive a “72 hour FOC”,
136 which provides time for the service orders to progress through the
provisioning process to the point where availability of compatible facilities can
be determined. If Qwest determines during the 72 hours that there are
insufficient facilities, Qwest sends Covad an FOC. Under these circumstances,
other CLECs receive jeopardy notices; however, Covad requested — and Qwest
agreed to send — FOCs to communicate the lack of compatible facilities. When
facilities become available, Qwest sends another FOC to communicate the new
due date. In this situation, Covad elected to receive multiple FOCs, !37 whereas
other CLECs would only receive a single FOC to communicate the due date
once facilities were available.

122. For products that are not covered by the 72-hour FOC,
including but not limited to analog loops, Resale and UNE-P, Qwest may send a
second FOC when, despite its best efforts to ensure meeting the original due
date, a facility problem emerges. When a facility problem is detected after an
FOC has been sent, Qwest first sends a jeopardy notice describing the problem
and, when facilities are available, sends a new FOC reflecting the new due date.

123. A subsequent FOC is often sent to notify the CLEC of an

improved due date. Based on agreed upon business rules, Qwest may need to

136 ADSL compatible, xXDSL-I capable, ISDN Basic Rate (BRI) capable, DS1
capable and 2-wire and 4-wire non-loaded loops all qualify for the 72 hour
FOC.

137 This Covad specific process was eliminated by agreement of the parties
effective June 17, 2002.
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send more than one FOC on Unbundled Loops with line conditioning. Qwest’s
evaluation of the need for line conditioning is performed prior to the issuance of
the FOC and, when necessary, the FOC due date reflects the standard interval
for removing bridge taps and load coils. If Qwest is able to remove the
conditioning devices early, or identifies other compatible facilities which will
allow an earlier installation date, CLECs receive a new FOC with an improved
due date.

124. For Line Sharing products, the process works differently.
The 72 hour FOC process does not apply to Line Sharing because the standard
interval is only three days. FOCs for Line Sharing requests are returned within
24 hours, including due dates reflecting the three-day standard interval even
when the CLEC pre-approves conditioning work, should it be needed. Qwest
completes the CLEC’s request for a conditioning evaluation during
provisioning, and, if necessary, Qwest issues a second FOC with a new due
date that reflects the fifteen day standard interval for removing bridge taps and
load coils. As with Unbundled Loops, if Qwest can complete the work early, the
CLEC receives a third FOC with an improved due date.

125. Covad and AT&T specifically cite to the results of PID PO-15

results as evidence of Qwest’s discriminatory practices. 138 Qwest has reviewed

138 See Covad at 28; AT&T at 40 and Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at
99140-141. AT&T merely references Qwest’s PO-15 measurement without
providing any instances of discriminatory treatment with regard to FOCs. The
diagnostic PID PO-15 results are not an indication that Qwest’s due dates are
not reliable because PO-15 aggregates all products, which, by itself, would
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the underlying orders and confirmed that many of the due date changes are
related to improving due dates associated with conditioning (i.e., removing
bridge taps and load coils). In fact, Qwest’s analysis demonstrates that for the
month of May, 29.8% of the orders included in the PO-15 measure were to
change the due date to an earlier, CLEC approved due date. 139
E. Service Order Completions
126. Covad claims that Qwest sends SOCs for line sharing
services before the provisioning work is completed. 10 WorldCom makes a
similar claim. 4! The incidence of service order completion occurring prior to
physical completion has been addressed through process enhancements and
compliance as explained in the Reply Declaration of Karen A. Stewart. 142
F. Jeopardy Notices
127. WorldCom claims that Qwest is using jeopardy notices

inappropriately after the issuance of an FOC. 143 As noted by WorldCom, the

affect PID results. See Reply Exhibit CLD-11 (Transcript, New Mexico 271
Hearings, July 2, 2002) (Testimony of Michael Williams), at 92-96, 132-134.
Moreover, PO-15 includes instances where Qwest advances a due date. See id.

139 Qwest analyzed 684 service orders included in the May PO-15 results.
402 of the 684 (58.8%) service orders completed prior to, or on the original Due
Date. Of these, 204 (29.8%) service orders were included in PO-15 as a result
of Qwest advancing the due date with CLEC approval. See Reply Exhibit CLD-
12 (Due Date Change Analysis).

140 Covad at 25-28.
141 See WorldCom at 25 and Nielson Decl. at 4.

142 See Stewart Declaration; see also Réply Exhibit CLD-13 (Qwest July 12
Ex Parte on Line Sharing SOCs).

143 See WorldCom at 14 and Lichtenberg Decl. at §947-51.
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use of a jeopardy notice was adopted by Qwest during the OSS Third Party
Test. In response to concerns raised about the use of a reject notice once an
FOC had been received, Qwest, using the CMP forum, sought CLEC input to
address how to communicate errors (and other conditions) when necessary
outside of the normal sequence of events. CLECs were of the opinion that
Qwest should change its process to issue jeopardy notices in these situations.

128. Accordingly, Qwest initiated a change request to modify its
process to ensure rejects were not issued after an FOC. Both the systems and
the product/process CMP participants discussed this change. Several
meetings were held where CLECs actively participated in negotiating CLEC
response intervals that would prevent a due date change as well as how long
Qwest would retain an LSR in pending status when no CLEC response was
received. 14* As a result of these meetings, Qwest updated its business
processes, updated its CLEC documentation 45 and implemented the revised
process. This process is used under the following circumstances:

(1) Duplicate Requests: The CLEC submits duplicate LSRs that are

sent so closely together that Qwest cannot determine that the first

one is already being processed. When this occurs, there are no
pending service orders in the SOP to allow the system edit or

144 WorldCom incorrectly claims that Qwest rejects LSRs 4 hours after
issuing these jeopardies if the CLEC has not responded (WorldCom at 14 and
Lichtenberg Decl at § 51). As negotiated in the CMP discussions, Qwest will
hold an LSR for 30 business days before rejecting due to lack of CLEC
response.

145 See www.qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/provisioning.html. See Exhibit
CLD-0OSS-17 (Provisioning Screen Shot). See also Exhibit CLD-OSS-20
(Jeopardy Notification Process Table).
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Qwest Service Center to determine that the second LSR is a
duplicate prior to processing it, resulting in an FOC being sent for
both LSRs and a Jeopardy Notice being sent for the duplicate LSR;

(2) Inconsistent End User Data: There is inconsistent end user
data, such as when an end user moves, and, after doing so, asks a
CLEC to take over its service. In such cases, the CLEC submits
the order using the old address and the error is recognized only
once the order gets to the provisioning phase, resulting in a
Jeopardy Notice after the FOC has been issued,;

(3) CLEC Facility-Related: When a CLEC has sent LSRs for new
service for two different customers but mistakenly has informed
Qwest that the LSRs should be provisioned through the same “slot”
or CLEC-assigned tie-down. In such cases, the CLEC and the
Qwest Service Center validate the slot as good on the second LSR
because the service order from the first LSR has not yet progressed
to TIRKS so it appears the slot is available. An FOC is issued for
the first and second LSR, and the first LSR is provisioned and
assigned the slot. The second LSR falls out during provisioning
because the CLEC assigned slot is now assigned to the new service
from the first LSR. This results in a Jeopardy Notice for the
second LSR.

(4) Not a Working Account: This is very similar to when there is
inconsistent end user data (see number two above). On a
conversion, the end user customer has placed a disconnect on the
line/account. Close to the disconnect due date, the CLEC submits
a conversion; however, because the disconnect order has not yet
posted, the CSR still shows the account as live. The CLEC and
flow-through /Qwest Service Center process the conversion, but it
falls out in the provisioning process because the line/account to be
converted has already been disconnected by the end user,
resulting in the transmission of a Jeopardy Notice.

(5) Error in LSR Processing: An SDC happens to overlook a CLEC
error on the initial LSR (but submits the service order so that a
FOC issues), and the error is detected during the provisioning
phase (resulting in a Jeopardy Notice being sent); or an SDC
incorrectly believes he/she has found an error after initial
processing.

129. Notably, most of these scenarios are within the CLECs’

control. The fact that due to timing, Qwest is not able to detect these errors
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until the requests progress into the provisioning phase is immaterial. The
CLEC has made an error that must be corrected in order to ensure the ultimate
customer, the end user, receives the service it expects. The CLEC community
has expressed its desire to have these situations communicated via Jeopardy
Notices. Qwest has listened to the CLECs and adopted this practice. 146 The
final scenario is within Qwest’s control and did impact WorldCom through a
provisioning partner, Z-TEL, which is using IMA version 8.0. The UNE-P
ordering rules changed between IMA version 8.0 and version 9.0. The LSRs
submitted by Z-Tel were received and processed by the system, however,
during quality checks, the center identified that the LSRs had not followed the
current UNE-P ordering rules. It was legitimate for Z-TEL’s orders to be
submitted using the guidelines for IMA 8.0. However, because Z-TEL is the
only UNE-P CLEC using the older version, the centers incorrectly applied the
more current expectations. This has since been clarified with the centers. In
addition, Z-TEL is currently testing IMA 10.0 with plans to migrate on
September 9, 2002. When that happens, this problem will be completely
eliminated.

130. Recent and past commercial performance shows that,
contrary to AT&T and WorldCom’s claims, Qwest provides timely Jeopardy

Notices to

146 See Attachment 5, Appendix O at Volume 4, Team Meetings (System
CMP Team Meeting Distribution Package for 11/15/01).
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CLECs. 147 Other than the misses explained in Section I, Qwest has met the
benchmarks and parity standards for jeopardy notices. Further, Qwest’s
results for installation commitments met, OP-3, demonstrate that Qwest’s
performance regarding jeopardy notifications is not impeding the ability of
CLECs to compete.

131. To further improve jeopardy notification, on June 17, 2002,
Qwest installed an enhanced IMA notification process, which utilizes system-
to-system capability to provide CLECs with automated jeopardy notifications
for the following services: Non-Design, Unbundled Loops and UNE-P POTS.
This process is expected to improve Qwest’s ability to provide CLECs with
timely jeopardy notices.

132. Based upon a result of ‘not satisfied’ given by KPMG for
criterion 12-9-4 and 12-9-5, AT&T claims that Qwest does not provide timely
jeopardy notices for resale and UNE-P. (Finnegan, Connelly, Menezes at 179).
Criteria 12-9-4 and 5 were assigned a ‘not satisfied’ result because “the dual
statistical test for the PO-9 PID resulted in a ‘no-decision’ for this PID.” 148 The

Dual Statistical Test resulted in inconsistent results because of the low number

147 See Qwest July 2 Ex Parte (Commercial Performance Results for May and
June) (PO-9); Colorado Commercial Performance Results at 67-70 (PO-9); Idaho
Commercial Performance Results at 63-66 (PO-9); lowa Commercial
Performance Results at 66-69 (PO-9); Nebraska Commercial Performance
Results at 65-68 (PO-9); North Dakota Commercial Performance Results at 59-
62 (PO-9). See also (AT&T at 43 and Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at
19183-187; WorldCom at 12-15).

148 See KPMG Final Report at Section IV, Test 12, subsection 3.1, 12-9-4
and 5.
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of jeopardy situations encountered during the test — which was the result of
Qwest’s excellent overall performance in provisioning. For example, for resale
and UNE-P, Qwest met over 99% of its commitments during initial testing.
Because there were so few missed commitments during testing, there were few
opportunities for jeopardy notices to be sent. The “not satisfied” results for
criteria 12-09-4 and 5 were based upon region-wide sample sizes of 8 and 11
orders that were not provisioned by the due date. 14° In the Colorado hearing
on June 10, 2002, Mike Weeks of KPMG stated that, as the test vendor, they
could not ‘create’ jeopardy notices because “We can'’t, as an outsider,
submitting transactions, generate a situation for Qwest needing to send us
jeopardy notice. As a tester, one can’t cause that to happen. Those are
conditions that have to exist inside of Qwest we didn’t manufacture.” 150

133. KPMG has testified that the test results relating to jeopardy
notices do not raise issues that should cause significant concerns. In
presenting the ROC OSS test results to the Nebraska Public Service
Commission, Michael Weeks of KPMG explained that the small sample size for
jeopardy notices during the test was "good news." 15! Mr. Weeks further
explained that determining when to issue jeopardy notices places Qwest in a

‘catch 22’ situation because of the unpredictability inherent in the day-to-day

149 See Final Report at 92.

150 Attachment 5, Appendix P, Colorado Transcript of Proceeding,
June 10, 2002, pp. 41-44.
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appointment workload. If Qwest issues a jeopardy notice, it may nonetheless
be able to complete the work; if Qwest does not issue a jeopardy notice, it may
not be able to complete the work. 152 In either case, neither the CLEC nor its
customer gets the expected result. On balance, however, Mr. Weeks stated
that “I just don't think I would get all fussy about the fact that [Qwest's
jeopardy notice performance is] in the state that it's in.” 153
134. In the Colorado hearing on June 13, Ms. Allstot, a member
of the Colorado PUC staff, stated:
The bottom line is that they do have evidence of commercial
performance in these areas; so what the test is lacking, we
do have in the record that there is commercial performance
that establishes that Qwest does provide jeopardy notices.....
Staff recommends that the Commission find that these
criteria do not impact the CLECs ability to use Qwest’s OSS.
154
135. The Colorado PUC relied on Qwest’s commercial data and
“decided that the OSS test results do not adversely affect CLECs’ ability to

access Qwest’s OSS [in connection Jeopardy Notices]. . . Commercial data is

151 See Attachment 5, Appendix K, Nebraska Transcript of Proceedings,
May 29, 2002, pp. 11-12.

152 Attachment 5, Appendix K, Nebraska Transcript of Proceedings,
May 29, 2002, pp. 12-19.

153 Attachment 5, Appendix K, Nebraska Transcript of Proceedings,
May 29, 2002, p. 83.

154 Qwest June 13 Supplemental Filing, Colorado Transcript of Proceeding,
June 13, 2002, pp. 67-68.
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more probative of test results here. . . To assure continued compliance in this
area, Jeopardy Notices are included in the PAP.” 155

136. The Idaho Commission agreed: “Although the test indicated a
failure in this area, the [Idaho PUC] finds Qwest’s explanation that the test
results are an anomaly of the test design to be convincing. . . Although Qwest
is not consistently meeting parity for the Jeopardy Notice PIDs, the issue is
included in the PAP, so the [Idaho PUC] fully expects Qwest to continue to work

to improve its performance in this area.” 156

G. Pre-Order/Order Integration

137. AT&T claims that affirmations by Telcordia 157 and NightFire
that they have developed integrated IMA-EDI interfaces are immaterial because
they are not CLECs. 158 But, because CLECs use the interfaces developed by
Telcordia and NightFire, their assertions show that CLECs are performing
integrated pre-ordering and ordering activities. At the time that Telcordia
affirmed to Qwest that it had developed an integrated IMA-EDI interface, it
already had provided this software to four CLECs. 15¢ As of June 27, 2002,

NightFire had successfully tested in Qwest’s SATE on behalf of at least five

155 See CPUC Evaluation at 37.

156 See IPUC Consultation at 8.

157 None of the companies referred to in this Section III(G) have been given
any assistance by Qwest in EDI development that is not available to all CLECs.
158 AT&T Comments at 39 and Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §122.

159 See Exhibit LN-OSS-13 (Letter to Jeff Thompson, Qwest, from Richard
Jocawleff, Telcordia, dated January 28, 2002).
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CLECs through EDI “interfaces connect[ing] Qwest to its CLEC trading partners
and allow[ing] CLECs to have fully automated interfaces requiring little to no
manual intervention.” ¢ New Access, a CLEC that operates in Colorado, Iowa,
Nebraska and North Dakota, also has verified that it performs pre-order/order
integration through its IMA-EDI interface as of June 2002. 16! The number of
orders that New Access has submitted in each of Colorado, Iowa, Nebraska and
North Dakota is provided in Confidential Reply Exhibit LN-16 (New Access EDI
Order Volumes - June 2002). 162 The rejection rates for New Access for June
2002 are set forth in Confidential Reply Exhibit LN-18 (CLEC Reject Rates).
138. HP’s findings during the ROC OSS test confirm that
achievement of successful integration through IMA-EDI is associated with a low
rate of rejections. As HP has testified, it has built an EDI interface that
integrates pre-order and order functionality. 163 For the four months between
January 2002 and April 2002, out of a total of 889 UNE-P PID retest orders

that HP submitted via its integrated IMA-EDI interface, only 12.15% of these

160 See Reply Exhibit LN-14 (Letter to Jeff Thompson, Qwest, from Venkates
Swaminathan, Nightfire, dated June 27, 2002).

161 See Reply Exhibit LN-15 (Letter to Jeff Thompson, Qwest, from David
Lueck, New Access, dated June 19, 2002).

162 This information was provided in an ex parte submitted to the
Commission. See Reply Exhibit LN-17 (Qwest July 25 Ex Parte on
Pre-order/Order Integration).

163 See Attachment 5, Appendix P, Colorado OSS Hearing, June 10, 2002,
pp. 89-97.
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orders were rejected. 164 Additionally, HP affirmed that the errors that caused
those rejects were attributable to issues unrelated to pre-order to order
integration. 165

139. AT&T claims that it has experienced significant problems in
attempting to populate pre-ordering data electronically into an LSR. 166 The
evidence, appears to show, in fact, that AT&T is successful in obtaining
pre-order to order integration. 167 AT&T presents no specific evidence of
integration difficulties except that parsed CSRs contain no field identifying the
telephone numbers on a customer’s account. 16% This claim is baseless as
Qwest does, in fact, return working telephone numbers parsed on the CSR, 169
Despite AT&T’s claim, it presents no valid evidence to support its claim that it
has had difficulties integrating pre-ordering and ordering functions. WorldCom
attributes its high rate of rejects to difficulties with pre-order to order

integration. 170 The evidence also belies WorldCom'’s claim. 17t

164 See Reply Exhibit LN-19 (Qwest July 29 Ex Parte on Pre-order/Order
Integration).

165 See id.

166 AT&T Comments, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §124.

167 See Confidential Reply Exhibit LN-18 (CLEC Reject Rates).

168 AT&T Comments, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl at 1124, note 83.

169 See Exhibit LN-OSS-5, p. 28 (Appendix A — Developer Worksheets —
Pre-Order).

170 Worldcom Comments at 7.
171 See Confidential Reply Exhibit LN-18 (CLEC Reject Rates).
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140. Parsing and the development of integrated interfaces
generally are by their very nature complex undertakings that require that both
Qwest and CLECs work with technicians experienced in EDI development.
Even though it is a complicated task, Qwest provides ample training and
documentation to assist CLECs in developing and implementing integration
capability. Additionally, Qwest offers CLECs parsing capability in accordance
with the LSOGS guidelines. In light of these factors, HP found that “a CLEC
with the appropriate resources, funding, time and planning activities can build
a CSR to LSR parsing interface.” 172

141. AT&T and WorldCom fail to acknowledge that Qwest offers
integration capabilities not only through IMA-EDI, but also through the
IMA-GUI. 173 The IMA-GUI integrates pre-order/order functionality on its own
such that CLECs need not do anything to integrate. 174 Therefore even if
CLECs do not wish to develop an integrated IMA-EDI interface, Qwest still
provides them with the capability to obtain integrated access to
pre-order/order functions through the IMA-GUI.

142. Reply Exhibit LN-20 (IMA-GUI Integration Fields) sets forth
each data element that can be integrated in the IMA-GUI along with the field

name and number, as well as the pre-order transaction from which the data

172 See HP Pre-order to Order Integration Report at 9.
173 OSS Decl. at 1201.
174 OSS Decl. at 1196.
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may be obtained. 175 Additionally, to ensure consistency and reduced
complexity of integration, Qwest's IMA system is based on the OBF’s LSOG5
guidelines for pre-order and order transactions, including the rules for parsing
information on pre-order transactions. 176

143. Qwest has integrated pre-order and order information in the
IMA-GUI using the same set of technical documentation, Developer
Worksheets, that it provides to CLECs to build an IMA-EDI interface.
Developer Worksheets specify field lengths, field characteristics, and any
conditions related to the usage of specific fields for specified products. See
OSS Decl. at 197, Exhibit LN-OSS-5 (Appendix A — Developer Worksheets —
Pre-order). This integration includes electronically transferring information
from pre-order responses into subsequent pre-order transaction requests and
transferring information from pre-order responses onto LSRs. Parsed CSR is
an example of the integration achieved between pre-order and order
information. Qwest’s achievement of integration in the IMA-GUI using the
same technical documentation as that provided to IMA-EDI CLECs
demonstrates that CLECs can integrate pre-order and order functions in their

EDI interfaces should they choose to do so.

175 This information was provided in an ex parte submitted to the
Commission. See Reply Exhibit LN-17 (Qwest July 25 Ex Parte on Pre-
order/Order Integration).

176 Additional information was provided in an ex parte submitted to the
Commission. See Reply Exhibit LN-17 (Qwest July 25 Ex Parte on
Pre-order/Order Integration).
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H. Other Ordering-Related Issues

144. WorldCom claims that Qwest fails the “same time and
manner test” with regard to its ordering processes because it does not allow
migration by name and telephone number (TN) and migration without features.
177 AT&T claims that Qwest takes an unduly long length of time to update
Customer Service Record (CSR) CUS Codes. 178 Eschelon claims that CLEC-to-
CLEC orders are prevented in Release 10.0 when account numbers are not
populated. 17 Eschelon claims that Qwest requires excessive use of the
manual handling indicator in placing orders. 18 I address each of these issues
below.

1. Migration by Name and Telephone Number

145. WorldCom claims that Qwest’s application is incomplete
until it offers CLECs the ability to migrate by name and TN. 18! Neither
WorldCom nor any other CLEC requested this capability through the Change
Management Process, until the day that Qwest filed its Application. On June
13, 2002, WorldCom did submit a request to add this functionality. 182 Qwest
has acknowledged the change request, conducted the CMP call for clarification

meeting, and has supplied the CLEC community the work effort estimate. The

177 See WorldCom at 5-6, 9-10, Lichtenberg Decl. at 913-16, 27-32.

178 See AT&T at 43-44, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §9201-208.
179 See Eschelon at 4-5.

180 See id. at 7, n13.

181 See WorldCom at 5-6, Lichtenberg Decl. at 913-16.
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CLEC community is in the process of prioritizing this change for possible
inclusion in IMA 12.0.

2. Migration Without Features

146. WorldCom claims that Qwest’s application must be denied
until it offers CLECs the ability to migrate orders without including a
customer’s unwanted existing features on the order. 183 Qwest initially
implemented this capability in 1997. Due to significant issues experienced by
the CLECs and their end users, related to missing features following
conversions, Qwest modified its process to require a positive identification of
the action to be taken for each existing feature. However, Qwest has recently
received a change request through CMP to allow this capability for UNE-P
migrations. 184 Qwest has acknowledged the change request and supplied the
CLEC community the work effort estimate. The CLEC community is in the
process of prioritizing this change for possible inclusion in IMA 12.0.

3. Customer Service Record (CSR) Updates

147. AT&T claims that Qwest takes an undue length of time to
update Customer Service (CUS) Codes on the CSR and that this process denies

CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete. 1835 Qwest updates the vast

182 See Reply Exhibit CLD-21 (Change Request SCR061302-01).

183 See WorldCom at 9-10, Lichtenberg Decl. at §27-32.

184 See Reply Exhibit CLD-22 (Change Request SCR060702).

185 See AT&T at 43-44, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §9201-208.
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majority of CSRs within a 3-to-5 day interval. 8¢ This interval is the same for
both Wholesale and Retail accounts, because both organizations use the same
Qwest systems to complete service orders, manage customer account
information, and update CSRs. Further, CLECs are capable of submitting
subsequent requests before the CSR has been updated. This process is clearly
documented on the Qwest website. 87

148. AT&T describes how — since February 2002 - it has used the
CMP process to gain support for an automated solution that would replace the
current process. 188 In response to AT&T’s Change Request, 182 Qwest
completed a work effort estimate and presented the proposed solutions at a
CMP conference call on July 8, 2002. During the call, the CLEC community
expressed no support or interest in proceeding with the request. The CLEC
community believed that this solution would be voted low in the prioritization
vote and voiced their concern that the request could possibly take up an entire
IMA release. Based on this CLEC feedback, AT&T directed Qwest to update the

status of this Change Request to “denied.”

186 See Final Report at 191 (Test criteria 14-1-13)

187 See http:/ /www.qwest.com/wholesale/ima/gui/fag.html

188 See AT&T Comments, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §206.
189 See Reply Exhibit CLD-23 (Change Request SCR 020802-01).

- 75 -



Notarianni & Doherty Checklist Item 2 OSS Reply Declaration

4. CLEC-to-CLEC Orders in IMA Release 10.0

149. Eschelon claims that CLEC-to-CLEC orders are prevented in
Release 10.0 when account numbers (ANs) are not populated. 19 The release
of IMA 10.0 impacted the ability of CLECs to electronically submit CLEC-to-
CLEC migration orders from unbundled loop, but this impact only affected a
handful of electronically submitted LSRs. CLEC-to-CLEC LSRs of this type
account for approximately 0.23% of all LSRs. 191 Eschelon opened a trouble
ticket on June 21, 2002, five business days after the release of IMA 10.0.
Another CLEC opened a trouble ticket on June 25, 2002. The generic nature of
the error condition and the varying CLEC descriptions did not allow the two
tickets to be correlated. In both cases, Qwest advised the CLEC that the
specific LSR could be submitted via fax to prevent delaying the delivery of
service. Qwest identified the root cause of one of these reports on July 1, 2002.
192 Once the root cause for one ticket had been determined, Qwest found the
cause applied to the second ticket as well. When Qwest recognized that the
cause impacted this specific type of CLEC-to-CLEC migration, and affected

more than one CLEC, Qwest communicated the system issue and the

190 See Eschelon at 4-5. Eschelon also claims that the Qwest service
managers “became unavailable while the issue remained unresolved.” See id.
Contrary to Eschelon’s claims, however, two Qwest service managers
communicated daily via email and phone with an Eschelon employee to find a
suitable workaround while the issue was being worked out.

191 Based on February to May 2002 LSR volumes.

192 Investigating the root cause of this problem was time consuming because
the specific error required several avenues of investigation. The single instance
of this error condition did not indicate a systemic problem.
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temporary work around to all CLECs via notification on July 2, 2002. This
work around allowed for normal processing (the same as for electronically-
submitted orders). Qwest corrected the system issue on July 10, 2002, and
Qwest distributed a notification to all Wholesale customers to this effect on the
same day.

S. Manual Handling Indicator

150. Eschelon claims that Qwest requires excessive use of the
manual handling indicator in placing orders. 19 Specifically, Eschelon claims
that “Qwest instructs CLECs to select manual handling and insert remarks as
part of the process for placing an order.” 194 In a limited number of
circumstances, Qwest does instruct CLECs to select manual handling as an
alternative to faxing these types of LSRs. Qwest distributed a communicator to
the CLEC community on October 4, 2001, to clarify the situations where the
manual handling indicator should be checked, 195 since Qwest was receiving
many LSRs with the manual handling indicator marked unnecessarily.

151. In its comments, Eschelon cites two examples where the use
of the manual handling indicator is required: (1) CLEC-to-CLEC migrations,
and (2) issuing a change order on a newly converted account when the CSR

has not yet been updated. 19¢ With regard to the first scenario, currently the

193 See Eschelon at 7, n13.

194 Seeid. at 7.

195 See Attachment 5, Appendix O, Vol 2, Tabs 722-723.
196 Seeid. at 7, nl3.
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new local service provider does not have access to the Special Billing Number,
Circuit Identification information or any other information relative to the loop
that is converting to their switch. As a result, the CLEC must check the
manual handling indicator in order to bypass IMA edits that would otherwise
cause the LSR to be rejected for not supplying all the appropriate information
about the underlying loop to be converted.

152. The second situation is limited to where a LSR has been
recently completed, the CSR has not yet been up dated yet and the CLEC needs
to issue a subsequent LSR. As described above in Section H(3) CSR Updates,
the use of the manual handling indicator applies in very limited circumstances
where the CLEC needs to make a change immediately following initial
conversion. Use of this process and the manual handling indicator prevents
delaying requests or resorting to manual submission of requests.

IV. PROVISIONING
A. Loss and Completion Reports

153. As stated in Qwest’s initial declaration, Qwest does not issue
Loss and Completion Reports in the Qwest Retail environment and designed
these reports specifically for CLECs. Eschelon claims that these reports do not
provide CLECs with the ability to identify which customers have left the CLEC
for another carrier. Eschelon Comments at 17. This claim is specific to
Eschelon and not Section 271 affecting. However, Qwest implemented a
change to its Loss and Completion Reports on July 14, 2002 to provide CLECs

with the identities of customers who have terminated service with them.
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B. Unannounced Dispatches

154. Eschelon asserts that Qwest has apparently commenced a
project to increase copper availability and the project is causing service
disruptions during migration of existing customer lines to UNE-P and
conversions of new customers to CLECs using UNE-P and Resale. Eschelon
Comments at 7. Qwest does not have a specific facility project underway to
increase copper availability. Qwest places copper facilities in its network based
on demand forecasts for both Retail and Wholesale. When a facility project
that places additional copper in the network infrastructure exceeds $100,000
in cost, Qwest places a notice on its website and provides an explanation of the
nature and location of the project.

155. Eschelon further alleges that Qwest incorrectly dispatches
technicians and assigns new cable and pair for UNE-P conversions and Resale
orders that generally require no dispatch. Qwest records indicate that
Eschelon has provided 5 examples of such “unannounced dispatches.” Qwest
research indicates no technician was dispatched as a result of UNE-P
conversion or Resale order activity. Qwest research also indicates that Qwest
did dispatch a technician on these orders. Analysis of the orders identified a
process error that was causing Qwest facility assignment systems to select new
cable and pair for UNE-P conversion orders leading to unnecessary dispatches
for UNE-P conversion orders. A process modification placed into effect July 23,

2002 will eliminate these unnecessary dispatches.
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V. MAINTENANCE & REPAIR

156. CLECs claim that (1) Qwest’s rate of successful repairs is
inadequate; and (2) Qwest does not maintain accurate repair records for
CLECs. I address both of these issues below. In addition, Eschelon raises five
other issues that are addressed separately below.

A, Rate of Successful Repairs

157. AT&T and WorldCom claim that Qwest’s rate of successful
repairs is inadequate. 197 Qwest addressed this issue in its initial application.
198 As stated there, Qwest adequately repaired over 92% of POTS Resale, UNE-
P, and UNE-L circuits on the first attempt. 199 But, because Qwest’s
performance failed to meet KPMG’s self-determined benchmark of 95%, KPMG
issued Exception 3058. Qwest chose not to retest this exception because it
believed that, under the circumstances, KPMG’s calculated performance of 92%
was at parity with retail and was adequate. Nevertheless, Qwest’s analysis
concluded that Qwest accurately repaired the inserted trouble at least 97.7% of

the time during this part of the test.

197 AT&T at 44, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at {7208, 214-215;
WorldCom at 16-17, Lichtenberg Decl. at ]]64-66.

198 See OSS Decl. at J1476-478.
199 See id. at 1476.
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B. Accurate Repair Records
158. CLECs allege that Qwest does not maintain accurate repair
records for CLECs. 200 This claim (along with E3055), was addressed in
Qwest’s initial application. 2%! In the initial OSS Declaration, Qwest explained
why its performance was satisfactory and described recent improvements
implemented through additional training and ongoing field coding process
audits. 992 An updated audit of Qwest trouble codes (through June 2002)

shows continued aggregated performance on average of 95+%. 203

C. Eschelon-Specific Claims
1. Authorization and Accuracy of Closing Tickets

159. Eschelon claims that Qwest sometimes closes trouble tickets
without contacting Eschelon for authorization or with incorrect cause and
disposition codes. 20¢ Qwest addressed the issue of incorrect cause and
disposition codes above. 205 Contrary to Eschelon’s comments, Qwest attempts
to notify its customers and follows the same process for its Retail and

Wholesale operations when closing a trouble ticket. To the extent Eschelon

200 See AT&T Comments at 44, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 19210-
213; Eschelon Comments at 15.

201 See OSS Decl. at 11471-475.
202 See id; see also id. at Exhibit LN-OSS-29.

203 See Reply Exhibit LN-24 (Summary of Field Coding Process Audit —
through June).

204 See Eschelon at 15.

208 See supra, Section IV.C.
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has not received such notification, Qwest cannot address the particular
reasons without further specifics. 206

160. The process for customer notification is dependent on the
type of service (designed or non-designed). But either way, Qwest attempts to
notify the customer. For non-designed trouble tickets (including non-designed
resale and UNE-P POTS), the technician that resolves the trouble also closes
the ticket. The technician attempts to contact the customer when closing the
ticket. If the customer cannot be reached, a voice mail message is left (if
possible) and the ticket is closed. Customer notification is dependent on
availability at the customer provided call back number. In addition, for trouble
tickets opened through the electronic M&R interface (CEMR), notification is
automatically sent (either through e-mail or fax) when the ticket is closed.

161. For designed services, which are generally more complex,
Qwest uses a MCO to manage all designed service trouble tickets (both
Wholesale and Retail), including trouble tickets for unbundled network
elements. The MCO technician manages the closure of these trouble tickets,
including attempting to contact the customer. If the CLEC is not available at
the time of closure, the MCO technician will wait up to 24 hours after
attempting to contact the customer to coordinate closure. If there is no
answer, the MCO technician will leave voice mails with the contact person

noted on the trouble report. The trouble ticket is placed in a “No Access”

206 See id. Eschelon provides no such specifics. Its entire claim consists of
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status while Qwest awaits the customer’s response. The trouble ticket is
closed if no response is received from the customer within 24 hours.

2. Repair Invoicing

162. Eschelon claims that it cannot obtain an invoice of
applicable repair charges at the time repair work is completed, but rather must
wait until Qwest sends the monthly Wholesale invoices. 27 Eschelon asserts
this places them at a disadvantage in that it is not able to dispute such charges
in a real time basis. 208 Qwest does, however, provide CLECs with a dispute
process for repair charges. The opportunity to dispute repair charges is
dependent on the type of service (either designed or non-designed). In either
event, the dispute processes for repair charges are provided in substantially the
same manner as those utilized by Qwest retail personnel.

163. For non-designed trouble tickets (including non-designed
resale and UNE-P POTS), the technician that resolves the trouble closes the
ticket as discussed above. 20° By using the CEMR electronic interface,
however, CLECs may access a view of the same non-designed service repair
charge information that is available to Qwest retail personnel. CEMR provides

indication of the Trouble Isolation Charge for a specified trouble ticket. Should

a mere three lines in its comments.
207 See Eschelon at 12-13.
208 See id.

209 See supra, Section IV.D.1.
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CEMR review identify the need, CLECs may dispute the charge after it is billed
with their billing representative.

164. For designed services, which are generally more complex,
there are several opportunities to dispute repair charges before they appear on
the CLEC bill. As discussed above, 210 an MCO technician manages the closure
of these trouble tickets. When Qwest is discussing the resolution of designed
services trouble tickets with the CLEC, the MCO technician will advise the
CLEC of the nature of the charges that will be applied. If the CLEC disputes
the resolution of the ticket at that time, the ticket will not be closed. Thus,
CLECs are given the opportunity to dispute the charges at the time of closure.

165. Additionally, Qwest’s process is to hold a designed services
trouble ticket for two weeks after closure before sending the charges to billing.
This provides the CLEC with another opportunity to dispute repair. Further, in
the event that repair charges were quoted by an MCO technician in a previous
trouble report that is less than two weeks old, and a subsequent trouble report
finds the trouble to be in the Qwest network, the CLEC has a third opportunity
to dispute the initial trouble ticket charge with the MCO technician working the
subsequent trouble report.

166. Therefore, CLECs can dispute repair charges for designed
services at ticket closure, any time up to two weeks after ticket closure, and

after accepting repair charges (if a subsequent trouble finds a previously-billed

210 Seeid.
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trouble to have been incorrectly repaired or within the Qwest network). Finally,
after the charges have been sent to billing, the CLEC can contact their Qwest
billing representative to dispute any repair-related charges.

167. Finally, in response to an Eschelon CR, 21! Qwest is
evaluating with the CLEC community through CMP whether a mechanism
should be created to forward repair invoices to the CLECs for delivery to their
end users. Qwest will present its response to this CR at the next CMP meeting,
scheduled for August 21, 2002.

3. Pair Gain Testing

168. Eschelon asserts that Qwest will not accept a trouble ticket
for loops provisioned on pair gain, such as Digital Loop Carrier, without
receiving either test results or authorization to apply “Optional Testing
Charges.” 212 Eschelon claims it cannot “obtain accurate testing results” when
Qwest provisions service over pair gain systems. 213

169. Qwest’s maintenance and repair process requires the CLEC
to isolate trouble to the Qwest network before passing a trouble report to
Qwest. This entails the CLEC dispatch a technician to the end user customer’s
premises and testing from the network demarcation point toward the customer
and, failing to find the trouble in that direction, testing the circuit toward

Qwest’s side of the demarcation. In the scenario where the trouble is on a

211 See Reply Exhibit LN-25 (Change Request CR-053002-1).
212 See Eschelon at 14-15.
213 See Eschelon at 14-15.
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circuit that is provisioned on pair gain the CLEC should be able, using
standardized, readily available test sets, to test the circuit between the
customer premises demarcation and Qwest’s pair gain system. CLECs can
accurately test to this point.

170. If the CLEC provides information when it establishes a
trouble ticket with Qwest that the trouble is on a circuit containing “Pair Gain”
and provides the actual test results obtained from the technician dispatch to
the customer premises, and the trouble is ultimately found to be in Qwest’s
network, no “Optional Testing Charge” will result.

171. If Eschelon identifies scenarios where it is charged “Optional
Testing Charges” in error, it can dispute these charges through normal billing
dispute channels starting with its billing representative. Additionally, should
Eschelon experience refusal by Qwest to accept trouble reports when Pair Gain
exists and test results are provided, Eschelon should escalate within the repair
process for immediate resolution.

4. Branding and Customer Confusion

172. Eschelon asserts that Qwest technicians are providing
Eschelon end user customers (in Arizona and Washington) with Qwest branded
repair invoices (Time and Materials Invoice). 21* The Time and Materials Invoice
contains the date, the customer’s name and address, the reason for the visit,

the technician’s name, and any applicable repair charges.

214 See Eschelon at 13.
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173. Qwest’s repair process states that Qwest personnel shall not
leave Time and Materials Invoices with CLEC end user customers. Instances of
non-compliance of this process by Qwest technicians should be reported to
Qwest for corrective action. Qwest’s records indicate this situation has
occurred with a limited number (5) of Eschelon’s end user customers between
November 2001 and May 2002. Qwest has taken corrective actions to ensure
that field technicians do not leave these invoices with CLEC end user
customers in the future. There were no similar incidents with Eschelon end
user customers in June 2002.

5. Untimeliness and Insufficient Information on Bills

174. Eschelon claims that Qwest provides untimely bills for
maintenance charges and also provides insufficient information on those bills.

215 These claims are addressed below, in Section VI.

215 See Eschelon at 14-15.
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V1. BILLING

A. Wholesale Bill Accuracy, Completeness, and Timeliness

175. The FCC has held that a BOC must provide CLECs with
nondiscriminatory access to the BOC’s billing functions to satisfy Section 271.
More specifically, a BOC must establish that it provides CLECs with (1) a
complete, accurate, and timely DUF; and (2) complete, accurate, and timely
Wholesale bills. 216

176. BOCs do not have to provide a particular form of access to
OSS. Indeed, the FCC has held that “compliance with industry standards is
not a requirement of providing nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions,” 217
and that adherence to OSS industry standards “is not a prerequisite.” 218
Thus, a BOC can satisfy the requirement to provide CLECs with
nondiscriminatory access to Wholesale bills in more than one way.

177. In the past, a BOC’s ability to meet the FCC’s standard has
been assessed using the UNE-P bill. This is because UNE-P is among the most
complex services ordered by CLECs. It is axiomatic that a BOC’s ability to bill
UNE-P on a complete, accurate and timely basis is representative of its billing
capabilities as a whole. The numerous examples provided in this Reply

Declaration therefore focus primarily on UNE-P bills.

216 See New Jersey 271 Order at {121; Pennsylvania 271 Order at 13.
217 See Louisiana 271 Order at 1137.
218 See New York 271 Order at {88.
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1. Wholesale Bill Format Options

178. As explained in Qwest’s initial OSS Declaration, CLECs can
receive Wholesale bills in paper format, as well as in three electronic formats:
(1) ASCII; (2) EDI; and (3) BOS for UNE-P. 21 Each of these formats is
described briefly below.

179. ASCII: ASCII (American Standard Code for Information
Interchange) is a standard way of representing characters and symbols in
electronic form. ASCII was published in 1968 as ANSI (American National
Standards Institute) X3.4. In 1972, it was adopted as an international
standard as ISO-646-IRV (ISO - International Organization for
Standardization). The current version is ANSI X3.4-1986 (R1997). The
abstract of this version on the ANSI web site states:

Details information interchange among
information processing systems, communication
systems, and associated equipment. Specifies a
set of 128 characters (control characters and
graphics characters such as letters, digits, and
symbols) with their coded representation. This
standard was first listed in the September 15,
1995 issue of Standards Action. It is being
resubmitted due to substantive changes to the
text. 220

219 See OSS Decl. at | 498.

220 See Document Details, available at
http:/ /webstore.ansi.org/ansidocstore/
product.asp?sku=ANSI+INCITS+4%2D1986+%28R1997%29.
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Qwest's documentation on the use of its ASCII bill is available to the public. 221
The documentation contains a large amount of information useful for
understanding the process and benefits of receiving an ASCII bill. It discusses
how ASCII bills are sent to the CLEC, what steps CLECs should perform to
import the data into their own software, and how the data is formatted. It also
describes the layout of the various ASCII records, identifying the kind of data
that is presented in each, and discusses some of the technical details of ASCII.
Qwest’s documentation also includes a “Frequently Asked Questions” section.
180. ASCII-formatted bills can be received by CLECs via Web
access, on CD ROM, or on diskette 222 for all product and service types billed in
CRIS, including Resale such as Centrex, PBX, and Private Line Service, and
UNEs such as Unbundled Loops, Line Sharing, Sub-Loops, EELs, and UNE-P.
181. The overwhelming majority of CLECs ordering UNE-P from
Qwest receive their Wholesale bills in ASCII format, along with a paper bill. For
example, 21 of the 29 CLECs 223 ordering UNE-P in the five Application states
receive their Wholesale bills in this format, with the remaining seven receiving

paper only.

221 See BillMate® Billing Diskette / CD ROM Customer Guide, available at
http:/ /www.qwest.com/largebusiness/products/downloads/BMDiskCustGuid
ecurrent.pdf. See Reply Exhibit CLD-26 (Excerpt of BillMate / CD ROM
Customer Guide).

222 See OSS Decl. at § 498.

223 The state-by-state breakdown is as follows: seven out of 11 CLEC in
Colorado, four out of four CLECs in Idaho, two out of four CLECs is Iowa, and
four out of five CLECS in each of Nebraska and North Dakota.
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182. EDI: EDI (Electronic Data Interchange) is the computer-to-
computer exchange of documents in a standard format. EDI uses the ANSI
X.12 811 transaction set. The Telecommunications Industry Forum (TCIF),
sponsored by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS),
develops the telecommunications industry guidelines for use of EDI. The
guidelines are documented in TCIF document TCIF-98-025, “T'CIF EDI Billing
Guidelines, Issue 9 ANSI ASC X12)”. Qwest’s EDI documentation is available
to the public. 22¢ EDI bills are available for all CRIS-billed services. EDI format
bills can be received via VAN, NDM, FTP or Web access. 225

183. One CLEC ordering UNE-P has recently elected to receive its
Wholesale bill in EDI format in the five Application states.

184. BOS: The CABS BOS® (Billing Output Specifications)
provides companies with the generic detailed specifications to support the
billing function for Interconnect and Access Billing Systems. The Telcordia
Technologies Billing group maintains the specifications. The specifications are
guidelines only. Each Exchange company makes the final decision whether to
use any of the specifications. New versions of BOS are scheduled every 6
months. Each year, one version is scheduled to become effective March 1, and
the second becomes effective September 1. No more than 2 major versions of

BOS are valid at any time. Version releases should be implemented during the

224 See BillMate® EDI, available at
www.qwest.com/pcat/large_business/product/ 1,1354,540_4_8-6,00.html.

228 See OSS Decl. at § 498.
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three-month implementation window that begins on the version effective date.
The CABS Billing Data Tape Differences List is the way providers communicate
to their customers any deviation from the guidelines. Telcordia provides an
industry standard template to use when notifying customers of these
deviations.

185. The BOS Billing records contain sections matching the paper
bill, i.e., Balance Due, Current Charges, Payments, Adjustments, Usage,
Circuit Detail, and Taxes. The electronic BOS CSR records are laid out in
sections, i.e., Account Information, Services & Features, and Taxes and
Summaries. Both the BOS Billing and CSR record layouts are comprised of a
record with 225 bytes. Using Telcordia’s record layout definitions, CLECS can
determine what data is contained in each field.

186. On April 19, 2002, Qwest notified CLECs that it would make
available Wholesale UNE-P bills in BOS format with a target production date as
of July 1, 2002. Currently, one CLEC — AT&T - has requested and received its
UNE-P bills in a BOS format; three UNE-P bills were rendered in July 2002.
Two other CLECs have expressed interest in receiving the BOS format for their
UNE bills, and Qwest is currently working with these CLECs to determine what
may be required for them to transition to the BOS format in the future.

187. Qwest works with those CLEC’s interested in receiving CRIS
bills in a BOS format by providing a test tape upon request from their SDC.
The Qwest Process Specialist handling media processes will coordinate with the

CLEC’s IT department to make sure transmission of the test file is received
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successfully. Then Qwest requests feedback from the CLEC and collaboratively
works with the CLEC to resolve any questions or issues. WorldCom received a
test file from Qwest on July 8, 2002. Vartech was sent a test tape as well on
July 17, 2002.

188. To create the BOS format bill, Qwest converts the CRIS
billing data into a BOS format and transmits it to the customer. The CLEC
then reviews the Differences List provided by Qwest to guide its development
efforts. 226 Qwest’s offers BOS-formatted bills (for UNE-P) via NDM, Web
access, diskette or BDT. 227

189. In addition to its current offering of the BOS format bill,
Qwest is working a CMP CR which requests that Loops be billed on a BOS
format bill. Qwest will add Unbundled Loop Analog and Digital products to the
framework in subsequent phases: Phase One is planned for October 26, 2002,
for analog 2 wire loops; Phase Two is planned for December 31, 2002, for
digital loops.

2. Wholesale Bill Content

190. ASCII-formatted bills contain the same data that paper bills
contain at the summary account level and sub-account level. Thus, the ASCII
and paper bills contain (1) the same key billing elements and summarization
points as the paper bill; (2) matching dollar amounts; (3) enough information to

permit a third party to recalculate the charges based on the information

226 See Reply Exhibit CLD-27 (BOS Version 37 Differences List).
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present; and (4) are in balance, meaning the sum of every charge or credit on
both bills result in the stated total at the next highest level of detail. 228 BOS-
and EDI-formatted bills, used in conjunction with electronic CSRs, contain
similar information.

191. The same CRIS data source is used to create both the paper
and electronic bills. Moreover, Qwest employs as an additional safeguard a
mechanized process to ensure that the bill totals on paper and electronic bills
are the same. 22° To the extent Qwest discovers an electronic bill containing
dollar amount information that does not match the paper bill, the electronic
bill is changed to match the paper bill before it is delivered to the CLEC. 230
Qwest plans to augment this process in September 2002.

192. As noted above, for each electronic format that Qwest
provides — ASCII, EDI, and BOS - Qwest offers CLECs a variety of transmission
methods. 231  Regardless of format or transmission method,
telecommunications service charges on Qwest bills break down into three

types: (1) Monthly Recurring Charges; (2) Non-recurring and Fractional

227 See OSS Decl. at ] 498.

228 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at 1120-21 & n.63. ASCII bills are used to
validate current charges, and thus do not contain balances past due; however,
this information is readily available on the first page of the paper bill. Notably,
the FCC has held that the electronic and paper bill formats do not have to
exactly mirror each other. See id. at §29.

229 See id. at  500.
230 See id. at 500 & n.706.
281 .
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Charges (sometimes called “Other Charges & Credits,” or “OCC”); and (3) Usage
Charges. For each type, Qwest provides equivalent information on the
electronic bill as is found on the paper bill.

193. A description of these charges, along with illustrations of
how they appear on paper and BOS bills, was provided to the FCC in an ex
parte filing on July 10, 2002. 232 For further illustration, an explanation of
how these charges appear on paper and ASCII bills is attached to this
Declaration. 233

a. Monthly Recurring Charges

194. Every CRIS-generated Summary Bill, whether electronic or
paper, contains a “Summary of Services” section that lists the total number of
all the services billed in a given billing period per account number. Every billed
USOC, regardless of sub account, is included here. This aggregation of
information enables CLECs to validate at a summary level that their USOC
quantities are correct.

195. To validate that Qwest is correctly billing monthly recurring
charges, a CLEC would begin by comparing the USOC quantity in the
Summary of Service section of the Summary Bill to the USOC quantity the

CLEC expected to see in its own records. A match in the USOC quantity would

232 Reply Exhibit LN/CLD-10 (Qwest July 10 Ex Parte on Billing, Bill
Auditability, Manual Service Order Accuracy, Jeopardy Notices and Loop
Qualification).

233 See Reply Exhibit CLD-28 (ASCII and Paper Format Bill Comparison).
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indicate the bill’s accuracy. If the USOC quantities did not match, the CLEC

could mechanically look in the Itemized Service section of its sub-accounts and

determine whether the service that was billed should in fact have been billed.
196. At the sub-account level, Qwest provides itemization of each

monthly service billed for that particular sub-account. This section includes:

o A description of each service;
. The rate for each service;
o The quantity for each service; and

. The USOC code and working telephone number for each
service (in the ASCII bill, as well as in electronic CSRs).

A CLEC can validate a particular sub-account by going to the “Monthly
Services” section of that sub-account’s page in the bill. The Itemized Service
section provides a plain English description of each monthly service item billed
for that sub-account and the rate for that service. This provides CLECs with
the information they need to audit the monthly services billed for each sub-
account.
b. Non-Recurring and Fractional Charges

197. Qwest’s electronic bill formats provide fractional and non-
recurring charges at a sub-account level. For ASCII and EDI formats, this
information is provided in the “Service Additions and Changes” section. The

BOS bill provides this information in the “Other Charges and Credits” section.
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198. A side-by-side comparison of ASCII-, EDI-, and BOS-
formatted bills demonstrates that the audit-affecting information is the same:
234

o The service order number for the change;

. The purchase order number (PON} from the CLEC’s LSR;

) The service dates of the activity;

) The involved USOCs and their descriptions; and

. The net amount of the charge for the service order.

199. The presence of these items enables CLECs to audit the
charges and verify that they are being billed accurately. To validate that these
charges are correct, the CLEC would match the service order or PON number to
its service records. The CLEC then would confirm that the service dates and
USOCs are correct, and could validate the net amount billed by comparing the
amount billed to its expected results.

c. Usage Charges

200. The third major type of charges on a bill is usage charges.
Qwest’s ASCII, EDI, and BOS bill formats summarize categorized usage at a
telephone number level. Providing usage charges at the telephone number
level allows CLECs receiving ASCII-, EDI- or BOS-formatted bills to validate the

usage against the DUF.

234 Qwest’s CRIS bill format also provides the monthly rate associated with
the USOCs that are added or removed with the order activity.
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201. The local usage on Qwest’s ASCII and EDI bill includes local
and Shared Transport minutes. Qwest also provides call-by-call detail for all
Qwest intralLATA toll calls and pay-per-use features, such as Last Call Return
or Continuous Redial, that bill to the CLEC. Qwest provides this usage data to
CLECs with the identical level of detail that Qwest provides to its Retail
customers.

202. The BOS billing format provides summarized usage billing
pursuant to industry guidelines. On the BOS bill, local switching and toll
usage is summarized at the TN level and broken down into applicable billing
categories.

3. Evidence of Completeness, Accuracy, and Timeliness

203. Qwest’s initial OSS Declaration identified with particularity
the manner in which Qwest’s Wholesale bills meet the FCC’s “complete,
accurate and timely” standard. 235 Qwest’s Wholesale bill timeliness, as
measured by BI-2, has met the parity (by design) standard from January
through June 2002, averaging 95% delivery within ten business days. 236
Further support regarding the completeness and accuracy of Qwest’s

Wholesale bills appears below.

235 See OSS Decl. at ]9539-43.

236 Seeid. Tests 20 and 20.7 of KPMG’s Third Party Test also confirms that
timeliness of Qwest’s Wholesale bills. See id. at 589, 592 (citing Final Report at
441-54, 457-80).
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a. Third Party Test
204. KPMG'’s Third Party Test of Qwest’s OSS established that
Qwest’s Wholesale bills are complete and accurate. Specifically, Test 20
evaluated Qwest’s ability to accurately bill charges on the appropriate bill and
Test 20.7 examined Qwest’s operational processes in connection with bill
production. 237 Qwest passed both of these tests without any “no satisfied”
findings. 238
b. Commercial Performance Results
205. Qwest’s commercial performance results for BI-3A, which
measures billing accuracy, and BI-4A, which measures bill completeness,
further support a finding that Qwest’s Wholesale bills are complete and
accurate. Overall, Qwest’s Wholesale results for both BI-3A and BI-4A in the
five Application states has been strong, with Qwest meeting parity in the
majority of cases. 23° When Qwest did not meet the parity standard, Qwest
explained the circumstances surrounding the miss. But even when Qwest
missed the standard, its performance consistently was above the 92nd

percentile. 240

237 See OSS Decl. at 19588, 591 (citing Final Report at 435, 455).
238 See id. at 9589, 592 (citing Final Report at 441-54, 457-80).
239 Seeid. at §1545-54, 556-68. See also Section I, infra.

240 See id.
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c. Disputed Dollar Amounts

206. Qwest’s receipt of disputes from CLECs supports the fact
that Qwest’s bills are auditable. In the five Application states between January
through May 2002, disputes on UNE bills totaled nearly $149,000 on a billed
base of nearly $52,000,000, resulting in 0.3% disputed charges. 241

d. Auditability

207. The FCC has elaborated on the requirement that a BOC
provide “complete, accurate and timely” Wholesale bills by stating that such
bills must be “readable, auditable, and accurate.” 242 Satisfying the bill
auditability requirement requires that bill information can be easily transferred
to a computer spreadsheet, computer software, or other electronic system that
allows CLECs to mechanically manipulate and audit the data. 243 Qwest
electronic billing options meet the requirement.

208. As an additional matter, it is worth noting that, during the
three years of Section 271 Checklist workshops and the ROC Third Party Test,
no CLEC questioned the auditability of Qwest’s Wholesale bills until just days
before Qwest filed this Application. The only time the issue of bill auditability
came up even remotely was when CLECs asked KPMG whether it had verified

whether CLEC bills were auditable, to which Mike Weeks responded: “I think it

241 A look at our 14 state UNE disputes shows more than $1,140,000
disputed on a base of $121,000,000 billed with 0.94% of bills in dispute.

242 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at §22.
243 Seeid. at Y17, n.51.
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speaks for itself that, in fact we did audit the bills, so one could infer that they
are auditable. 244 Other than this question, auditablity was never raised as an
issue.
i. Commercially Available Software

209. Qwest can — and has - provided evidence that CLECs can
audit their Wholesale ASCII bills. 245> As noted above, the data provided in
ASCII-formatted bills can be — and are — easily downloaded by CLECs into
commercially available software for viewing and analysis. For example, CLECs
use Microsoft Excel or Access, commercially available spreadsheet or database
programs, to evaluate the accuracy of their ASCII-formatted bills. To the extent
a CLEC'’s bill contains too many lines such that using Microsoft Excel is
deemed not feasible, CLECs may request additional segmentation of the sub-
accounts associated with each summary bill, alleviating that concern. Also,
Microsoft Access and other commercially available software packages do not
contain such line limits.

210. The following steps will allow the CLEC to prepare the ASCII
file for further validation in Microsoft Access: 246

1. First, the CLEC would extract the billing information from
the file.

244 Colorado OSS Hearing June 10, 2002 at 168, lines 19-22.
245 See Qwest July 23 Ex Parte.

246 See Qwest July 18, 2002 Ex Parte (describing the step-by-step process a
CLEC would use to audit an ASCII-formatted bill on a spreadsheet like
Microsoft Excel).
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Qwest sends the ASCII bill file as an “executable” (*.exe) type
file. The CLEC should execute/run the file.

Once the file has run, the Windows dialog screen shown
below will automatically appear on the user’s PC (assuming a
Windows operating system is being used).

8-2600702-05-28/$packing.Ist

8-2600/02-05-28/800SLINE.DET
B-2600/02-05-28/ACCOUNT.SUM
8-2600/02-05-28/ACTIVITY.SUM
5-2600/02-05-28/ADJUST.DET
8-2600702-05-28/AIRTIME DET
B-2600/02-05-28/DELIVSVYCDET
8-2600/02-05-28/DIRADY.DET

This Windows dialog screen allows CLECs to extract
individual sections of each summary bill for future use. To
extract the “Monthly Services Detail” section of a given
summary bill (for example), the CLEC would select the item
entitled “MONSERV.DET” (for the desired summary account
number), select the desired location to extract the file to, and
then click on “Extract Item(s)”.

The CLEC would then repeat the previous step until all of
the desired bill files have been extracted.

Once all files have been extracted, the CLEC clicks “Done”
and the dialog screen will close.

Second, the CLEC must change the .det file to a .txt file.
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The CLEC should right click on the lower left hand corner
button marked ‘Start’.

Then the CLEC would click on ‘Explore’.

Next, the CLEC would select the folder to which the bill files
were saved.

After that, the CLEC would click once on the file to change,
for example, “Monserve.det.”

The CLEC would click on the “File” button in the upper left
hand corner and select “Rename.”

Then the CLEC would retype the name to reflect
“Monserve.txt” and hit enter.

Finally, the CLEC would reply Yes’ to the pop up screen,
changing the file to a .txt file that could be imported into MS
Access.

Third, the CLEC would import the billing information into
Microsoft Access. As with any type of repetitive activity
within Microsoft Access, developing a macro can simplify the
steps involved and ensure the same sequence of events and
standardization of fields and field names.

o The first step would be to create an Import Macro by
defining an IMPORT SPECIFICATION. To complete
this, the CLEC would perform the following steps:

. Launch Microsoft Access,

. Click on the “Tables” tab,

) Click on the “NEW” button,

. Click on the “IMPORT TABLE” option in the text box,
. Click on the “OK” button

. Locate the text file you wish to import,

. Click on the file name to highlight file name,

o Click on the “IMPORT” button,
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With the beginning of the file appearing in a new
window, click the radio button for Delimited file,

Click on the “NEXT” button,

Click the radio button for the type of delimiter used in
this file, which is the comma on the ASCII files,

Set the Check box for “First Row Contains Column
Headings”,

Click on the “NEXT” button,
Click the radio button for “IN A NEW TABLE”
Click on the “NEXT” button,

For each column, click on the column and fill in FIELD
NAME, FIELD TYPE, INDEX, or Do not import,

Click on the “NEXT” button after all columns have
been defined,

Click the radio button for “LET ACCESS ADD
PRIMARY KEY,”

Click on the “NEXT” button,

Click on the “ADVANCED” button,

Click on the “SAVE AS” button,

Type in a User Friendly Specification Name,

Click on the “OK” button to save the new specification,
and

Click on the “OK” button again to complete the
specification definition.

Now the CLEC is ready to import the individual file by
clicking on the “Finish” button. Once the Import
Specification is defined, the CLEC can build an Import
Macro. The import Macro will allow the CLEC to load
files into a table at the click of the mouse. Below are
the necessary steps:
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Click on the “Macros” tab,
Click on the “NEW” button,

In the column titled “Action,” select the action
“TransferText,”

Set the “Transfer Type” to “Import Delimited,”

Set the “Specification Name” to the name of the
specification created during the previous steps,

Set the “Table Name” to any user friendly Table Name,

Set the “File Name” to the exact location, including any
network path information, and name of the text file to
be imported,

In the Column titled “Action” in the row below
“Transfer Text,” select the action “RunSQL,”

Type DELETE * FROM TableName WHERE BAN =%#1'in
the SQL Statement field,

The Use Transaction should be Yes, and finally

Save the Macro and it is ready to be used.

211. Itis recommended that a new Import Specification and

Macro be created for each unique bill section and/or DUF layout to be

imported into Access. Once created, the CLEC can simply run the desired

Macro to import files for further analysis.

ii. Vendors

212. CLECs also can - and have — purchased or licensed bill-

auditing software for their own use or outsourced their bill analysis and

auditing functions to commercial vendors that specialize in this function.

These vendors include the following:
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. TEOCO Corp. — Teoco has a program — BillTrak Pro -
currently used by companies such as ICG
Communications, XO Communications, and
Allegiance. 247

o broad:margin 248 is a company that provides both
software and outsource validation services. It has 10 —

247 TEOCO states that

“BillTrak Pro is the total invoice and cost
management solution. Our system enables you
to improve your network cost management
process, so you can save 6-8% in annual
network costs. Now you can easily process your
CABS, SECAB, EDI 811 and proprietary invoices
using BillTrak Pro, verify charges against your
internal data, and compare these costs by
interfacing with LERG, NECA #4 and CCMI's
TelView Plus rate database.”

See www.teoco.com/tts/btp.htm.

248 broad:margin indicates that its Total Service Resale & UNE-P
Reconciliation Practice has helped competitive carriers realize 10-30 percent
improvement in their margins.

The Total Service Resale & UNE-P Reconciliation
Practice area uses ILEC cost data to perform
revenue assurance assessments, cost audits,
and rate audits. By enabling competitive carriers
to compare ILEC inventories with their own
billing system, revenue leakage areas are
identified and resolved. Cost audits identify ILEC
overcharges while rate audits can yield
opportunities for rate increases and cost
reductions.

See www.broadmargin.com /resale.html. broad:margin also issues licenses for
the software employed in our service bureau, BillTamer™ and NetTamer™.

See id.

BillTamer™ is a powerful cost management
system that automatically processes, validates,
and manages telecom access bills. It audits and
analyzes complex inter-carrier bills, enabling
competitive carriers to reduce these expenses.
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15 CLECs purchasing UNE-P that use its service.
Today Qwest receives disputes from broad:margin on
behalf of at least one CLEC.

. CHR Solutions. 249 CHR Solutions has had 20 - 30
CLECs use its service.

. Murphy Software Consulting, Inc. 250

° HTL Telemanagement Ltd. 25!

249 CHR indicates that it “provides services designed to ensure that your
company is receiving all possible revenues. This includes:

CLEC - Resale Audit;
CLEC - Facilities Based /UNE-P audit;
Interconnection Agreement Billings;
Carrier Access Billing Training and Implementation; [and]
Carrier Access Billing Audit.
See www.chrsolutions.com/comp/comp.htm.
250 Murphy Software Consulting offers to do the following:

Read your local resale vendor’s detailed
electronic invoice. Find and recover vendor
overcharges. Validate your own customer
revenue. Organize information, analyze profits,
and create financial reports.”

See www.localaudit.com/Eliminate_Overcharges/eliminate_overcharges.html
251 HTL Telemanagement describes its NetBill software as follows:

NetBill loads electronic CABs bills and compare
and validate CABS billed usage and inventory
data. NetBill automatically takes your CABS
data and stores this information into a historical
database for easy to extract reporting. Use
NetBill to build your circuit inventory including
Channel Facility Assignment trees, making it
easier to compare your high bandwidth
multiplexed circuits with your current
provisioning system. Estimates of the maximum
UNE-P charges that should be expected and
creation of usage summaries to perform
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L TPC. 252

iii.

Billing Disputes Received

213. That CLECs have submitted billing disputes to Qwest in

connection with their UNE-P bills is proof positive that CLECs can — and are -

able to load, read and audit their ASCII bills. 253 The majority of the CLEC

disputes Qwest has received fall into two main categories: (1) charging the

wrong rate, or (2) charging for a USOC not installed. Qwest has attached as

exhibits to this Declaration examples of CLEC billing disputes for bills received

comparisons that will identify instances of over

billing.”

See www.htlt.com/products/netplan/netbill. htm.
252 TPC offers the following:

“The LSP Ordering System is the featured
product. Our install base is currently 28 pre-
paid CLECs in eleven states and growing every
day. By far the most popular back-end solution
for CLECs! The LSP Ordering system is
configured to process orders for Southwestern
Bell, Bell South, Pacific Bell, Verizon (Bell
Atlantic and GTE), Qwest, Sprint, and Alltel. We
are adding more ILECs all the time! Comparing
the ILEC’s bill to your records can be costly and
time consuming. Parity allows our LSP Ordering
System customers to achieve bill reconciliation
in minutes. Simply drop the CD from the ILEC
into your CD-ROM drive and within minutes, a
comprehensive detailed report is generated.
Discrepancies and exceptions are highlighted
and formatted so reclamation can begin
immediately. We even provide standard report
formatting to send directly to the ILEC for back-
up documentation.”

See http:/ /theprogramcompany.com/products.htm.
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in ASCII format, downloaded into Microsoft Excel spreadsheets and provided to

Qwest to substantiate their disputes.

CLEC 1: This CLEC is disputing certain UNE-P charges
totaling $978.51. 254

CLEC 2: This CLEC is also disputing certain UNE-P
charges totaling $67.06. 255

CLEC 3: This CLEC is disputing two different UNE-P bills
in the amounts of $613.14 and $1657.66, respectively. 256

CLEC 4: This CLEC submitted disputes for a number of
different UNE-P accounts totaling $12,229.37. These
disputes include claims for all states which this CLEC
serves in the Qwest territory. 257

CLEC 5: This is a dispute from a reseller on Directory
Assistance charges it felt were in error totaling $153.32.
258

iv. CLEC Testimonials

214. CLECs themselves indicate that Qwest’s bills provide

sufficient information to support bill auditing. 25° For example, broad:margin

stated in a July 26, 2002, e-mail to Qwest that it has successfully been able to

audit and validate bills of Global Crossing, and to dispute any such bills when

See Reply Exhibit CLD-28 (Qwest July 25 Ex Parte on Bill Auditability)

See id. (Page three of the five-page CLEC 3 dispute filed in the Ex Parte

was for a Resale account which was subsequently converted to UNE-P) (CLECs

1, 2 and 3).

257

238

259

See Reply Exhibit CLD-30 (CLEC 4 Dispute).
See Reply Exhibit CLD-31 (CLEC 5 Dispute).

See Reply Exhibit CLD-32 (CLEC Testimonials).
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necessary. 260 An e-mail from Integra Telecom explained that it audits its UNE
bills but needed additional BANs. Qwest immediately responded and will make
the additional BANs available to Integra Telecom on August 1, 2002. 261
Furthermore, Ionex confirmed that it audits its bills using its own audit
program. 262
V. Additional Information Available to CLECs

215. Each CLEC has a specific billing SDC assigned to it who is
familiar with the CLEC account and the products and services the CLEC uses.
The SDC acts as a CLEC’s single point of contact for billing questions and
claims. Qwest provides billing overview information to CLECs on Qwest’s
website. 263 Qwest also provides CLECs with considerable information
regarding their bills and offers a toll-free number for electronic bill-related

question. 264 Finally, Qwest provides a web-based class, Introduction to

260 Id.
261 Id.
262 Id,

263 See Billing — Customer Records and Information System (CRIS) - V10.0,
available at www.qwest.com /wholesale/clecs/cris.html; Billing — Integrated
Access Billing System (IABS) - V3.0, available at
www.qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/iabs. html; Billing — Billing and Receivable
Tracking (BART) — V2.0, available at

www.qwest.com /wholesale/clecs/bart.htlm.

264 See BillMate® Billing Diskette / CD ROM Customer Guide, available at
www.qwest.com/largebusiness/products/downloads/BMDiskCustGuidecurren
t.pdf; See Reply Exhibit CLD-26 (Excerpt of BillMate / CD ROM Customer
Guide); BillMate® EDI, available at

www.qwest.com /pcat/large_business/product/ 1,1354,540_4_8-6,00.html.
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Service Requests and Billing for CLECs, to support CLECs and their billing
questions. 265

216. To Qwest’s knowledge, CLEC’s have asked specific questions
about their Wholesale bills, but no CLEC has sought specialized training for
auditing Wholesale bills. Qwest remains committed to providing CLECs with
the information they need to read, load and audit their bills. In sum, Qwest is
committed to provide the fullest level of billing support needed by CLECs.

4, Bill Dispute Policy

217. Qwest’s bill dispute policies and procedures ensure that
CLECs can easily inquire about the services and charges found on the
Wholesale bill. In fact, Qwest’s billing dispute procedures specifically are
designed to reduce the burden on CLECs. 266 Qwest’s procedures permit
CLECSs to file disputes from any bill, regardless of format, with only a minimum
of information, do not currently assess late payment charges, and usually
resolve disputes within 30 days.

218. Qwest adheres to a detailed set of instructions for resolving

CLEC disputes that SDCs use for reference. %67 In addition, Qwest provides

265 See Introduction to Service Requests & Billing for CLECs, available at
www.qwest.com/wholesale/training/tsc.html.

266 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at 140.

267 See Reply Exhibit CLD-33 (Disputes-Wholesale).
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CLECs themselves with considerable information regarding their bills and
offers a toll-free number for bill-related questions. 268

219. To facilitate CLECs ability to audit bills, dispute charges,
and get timely resolution, Qwest has in place a number of CLEC-friendly
policies and procedures. First, Qwest acknowledges and investigates billing
disputes based on any kind of formatted bill that Qwest provides. And as
described above, CLECs can, and indeed are, submitting billing disputes on
ASCII-formatted bills. Verizon took a slightly different approach, by permitting
its CLECs to designate the BOS BDT bill as the bill of record, but with the
same effect of permitting CLECs to initiate disputes on its two bill offerings. 269
Qwest, by allowing claims to be submitted based on any of its bills, alleviates
any concern that a CLEC may have about selecting either the paper or EDI
format as the bill of record. 270

220. Second, Qwest neither requires end-user level detail to
initiate a billing dispute claim of a systemic nature nor requires the use of a
particular form to submit disputes. Qwest will acknowledge any claim as long
as the CLEC provides a minimal amount of information to investigate the

claim. But Qwest does request that CLECs submit all disputes in writing to

268 See BillMate® Billing Diskette / CD ROM Customer Guide, available at
www.qwest.com/largebusiness/products/downloads/BMDiskCustGuidecurren
t.pdf. See Reply Exhibit CLD-26 (Excerpt of BillMate / CD ROM Customer
Guide).

269 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at 21.
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avoid any misunderstanding as to the nature and scope of the dispute. Such
minimal information includes the CLEC Name, email address, contact name,
Billing Account Number, and a brief description of the dispute. 471 Qwest offers
CLECs a billing dispute template which CLECs can also use to initiate billing
disputes. Verizon also had a streamlined process to resolve billing disputes,
one the FCC found to minimize the burden on CLECs. 272 Qwest’s process is
no different.

221. Once Qwest receives a dispute, it verifies the content of the
dispute and sends an acknowledgment of receipt to the CLEC within two
business days. 27¢ If Qwest receives a dispute with incomplete information,
Qwest notifies the CLEC and works with it to get additional information to
allow the SDC to understand the nature of the dispute so that Qwest may
begin its investigation of the claim. Qwest’s goal is to resolve all disputes
within 30 calendar days. Qwest is targeting its performance on these metrics
at a 95% success rate 274 and makes every effort to complete the investigation
as quickly and efficiently as possible. Occasionally, if a dispute involves

multiple departments or other complicated factors, Qwest will negotiate an

270 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at 21 & n.71 (describing that CLECs could
dispute charges only from the Verizon bill of record).

2N See Billing - Customer Records and Information System (CRIS) - V10.0,
available at www.qwest.com /wholesale/clecs/cris.html

272 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at 940.

273 See OSS Decl. at §497.

274 See id.
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extended time frame in which to resolve the dispute while communicating the
status of the dispute to the CLEC on a regular basis. An updated status may
be provided to the CLEC by phone or via email.

222. Qwest’s procedures state that SDCs should “always be aware
of the customers’ viewpoint, always listen to the CLEC’s concerns and make
every effort to establish and maintain a good business relationship”. 275 If
Qwest’s investigation results in a denial of the CLEC’s claim, Qwest always
completely and clearly responds in writing how the conclusion was reached.
Qwest also has a dispute escalation process to follow if there is not a mutually
agreeable resolution. If a billing adjustment is required as part of the
resolution, the SDC will enter the adjustment into the billing system and notify
the customer in a resolution letter. If a CLEC has made payment for the
charges in dispute, Qwest will issue a credit, including interest, for the dispute
if resolved in the CLEC’s favor. However, during the pendancy of the
investigation, Qwest does not require CLECs to pay the disputed amount.

223. Furthermore, Qwest is fair in its administration of the
CLECs “Pay-By Date.” Should Qwest not render a bill within the ten-day
period, Qwest extends the date on which CLECs should pay their bill by the

same length of time Qwest needed to deliver the bill. Verizon enacted similar

275 See Reply Exhibit CLD-32 (Disputes-Wholesale).
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measures to streamline its bill dispute process, which the FCC found
compelling. 276

224. That Qwest’s billing dispute processes are so accommodating
demonstrates that Qwest provides CLECs a meaningful opportunity to
compete. Of note, if a CLEC is late in its bill payment, since January 2002,
Qwest has not charged CLECs any late payment charges. In most cases, Qwest
is contractually authorized through the CLEC’s interconnection agreement to
assess fees to a CLEC that does not pay a bill on time. Because these charges
and the circumstances in which they apply vary, enforcing late payment
charges requires administrative resources and billing function augmentations
currently unavailable. Rather than allocate finite expert resources to
implement the necessary billing function changes to accurately assess late
payment charges, Qwest dedicated its resources to billing functions that
accurately and timely complete bills. Qwest has no plans to charge late
payment charges in 2002 and Qwest does not have a date certain by which it
plans to begin charging such fees. When Qwest decides to reinstate the
assessment of late payment charges, Qwest will provide all CLECs with ample
notice pursuant to the CMP guidelines.

225. Verizon did not charge late payment fees during the time in
which its BOS BDT bill was going through major revisions, something the FCC

noted in evaluating Verizon’s continuing commitment to providing

276 Seeid. at 7140.
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nondiscriminatory access to its billing functions. 277 Because Qwest is also not
assessing late payment charges, the FCC similarly can take comfort in Qwest’s
intent to remain dedicated to providing CLECs with a meaningful opportunity
to compete.

226. Taken together, Qwest has made significant resources
available to support CLECs and eliminated any barriers to bill auditability and
bill dispute claims. Qwest is committed to continuing to address CLEC
concerns and needs regarding bills, as seen by the CRs that Qwest currently
has under way. 278 In fact, Qwest has developed a PID that would measure the
timeliness with which Qwest acknowledges and resolves disputes. Qwest will
submit the proposed PID to Long Term PID Administration. While the details of
the PID are being worked out, Qwest will voluntarily report its results with
results to be reported first in August 2002. 279

5. Billing Change Requests

227. Billing CRs are evaluated according to the process defined in
the CMP Redesign discussions. Either Qwest or a CLEC may introduce billing
CRs to CMP. If a CLEC introduces a CR, Qwest holds a clarification discussion
with that CLEC to ensure that Qwest completely understands what the CLEC
is asking for in the CR. The CLEC then presents the CR to the CMP forum at

the next available monthly systems CMP meeting. Qwest determines a Level Of

277 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at {41.
278 See Reply Exhibit CLD-34 (CMP Billing Change Requests).
279 See Reply Exhibit CLD-35 (Draft PID BI-5).
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Effort (“LOE”) and presents the Qwest Acceptance or Denial Response at a
systems CMP meeting. If the Billing CR is accepted, Qwest moves forward with
scheduling the CR into the next available billing release based on the
complexities and size of the CR. If Qwest denies a CMP request, the originating
CLEC has the right to escalate that denial. This process includes formally
submitting the dispute via a form located at Qwest’s website to receive a
binding position from Qwest. “80 In case of an impasse, the governing
document for Qwest’s Change Management Process further defines a dispute
resolution process that can include arbitration. 281

228. Qwest updates the CR status at the CMP monthly meeting
and tracks the progress of the CR until implemented. After implementation,
the CR enters a period of CLEC testing, and based on the successful
completion of the CLEC test period, the Billing CR will be deemed completed

and will be closed.

B. Daily Usage File

229. To evaluate the accuracy and completeness of the DUF,
KPMG conducted a series of tests lasting approximately one to three weeks in
duration. The first two tests were not initiated due to test bed problems. Once

those test problems were resolved, a total of three region wide DUF tests

280 See Master Red-Lined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-design Framework Interim
Draft - Revised 7-23-02, available at
gwest.com/wholesale/cmp/whatiscmp.html.

281 See id.
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covering Qwest’s were conducted. An additional test evaluated the DUF for
specific call scenarios in the Central region alone.

230. After the first complete DUF test in June 2001, KPMG issued
observations and exceptions, which Qwest responded to by implementing
system fixes and interim processes. These fixes include creating a Pending
Order File (“POF”), work which Qwest already had begun during the test, to
ensure usage is sent to the correct CLEC after a TN changes from one LEC to
another as well as to eliminate duplicate records. 282

231. Following KPMG’s October test, Qwest further enhanced its
billing systems by modifying the POF and implementing other system-wide
fixes. Qwest passed KPMG’s January 2002 test in its Eastern and Western
regions. 283 Qwest made additional minor changes to its billing systems to
correct the few remaining issues in the Central region and passed KPMG’s last
test in March 2002. In many cases, the changes Qwest implemented ensured
that even the most rare types of calls would be included on the DUF. For
example, operated assisted local measured service records were involved for

many of the changes, which only accounts for 0.002% of all calls made in on

282 See Reply Exhibit LN-36 (Summary of DUF Test History).

283 In Eastern, Qwest passed the test criteria relating to DUF completeness
but a subsequent test in March 2002 was needed to confirm the accurate
formatting of records for operator-assisted local measured service calls.
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the Qwest network on an typical day. KPMG concluded that Qwest provides
CLECs with an accurate and complete DUF. 284

232. AT&T nevertheless attempts to disparage Qwest’s capabilities
by claiming that Qwest’s DUF is lacking because Qwest passed KPMG’s DUF
test only “on the sixth try.” 265 AT&T’s argument is wrong on two counts.

First, it did not take Qwest six attempts to pass the DUF test. Rather, as noted
above, KPMG conducted three full tests to evaluate the DUF and an additional
test to evaluate the Central region. 2%¢ The initial two tests were canceled
because of test bed problems. %87 Thus, the number of system-wide DUF tests
that KPMG actually executed is closer to three.

233. Regardless, KPMG’s test was a military-style test that, by
definition, required retesting to ensure that Qwest’s systems are functional.
This approach was no different than the OSS tests conducted for all the other
BOCs that have satisfied Section 271. The FCC rejected an identical claim
made by AT&T almost one year ago in the context of another Section 271
proceeding. “Contrary to AT&T’s argument,” the FCC stated, “the series of fixes

to Verizon’s wholesale billing system prior to its application does not

284  See Final Report at 413-18.
285 See AT&T Comments at 45, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §219.
286 See Reply Exhibit LN-36 (Summary of DUF Test History).

287 Seeid.
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demonstrate that Verizon’s Wholesale billing system was inadequate at the
time it filed its application.” 288

234. Qwest’s willingness to address all DUF-related issues raised
by KPMG through retesting should be applauded, not criticized. The FCC
reached this conclusion in the Pennsylvania 271 proceeding when it held that
“the repeated need for Verizon to correct its billing system during KPMG’s
testing does not diminish Verizon’s credibility, but rather helps demonstrate
Verizon’s commitment to correcting systemic problems in its billing systems.”
289 Viewed in any light, AT&T’s claim is without merit.

235. AT&T’s attempt to discredit Qwest’s DUF with anecdotal
evidence also fails. For instance, AT&T claims that when it commenced local
exchange service using UNE-P in Colorado, Arizona and Washington last year,
Qwest did not provide it with any ADUFs, which transmits access records. 290
But, by its own admission, AT&T did start receiving these records in April
2002, prior to the filing of this application. 29t In fact, Qwest transmitted
access records to AT&T since they first entered the market last year. Qwest
located hundreds of thousands of access records when investigating AT&T’s

claim.

288 See Pennsylvania 271 Order at § 30 n.113.
289 Id. at 7 33, n.123.

290 See AT&T Comments, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Declaration at § 222.

291 See id.
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236. AT&T makes similar claims using anecdotal evidence from
its UNE-P trial in Minnesota. 292 First, the alleged missing DUF records
occurred before Qwest implemented system-wide fixes to the DUF. In fact, all
of AT&T’s results pre-date KPMG’s Third Party Test, which concluded that
Qwest’s DUF is complete and accurate. The evidence AT&T is using to
challenge the DUF, therefore, is stale and irrelevant given the subsequent
system fixes to the DUF.

C. Notice of Rate Updates

237. Eschelon raises concerns regarding inadequate notice of rate
correction. However, as of January 2002, Qwest provides advance notification
to CLECs before implementing rate corrections. 29 Qwest sends these
notifications in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, which enables CLECs to
manipulate the data against their own billing records. CLECs with questions

regarding a notification for a rate change can call their Qwest Billing SDCs.

D. CLEC-Specific Billing Claims

238. Eschelon claims that Qwest provides untimely billing for
maintenance charges and also provides insufficient information on that billing.
294 As an initial matter, less than 0.1% of Qwest’s Wholesale billing is

associated with M&R charges. In response to the first claim of untimely billing

292 See id. at 224.

293 See Billing — Customer Records and Information System (CRIS) - V10.0,
available at www.qwest.com /wholesale/clecs/cris.html.

294 See Eschelon Comments at 14-15.
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of M&R charges, however, Qwest enhanced its process in February 2002 so
that 85% of the billing for maintenance charges is applied automatically when
the notification is received at ticket closure for non-designed services or, for
designed services, after the two-week quality assurance process described
above, improving the speed with which billing is applied. The remaining
volume is handled with an expectation of in-today/out-today processing. Some
delay can be experienced on designed services because of the two-week quality
assurance interval. Finally, bills are not issued on maintenance charges that
are over 45 days old.

239. Eschelon also contends that Qwest provides insufficient
information regarding maintenance charges on its bills. 295 Each bill is detailed
at the sub-account level, as opposed to a summary level, so the CLEC can
relate specific charges to a specific end-user account. For example, there is
never more than one unbundled loop per sub-account, so it’s obvious to which
loop the charges apply. Further, in response to CLEC concerns, Qwest
implemented process modifications in March 2002 to allow the CLEC to relate
more easily the charges on the bill to a specific trouble report. The previous
bill displayed the service order written to apply the M&R charges rather than
the M&R work that was performed. Since March 2002, the bill displays the

date the M&R charge was incurred, not the date the charge was added to the

298 See id.
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bill, so the CLEC can match the charge to a specific trouble ticket and can
more easily audit these charges on its bill.

240. Eschelon proposed a CR (PC053002-1) 29 requesting that
Qwest develop “a process to allow CLECs to dispute miscellaneous [non-
designed] repair charges before Qwest bills them.” Qwest responded to this
request at the July 17 CMP meeting that it felt the current designed services
process (described above in Section IV(D])(1)) meets this request and that Qwest
will continue to investigate options for the non-designed process. Qwest will
provide additional detail around the designed process and provide a response
regarding the non-designed process at the August 21 CMP meeting.

241. Eschelon also makes numerous claims regarding
inaccuracies in its bills. 297 Qwest’s investigation of Eschelon’s claim, however,
indicates that most are not related to system-wide defects in Qwest’s billing
functions. Furthermore, many of Eschelon’s listed claims involve insignificant
dollar amounts. In fact, the total dollar amounts in dispute constitute 0.98%
of Eschelon’s total billed charges for May 2002 in Colorado. Lastly, Eschelon
filed disputes for which Qwest sustained the charges because they were
properly included on Eschelon’s bill. For those disputes that remain open,
preliminary investigation suggests that many of these disputes will be resolved

in Qwest’s favor.

296 See CR PC-053002-1, which is attached as Reply Exhibit LN-25.

297 Eschelon Comments at 23.
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242. Eschelon raises similar concerns arising out of billing in
Minnesota. But Minnesota is not among the states at issue in this proceeding
and not relevant to Qwest’s application for in-region, interLATA service. In

summary, the issues Eschelon raised are not Section 27 1-affecting.
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VII. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

A. Commercial Data on the Number of CLECs Successfully
Testing in SATE is Compelling.

243. As discussed in the Application and in the OSS Declaration,
the commercial data on the number of CLECs going into production through
successful interface testing is strong evidence of the adequacy of Qwest’s test
environments — both SATE and Interoperability. 29¢ As the Commission has
stated on numerous occasions, “actual commercial usage [is] the most
probative evidence that a BOC is providing nondiscriminatory access to its
0SS.” 299

244. With its Application, Qwest filed data regarding the number
of CLECs testing in SATE and in the Interoperability environment as of May 1,
2002. As of May 1, five individual CLECs and five others through a service
bureau had gone into production based successful testing in SATE. 3¢ Qwest
subsequently provided data in the record showing what those numbers were as
of June 1, 2002 (12 days before filing the Application). As of June 1, 2002, a
total of 16 CLECs had successfully tested and gone into production through

SATE (including the five through a service bureau). 3°!

298 Application at 137; OSS Decl. at ]739-740. See, e.g., Texas 271 Order
at 1134.

299 Texas 271 Order at 1102; New Jersey 271 Order at App. C, {31.
300 OSS Decl. at §740; Confidential Exhibit LN-OSS-61.
301 See Qwest July 15 Ex Parte on Confidential EDI Testing Data.
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245. The following table provides more current details (as of July
9, 2002) for CLECs who are in production and have used one or both of the
Qwest IMA-EDI test environments. The details for these totals are set forth in
Confidential Exhibit LN-OSS-61 and Confidential Reply Exhibit LN-37.

CLECs Successfully Completing Testing in
Interoperability and SATE

Test Notarianni OSS Current
Environment Declaration (data as of 07/09/02)
(data as of 05/01/02) (data same at filing)**

Interoperability 26 27
SATE 5 Individual CLECs and 11 Individual CLECs

5 CLECs Through Service and

Bureau 5 CLECs Through
Service Bureau

Total # CLECs* 29 31

* CLECs may have used one or both of the Interoperability & SATE Test Environments across
releases tested. Therefore the Total’ count of CLECs is not equal to the sum of the number of
CLECs testing in Interoperability & SATE in the columns labeled ‘Notarianni OSS Declaration’
and ‘Current’.

** The numbers in this column were the same as of June 1, 2002. 302

246. As of July 9, 2002, there were also 4 CLECs who were
currently in the process of using SATE to test IMA-EDI but had not completed
the testing and are therefore not reflected in the “Current Individual CLEC”

numbers above. 393 One of these four CLECs, which is currently using SATE

302 See Qwest July 15 Ex Parte on Confidential EDI Testing Data.

303 See id.
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and is doing its own testing, has previously used a Service Bureau and is
counted in the “Current CLECs through Service Bureau” number above. 304
247. The Pseudo-CLECs in both the ROC and Arizona OSS tests
certified across multiple EDI releases using the Interoperability Test
Environment for use in submitting functionality test transactions. In the
Arizona OSS Test, HP also did an independent evaluation and certified using
the SATE test environment across multiple releases. These counts are not
included in the table above.
248. WorldCom’s assertion that it is “difficult for CLECs to rely on
SATE as a basis for evaluating a new version of an interface” 395 is impossible
to credit in the face of the large number of CLECs successfully going into
production after testing in SATE. Letters from two entities that have tested
their software using SATE provide additional evidence that SATE mirrors
production. Allegiance, a CLEC, states:
The results [in SATE]| are always consistent.
Whether it be in the data returned, the
timeframe for responses or the level of

assistance I have received from my testing team,
all have exceeded my expectations. 306

304 This company had first successfully tested in SATE through a service
bureau for pre-order functionality, but is now individually using SATE to test
ordering functionality.

305 WorldCom Comments, Lichtenberg Decl. at §90.

306 Reply Exhibit LN-38 (Letter to Jeff Thompson, Qwest, from Ian J.
Coleman, Allegiance Telecom, faxed June 18, 2002).
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NightFire, a software vendor that sells EDI software to CLECs, makes similar
observations regarding its experience with SATE:

NightFire has used SATE to test numerous pre-

order and order transactions and [has] found

that when a product is supported in SATE as

well as in production, SATE mirrors the
production environment. 307

249. WorldCom'’s allegation that “CLECs have had little time to
use SATE since its implementation to identify such differences” between SATE
and production also is puzzling, in light of the fact that so many CLECs have
gone into production following successful testing in SATE. 308 In fact, a large
number of CLECs have had the opportunity to use SATE and to target these
differences between SATE and production as a problem. Other than the
submission of one SATE change request which has been implemented, CLECs
have not identified any such issues in the SATE Users’ Forum or by submitting
change request through the CMP. 399 The differences between SATE and
production simply do not harm a CLEC’s ability to test successfully its code

and to test its ability to use its EDI interface in the production environment.

307 Reply Exhibit LN-14 (Letter to Jeff Thompson, Qwest, from Venkates
Swaminathan, NightFire, dated June 27, 2002).

308 WorldCom Comments at 23, Lichtenberg Decl. at §90.

309 That change request (SCR 122701-2) was submitted by Allegiance in
December 2001, and requested that Qwest change the NPA/NXXs used in

SATE from fictitious NPA/NXXs to those that would match existing Qwest

NPA/NXXs. The CR was approved and has been fully implemented across
Qwest’s regions.
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B. The SATE Testing Environment is Stable.

250. AT&T argues that the SATE testing environment is not
“stable” within the meaning of Section 271. It alleges that Qwest makes
changes in SATE during the 30-day test period prior to implementation of a
new release that make SATE an unstable test environment. Second, it states
that when Qwest makes changes to SATE during that period, it does not make
parallel changes to the production environment.

251. Neither assertion is correct. Qwest makes only “bug fixes”
during the pre-release testing period. These “bug fixes” are production support
changes necessary to correct bugs that are identified during pre-
implementation testing. KPMG, in the third party test, itself concluded that
SATE is a stable testing environment. 31 When Qwest identifies and makes
production support changes in SATE, it will make the same changes in the
production environment.

252. CLECs testing in SATE expect these production support
changes during the 30-day period, as evidenced by the collaboratively adopted
change management procedures involving the pre-release test period and
production support changes. Specifically, under those procedures, Qwest is to
provide a 30-day stable test window prior to implementation of a new major
release, and can make only production support changes (“bug fixes”) during

that time. This requirement has been incorporated in the CMP Framework in

310 See Final Report at 568.
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the section titled “Change to Existing OSS Interfaces.” 311 The CMP Framework
also provides that Qwest will make those same changes to the production
environment. 312 Thus, if a serious code issue is found during the 30-day
window, Qwest will implement the fix both in the test environment and in the
production release.

253. Making these changes to correct problems identified during
the pre-release testing window do not make the testing environment unstable
within the meaning of Section 271. Such changes are an expected part of
thorough testing in the development cycle for any new release. Correcting
these production support problems identified during the pre-release test period
actually make the test environment more stable, by eliminating the bugs in the

software in both SATE and production. 313

31 See Change Management Decl., Exhibit DLF-CMP-2 (CMP Framework),
§§ 8.1.7, 8.1.8.

312 Id. §8.1.7.

313 AT&T also contends that because Qwest had numerous updates to the
documentation surrounding new releases, the test environment for those new
releases is not stable. AT&T Comments, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at
992 n.60. First, many of the versions of the release documentation were
preliminary, and were provided because at the time, HP was conducting its test
of the 9.0 interface, and issuing more frequent releases enabled HP to resolve
and close issues more quickly. Second, having several versions of new release
documentation does not make the test environment unstable. It just requires
CLECs to review the change summary and the specific changes to the
documentation. Qwest issues updates to its release documentation in order to
ensure that CLECs are promptly notified of any changes. Nevertheless, Qwest
has undertaken to issue a maximum of one version of its SATE Data Document
for each new release per month beginning in April, 2002.
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C. SATE Mirrors Production.

254. This portion of the declaration addresses the arguments
made by AT&T and WorldCom alleging that SATE does not “mirror production”
within the meaning of Section 271. 314 This declaration expands upon the
initial OSS declaration 315 to explain in more detail why it is not necessary for
SATE to return the identical response that production would return in order for
SATE to be deemed to “mirror production.” 316

255. As discussed in the OSS Declaration, the purpose of
interface testing is to ensure that the CLEC’s EDI interface (its code) works

properly with the Qwest systems. More specifically, the purpose is to assure

314 AT&T Comments at 36-38, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §193-
108; WorldCom Comments at 21-23, Lichtenberg Decl. at §{87-90.

315 See OSS Decl. at 19733-738. AT&T argues that the problems it
describes from its Minnesota UNE-P test is evidence that Qwest’s interface
testing environment is inadequate. AT&T Comments,

Finnegan /Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 183 n.54. AT&T’s complaints regarding
this test have nothing to do with the adequacy of the test environment, as
evidenced by the statement made by AT&T’s own witness in the complaint
proceeding. There, AT&T’s witness, Edward Gibbs, testified that “the one, two,
three test is an excellent certification test.” Reply Exhibit LN-39 (Testimony of
Edward Gibbs, In the Matter of the Complaint of AT&T Communications of the
Midwest, Inc. against Qwest Corporation, Vol. 3-B, MPUC DOCKET NO. P-
421/C-01-391 (July 11, 2002)) at 855. By that, the AT&T witness was
referring to the three stage process for becoming certified to use Qwest’s EDI
interface through Interoperability testing. See OSS Decl. at ]707-710. To the
extent AT&T is using the Minnesota UNE-P test as a basis for arguing that
Qwest should be required to provide an end-to-end interface testing
environment, the FCC has established that providing the capability for end-to-
end testing is not required under 271. See Georgia/Louisiana Section 271
Order at 189; Texas 271 Order at §138.

316 See New Jersey 271 Order, App. C at 42.
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CLECs that their systems will be able to receive and display error messages
and other responses, such as FOCs.

256. Each SATE test scenario is intended to generate a particular
test response. The test response has the same structure as the production
response. If a CLEC receives the prescribed test response, it knows that its
code will work properly in production, even if the production response differs
somewhat in content from the SATE test response.

257. What matters in interface testing is that the response comes
back in a consistent format every time, and that the correct field is populated.
The content of the data received is not as important because the CLEC’s EDI
code will generally not act on the content of the data; that will be done by a
human being. 317 A CLEC’s software works with the structure, not the content,
of the data received. Each response transaction type has the same structure
through which data is returned.

258. To be more specific, each order type and pre-order
transaction type has a different “map.” The map is the format for how
transactions come to Qwest and how they go out. The map is consistent
between production and SATE for all transactions. The map for any particular
type of transaction has “tags” that remain consistent regardless of the content

of the data received back within that transaction type.

317 Qwest provides scenarios for the CLEC to test those situations in which
Qwest believes varying content of the data may require CLECs to code their
systems to take into account the variability of the data.
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259. In the following paragraphs, this principle is illustrated
through the treatment of error messages in SATE versus production. By way of
background, for order transactions, CLECs receive error messages generated
by the Business Processing Layer (BPL) of IMA. These messages are identical
to production error messages because they are generated by a copy of IMA
code. For pre-order transactions, error messages are generated both by the
BPL and by systems and databases that lie behind IMA - so-called “legacy
systems,” which generate “legacy error messages.” In SATE, which is a test
environment separate from production, the legacy error messages are
simulated to mimic the responses that would be received if the test
transactions were actually sent to the production legacy systems.

260. Not every possible legacy error response is duplicated in
SATE, because there are so many possible responses, and it is not necessary to
test all those permutations in order to be satisfied that the CLEC’s code will
work in production. It therefore makes no sense for Qwest to incur the
expense and effort of coding every possible legacy system error into SATE,
when doing so would provide no additional benefit to CLECs. Even though
Qwest has offered to code additional error messages into SATE upon CLEC
request, it has to date not received any such requests.

261. Thus, once a CLEC has tested and confirmed its ability to
receive an error message for a particular transaction type, it can be confident
that it will be able to receive and process additional error messages for that

same transaction type.
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262. Each field of data within a map has a “tag” that remains
consistent regardless of the content of the data received back within that
transaction type. For example, the tag “MTX” will always be associated with
the error message returned. The CLEC needs to be able to receive the error
message in the appropriate field, so that it can be relayed to its destination for
handling by a human being. This ensures that all error messages can be
processed. An example of an EDI message that displays this mapping is
attached as Reply Exhibit LN-40. Another example — which does not involve
error messages — is also provided within Reply Exhibit LN-40. That example
involves the return of different telephone numbers in production and SATE.

263. A CLEC can test its map by transmitting a few test
transactions for each transaction type, and by receiving only a few error
message responses. Once the CLEC confirms the map is working properly,
they know that all error messages will be processed correctly regardless of
which system originates the error message. Thus, a CLEC does not have to
run a test transaction for all possible error messages, since the error messages
all have the same structure and work the same way.

264. In sum, by coding a relatively small percentage of possible
error messages into SATE, CLECs are able to test their ability to process 100 %
of the possible error messages they would receive in production. Attached to
the Qwest July 19 Ex Parte on Billing, Bill Auditability, Manual Processing,

Manual Service Order Accuracy, SATE and Interfaces was a chart quantifying
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the number and percentage of error messages coded into SATE versus
production. 318
265. As discussed in the OSS Declaration and below, Qwest also
documents the manner in which SATE responses differ from production
responses, and documents which production error messages are not included
in SATE. 319 Qwest will add to SATE any other error messages that a CLEC
requests, ten days or less after being approved. 320 Significantly, no CLEC to
date has asked Qwest to include additional error messages in SATE. 321
266. The following are examples of instances in which the SATE
response is not identical to the production response. 322 These examples show
that while the responses may not be identical, the purpose of interface testing
is fulfilled in each case.
1. Reservation of an appointment longer than 8 hours.
In the production environment, the error message returned
would be the equivalent of “you cannot reserve an

appointment longer than 8 hours.”

In SATE, the error message would be the equivalent of “no
appointment available,” because the specific error message

318 This chart is included as an exhibit to this Declaration. Reply Exhibit
LN-41.

319 OSS Decl. at 1725 n.1052, 735, 762; see below at Section VII.C.
320 See id.

321 See Qwest July 19 Ex Parte on Billing, Bill Auditability, Manual
Processing, Manual Service Order Accuracy, SATE and Interfaces at 8.

322 Much of the information in this section was previously provided to the
Commission. See Qwest July 19 Ex Parte on Billing, Bill Auditability, Manual
Processing, Manual Service Order Accuracy, SATE and Interfaces.
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that would issue in production is not coded into SATE
(though it could be, on request).

2. Retrieval of a CSR using an incorrect circuit ID number.

In the production environment, if you query using a circuit
ID number that is not listed in the table (the table that
matches circuit ID numbers to CSRs), you get an error
message that is equivalent to “missing reference data in
CRIS (circuit ID number not listed).”

In SATE, the error message would be the equivalent of “no
active account.” The circuit ID table that matches circuit ID
numbers to CSRs is not coded into SATE.

3. Entry of incorrect zip code in preorder query.

Qwest associates each zip code in its 14-state region with a
particular geographic area (a “CALA”). This enables Qwest to
identify which database an address will be stored in, to more
efficiently store and access this information.

In the production environment, when a CLEC enters a zip
code that is outside the 14-state Qwest region, an error
message will be returned that is the equivalent of “no CALA
match for that zip code.”

In SATE, the error message that would be returned would be
equivalent to “address not found.”

267. In each of these examples, the production error message
differs from the SATE error message in its degree of specificity. For interface
testing purposes, the specificity of the error message received is not what the
CLEC relies upon for purposes of developing its EDI interface. Rather, what is
important is whether the CLEC can receive and display the error message.

268. In these examples, the CLEC can successfully test its ability
to receive the more specific production error message by testing in SATE, even

though it may not actually receive the identical error message in SATE that it
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will receive in production. SATE permits the CLEC to test whether its code will
enable it to receive all the error messages generated in production. The
differences between the SATE response and the production response therefore
are immaterial.

269. Put differently, it is not necessary, nor is it the CLECs’
desire, to run every possible test transaction and elicit every possible
production response in order to be assured that the CLEC’s code will reveal the
responses once the CLEC is in production. In this regard, it is significant that
no CLEC to date has asked Qwest to include additional error messages in
SATE. Nor has the SATE Users’ Group objected to the scope and type of error
messages generated in SATE, 323

270. AT&T is incorrect in suggesting that it cannot tell “whether
an LSR containing data from responses received in the SATE will be successful
in the production environment.” 324 As explained above, receiving the same
response as in production is not the point of interface testing. Rather, it is to

ensure that a CLEC’s code will work in production and will receive all

. production responses. The number of CLECs successfully testing in SATE also

523 See, e.g., SATE Users’ Group Meeting Minutes (May 21, 2002), at 2-3
(attached as Reply Exhibit LN-42).

324 AT&T Comments, Finnegan /Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 1106. See also
WorldCom Comments at 21 and Lichtenberg Decl. at 190 (Using SATE, CLECs
“have no way of knowing whether they will receive the same response in
production and whether they should revise their systems, ask Qwest to revise
its systems, or conclude that there is no need for any changes.”)
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undercuts the truth of WorldCom’s assertions. 325 In fact, as discussed above,
SATE does enable a CLEC to determine whether the LSR will be successfully
processed in production and whether the CLEC can successfully receive and
process any of the responses received in production. SATE includes copies of
all the edits contained in IMA, in Flow-Through Systems (FTS), and in the
service order processors (SOPs). Therefore, when a CLEC sends an order into
flow-through, it will receive all of the edits that it would receive in production.
326

271. WorldCom offers a particular example of a SATE response
that differs from the production response as evidence that SATE does not
mirror production within the meaning of Section 271. This is the only real-life
example of a SATE issue mentioned by any CLEC in its comments. Even in
this example, WorldCom presents no evidence that this situation caused any
difficulty for either WorldCom or Z-Tel, its business partner that supports
WorldCom’s processing of LSRs.

272. WorldCom’s example actually illustrates the opposite point.
In WorldCom’s example, if a CLEC inputs the word “drive” on an Address
Validation Query, it may receive the response “no match” in SATE, whereas in

production it may receive a “match” or “near match” response for that exact

325 See §VIL.A, above; Confidential Reply Exhibit LN-37; OSS Decl. at §140.

326 Pre-order responses in SATE are discussed above.

- 139 -



Notarianni & Doherty Checklist Item 2 OSS Reply Declaration

address. 327 Even though a CLEC may receive a “no match” response in SATE
in this example, Qwest does provide CLECs with the ability to test “match” or
“near match” responses in SATE. The fact that any particular input by the
CLEC of a pre-defined test scenario address may result in an “no match” in
SATE but not in production, is not a problem. The important thing is that
CLECs are able to test that their systems are able to receive “near match”
responses. It would make no sense for Qwest to code into SATE all possible
addresses in all 14 of its States in the Qwest region, nor would a CLEC want to
test all addresses. This example illustrates that it is not necessary for the
CLEC to receive every response it might receive in production in order to know
that its interface will work properly in production.

273. As the FCC has held, the testing environment need not be
identical to production, as long as the testing and production environments
“perform the same key functions.” 328 This SATE clearly does, by enabling
CLECs to test in SATE their ability to receive and process every response they
might receive in production.

274. The Department of Justice, in its evaluation of SATE, also
concluded that SATE meets the Section 271 “mirroring production” test.

Specifically, the Department reached the following conclusions:

327 WorldCom Comments at 22-23, Lichtenberg Decl. at §87.

328 Texas 271 Order at 138; see also Department of Justice Evaluation,
July 23, 2002, at 29.
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[Tlhe Department believes that SATE is generally
designed to — and does — operate similarly
enough to the production environment to be an
effective tool. Qwest uses production copes of
the IMA system in order to replicate real-world
production. The structure of the data in SATE
mirrors the structure of the data in production.
SATE Version 9.0 contains all IMA-EDI
generated error messages that occur in
production as well as common legacy system
errors. Although in some instances the
response received in SATE may not be identical
to that which would have been received in
production, Qwest documents any differences
between the IMA production environment and
SATE in the IMA-EDI SATE Data Document. 329

275. In sum, then, the fact that there are some differences
between responses received in SATE and those received in production does not
change the fact that the two environments “perform the same key functions”
and thus that SATE “mirrors production.” 330 In the next section, I describe
the manner in which Qwest documents the differences between SATE and
production for CLECs.

D. Qwest Documents the Differences between SATE and
Production

276. As noted above, Qwest documents the differences between
SATE and production. This is done to assist CLECs in understanding the
differences between the SATE environment and production, since SATE
employs predefined test scenarios, unlike the production environment. Qwest

also began providing documentation of the differences between the error

329 DOJ Evaluation at 29-30.
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messages received in SATE and in production for IMA release 9.0, in response
to a recommendation made by HP, which conducted the SATE evaluation in the
Arizona Third Party Test. 33! This section describes the nature and evolution of
that documentation.

277. Qwest addressed the differences between SATE and
production, including the identification of error messages, in three documents
provided as exhibits to the OSS Declaration. 332 These exhibits are:

e SATE Data Document (Exhibit LN-OSS-48)
e EDI Implementation Guidelines for IMA (LN-OSS-47)
e IMA 10.0 Errors List (Exhibit LN-OSS-51)

278. Qwest has made each of these documents publicly available
to CLECs. Relevant sections of these documents are briefly described below.
The evolution of the IMA 10.0 Errors List is also described below, in order to
fully identify where legacy system error messages are listed and the timing of
their incorporation into the document.

e The SATE Data Document (Exhibit LN-OSS-48). The
Overview section of this document includes information
regarding data categories that may differ between production
and SATE. For example, the SATE Data Document (p. 5)
states that SATE will validate the USOCs used on an order
against the list of USOCs valid in SATE for the state on the
LSR, not the CLEC’s contract. In production, IMA also edits

330 Texas 271 Order at 138.

331 This recommendation is discussed further below. Qwest’s response to
this recommendation resolved a number of the issues HP had previously
identified with SATE and the differences between SATE and production.

332 Much of the information in this section was previously provided to the
Commission. Qwest July 19 Ex Parte on Billing, Bill Auditability, Manual
Processing, Manual Service Order Accuracy, SATE and Interfaces.
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the LSR against a list of USOCs provided for in the CLEC’s
Interconnection Agreement. This difference between SATE
and production allows the CLEC not only to test all USOCs
available in their specific contract but also to test additional
products and features they may be considering in the future.

e The EDI Implementation Guidelines for IMA (Exhibit LN-OSS-
47). The Progression Testing Phase section of this document
(pp. 32-40) provides an overview of the Interoperability and
SATE test environments. A schematic for each test
environment depicting its major components and correlation
to production systems is also provided. Additionally, a
comparison of products and transactions supported is
provided as well as a description of the behavior of the
transaction responses as compared to production.

e The IMA 10.0 Errors List (Exhibit LN-OSS-31). This
document contains the list of all business process layer
(BPL) errors generated by IMA. These errors are identical for
production and SATE, since SATE uses a copy of production
IMA. This document does not list the production or SATE
legacy system error messages. Qwest has provided the
legacy systems error messages for production and SATE for
IMA release 9.0, most recently in a document dated May 22,
2002 (the 9.0 IMA and SATE Errors List);333 and for IMA 10.0,
initially on June 14, 2002, and most recently on July 8,
2002 (the 10.0 IMA and SATE Errors document). 3¢ These

333 The 9.0 IMA and SATE Errors List document was not included with the
Application because Qwest provided information on SATE versus production
only with respect to the latest IMA release (IMA 10.0).

334 For the 9.0 EDI release, in response to a request from Hewlett-Packard in
connection with the Arizona third party OSS test, on January 28, 2002, Qwest
created and published the known errors available in SATE and those in
production for IMA release 9.0. See OSS Declaration at § 762. See id. (9.0 IMA
and SATE Errors List, dated May 22, 2002). Qwest informed the Arizona
Corporation Commission that it would gain input from CLECs and assess the
value of maintaining this list on an ongoing basis. See Qwest’s Response to
HP’s SATE Recommendations, December 28, 2001 (Exhibit LN-OSS-74), at p.
6. On May 7, 2002, the ACC staff issued a recommendation that Qwest
continue publishing the error comparison lists for all future IMA releases. See
ACC staff Supplemental Report on Qwest’s Compliance with Checklist Item No.
2 — Access to Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs) — Change Management
Process and Stand-alone Test Environment, May 7, 2002 (Exhibit DLF-CMP-
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two documents are included as Attachments A and B
respectively to a July 19 ex parte filing in this proceeding. 335

279. As discussed in the OSS Declaration, CLECs may also
request additions or changes to the responses provided in the SATE test decks.
336 Qwest has committed to meeting such requests within ten days following
approval. 337 To date CLECs have on several occasions requested and been
granted the opportunity to add test data to SATE. To date, however, no CLEC
has requested the addition of any error messages to SATE. The ability to add
new test data to the test environment contributes to the mirroring of

production under Section 271. 338

10) at § 153. Qwest agreed to accept this recommendation and proceeded to
prepare the SATE and production legacy error list for IMA 10.0. This document
was published on June 14, 2002, the day after this Application was filed, and
contained both the legacy system error list and the complete list of IMA (BPL)
errors. The most recent combined 10.0 IMA and SATE Errors document
contains both BPL and production legacy system error messages included in
SATE, and thus details how error messages available in SATE differ from
production error messages. As noted above, this document was included as
Attachment B to a Qwest ex parte filing made on July 19, 2002.

335 Qwest July 19 Ex Parte on Billing, Bill Auditability, Manual Processing,
Manual Service Order Accuracy, SATE and Interfaces.

336  CLECs may request additional predefined responses for existing SATE
products and functionality through the IMA-EDI Implementation Team using
the SATE Data Request form. This form is available on the Wholesale Website
at www.qwest.com/wholesale/ima/edi/document.html. See LN-OSS-16 (EDI
Document Screen Shot).

337 Pursuant to procedures set forth in the EDI Implementation Guidelines
for IMA, once the request has been reviewed and approved, Qwest will load the
data into SATE within ten business days. See Exhibit LN-OSS-56 (EDI
Implementation Guidelines for IMA), at 39.

338 See Georgia/ Louisiana 271 Order at §189.
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E. VICKI and Flow-Through Enhance the Mirroring of Production
in SATE.

280. As noted in the OSS Declaration, to further mirror
production in SATE, Qwest has (1) implemented test flow-through capability,
which allows CLECs to test whether an order would flow through in
production, (2) added automated post-order response capability in its Virtual
Interconnect Center Knowledge Indicator (“VICKI”), and (3) added a test service
order processor. 339

281. As discussed in the OSS Declaration, VICKI and flow-
through testing are different, and mutually exclusive, testing activities. VICKI
uses pre-determined paths and test scenarios, with expected responses that
may differ from a “real-world” response, whereas flow-through testing enables a
CLEC to determine whether a particular LSR would “flow-through” if submitted
in production. 340

282. The purpose of VICKI is to allow CLECs to test
predetermined test scenarios to ensure that the code is working as expected.
The automated post-order response capability was added to VICKI in response
to KPMG’s concerns, which arose in connection with E3077. 3¢ The addition
of an automated response capability in VICKI simply speeds up the process of

receiving a response and enables CLECs to experience the delivery of a test

339 0SS Decl. at §7723-725.
340 OSS Decl. at §725.
331 0SS Decl. at §9753-758.
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response within a time frame similar to what would be experienced in
production. (Or, at the CLEC’s option, the automated VICKI post-order
response can be delivered immediately, to save time.)

283. By design, VICKI is not intended to indicate whether an LSR
would flow through in production, however. That capability is available
through flow-through testing, added in all Qwest regions effective May 20,
2002. CLECs may send a transaction either to VICKI or to flow-through, and
they will receive different responses in each, because each is designed to test
something different and to provide CLECs with different feedback.

284. In light of this, WorldCom’s complaint that “CLECs must
select predetermined paths in order to receive responses automatically” is
puzzling. 3#2 By definition, CLECs must select a path to send a transaction
through VICKI, because VICKI is designed to test predefined scenarios. This is
a positive, not a negative. It allows CLECs to determine whether they are
receiving the response indicated by that particular test scenario. If they receive
it, and receive it consistently, then they know their code is working. 343

285. As noted by KPMG in connection with Exception 3077, VICKI
now provides response times and response detail that is consistent with

production response times and detail. 44 VICKI cannot, and need not, indicate

342 WorldCom Comments, Lichtenberg Decl. at §85; see also AT&T
Comments at 36, 37, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 1103.

343 OSS Decl. at §757.
34 See OSS Decl. at {755, citing E3077 Disposition Report at 2.
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whether a particular test transaction will flow-through in production, however.
That is the capability offered by flow-through and the test service order
processor. ¢*5 CLECs do not need to select a path to send an LSR to flow-
through (or to receive manual processing of their response). Thus, there is no
basis for the concerns voiced by WorldCom and AT&T regarding the need to
specify a “path” in order to test what would happen to an LSR if submitted in
production - because specifying a path is not necessary in flow-through

testing.

F. The Interoperability Environment is Physically Separate from
and Mirrors the Production Environment.

286. No commenter has questioned whether SATE is physically
separate from the production environment. 346 WorldCom and AT&T do
contend, however, that Qwest’s Interoperability test environment is not
physically separate from production within the meaning of Section 271. 347

287. As stated in the OSS Declaration, “[o]rder transactions in the
Interoperability Environment are processed by a copy of the production IMA

» 3

system.” 348 That test copy of IMA is physically separate from the actual
production IMA system. Order transactions never leave the test copy of the

IMA database. When Interoperability test transactions access production

345 See OSS Decl. at §755-758.
346 See Georgia/Louisiana 271 Order at J187.

34 AT&T Comments at 35, Finnegan /Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 89;
WorldCom Comments at 20-21, Lichtenberg Decl. at §81.

348 OSS Decl. at 712 (emphasis added).

~1
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legacy systems, it is only to pull data out, and thus there is virtually no
possibility that legacy systems could be affected. WorldCom thus is incorrect
in stating that the Interoperability environment is “simply a production
environment with special flags for test orders.” 349

288. As noted in the OSS Declaration, order test transactions are
not sent to the production databases. Therefore, “post-order responses in the
Interoperability Environment are generated by Qwest technical personnel and
issued back through the EDI environment to the CLEC.” 350

289. Pre-order transactions are read-only, with only two
exceptions, and thus cannot impact the production environment. The two
exceptions are appointment and telephone number reservation. These do not
impact production because there are ample available appointments and
telephone numbers available for assignment in production. In Interoperability
testing, the appointments and telephone numbers are allocated exactly as they
are in production and are returned back to the pool of available appointments
and numbers. Because it is physically impossible for LSRs in the
Interoperability environment to be introduced into production, there is no
possibility that using appointments or telephone numbers from production will

impact production.

349 WorldCom Comments at 20, Lichtenberg Decl. at §81.
350 OSS Decl. at 712,
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290. AT&T’s suggestion that Interoperability environment has the
potential to “crash” the production environment is puzzling, given that there is
no physical connection to the provisioning systems or the service order
processors; other connections are used only to retrieve data. 35! In the five
years since Interoperability testing began, it has never cause a “crash” of the
production environment.

291. In sum, neither pre-order, order, or post-order transactions
in the Interoperability environment risk having an impact on the production
environment. 352 Because Interoperability uses a copy of production IMA, and
lacks the physical ability to transmit orders to production, the Interoperability
environment is indeed “physically separate” from the production environment
for Section 271 purposes. 353 The FCC does not, moreover, require actual
physical separation of a test environment from production in every respect. In
approving the Georgia/Louisiana 271 application, the Commission approved

the physical separation of the test environment through “several safeguards to

351 See AT&T Comments, Finnegan/Connolly /Menezes Decl. at §89.

352 WorldCom contends that Interoperability test orders have gone into
production and that customer accounts have been changed. See WorldCom
Lichtenberg Decl. at 81-82, citing HP Summary Evaluation Report on SATE,
Version 3.0 (December 21, 2001), Exhibit LN-OSS-73 at 6-7. I am not aware of
any adverse impacts to live accounts ever occurring due to testing in the
Interoperability environment.

353 See Georgia/ Louisiana 271 Order at 1187.
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prevent test orders from interfering with live orders” and segregation of the test
environment “from production through both logical and structural means.” 35

292. AT&T and WorldCom also incorrectly contend that
Interoperability Environment does not mirror production. 355 AT&T and
WorldCom appear to concede that the IMA responses exactly mirror
production, since the Interoperability environment uses an exact test copy of
production IMA. 356 They nevertheless contend that because orders must be
processed manually, the Interoperability test environment does not mirror
production within the meaning of the FCC’s 271 orders. 357

293. The fact that orders are processed manually does not change
the conclusion that the responses mirror production. The Interoperability test
orders are processed manually so that they will not actually flow into
production and be provisioned. The responses generated are otherwise
identical to production responses, since the Interoperability environment uses
an exact copy of production IMA and accesses the actual legacy production
systems. While the Interoperability environment by definition lacks the

capability to test flow-through, 358 this is not a flaw under Section 271, as the

34 Id.

355 AT&T Comments at 35, Finnegan /Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §90;
WorldCom Comments at Lichtenberg Decl. at §83.

357 AT&T, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at § 90; WorldCom,
Lichtenberg Decl. at q 83.

358 See AT&T, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §90.
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FCC has not required flow-through as a necessary part of a testing
environment. 35° If a CLEC wishes to test flow-through responses, it can

conduct flow-through testing in controlled production. 360

G. The Third Party Test Results Support a Conclusion That SATE
is Adequate Under Section 271.

294. AT&T and WorldCom cite the closed unresolved status of two
KPMG exceptions in the ROC third party test of SATE as a basis for denying
Qwest’s Application. 36! The issues identified by KPMG in the ROC Third Party
Test were thoroughly addressed in the OSS Declaration, and need not be
restated here. 362 Other than the single example discussed above in section VII

(C), cited by WorldCom, neither AT&T nor WorldCom add any of their own

359 See Texas 271 Order at | 138.

360 The controlled production phase of testing, which follows the SATE
progression testing phase, allows CLECs to experience the variability of
production. Qwest places no limits on the extent of controlled production
transactions that a CLEC might wish to transmit.

361 See AT&T Comments at 36, Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §993-
107 and WorldCom Comments at 21-23, Lichtenberg Decl. at J184-85, 89-90,
citing E3077 and E3095. AT&T also contends that Qwest should provide a
stable test environment that mirrors production for its maintenance and repair
application-to-application interface (Electronic Bonding Trouble Administration
or EB-TA), citing KPMG E3109. AT&T Comments at 37 n.85,
Finnegan/Connolly/Menezes Decl. at 114-117. As explained in the OSS
Declaration, because the FCC does not require such interfaces for maintenance
and repair, a fortiori the Commission could not, under Section 271, require that
such an environment, if offered, be stable and mirror production. OSS Decl. at
99771-72. In any event, as the CPUC pointed out, the EB-TA test environment
is satisfactory, and the fact that CLECs gave this issue scant attention in
Section 271 proceedings and workshops bears this out. CPUC Evaluation at
48-49. See also OSS Decl. at 1773-78.

362 See OSS Decl. at §9752-69.

- 151 -



Notarianni & Doherty Checklist Item 2 OSS Reply Declaration

evidence on these points; rather, they just recite the findings of KPMG. The
discussion above, regarding the relevance of differences between SATE and
production, should put to rest any “mirroring production” issues remaining
from that test. In any event, the strong commercial data regarding the
numbers of CLECs successfully testing and going into production using the
SATE test environment, is compelling evidence that SATE performs the same
functions as production, and thus “mirrors production” within the meaning of
Section 271. 363

295. AT&T and WorldCom also point to the KPMG closed
unresolved Exception 3095 as a 271 issue. That Exception questioned the
range of products available for testing in SATE. 364 As discussed in the OSS
Declaration, 766, every resale and UNE product that CLECs were ordering via
EDI at the time SATE was developed was included in SATE. Nothing in the
FCC’s 271 precedent suggests that every product must be included in a BOC’s

test environment, without regard to demand or other factors.

363 See above, Section VII.A, and OSS Decl. at 1740. By way of comparison,
in the case of SWBT in Texas, there was no third party test of SWBT’s interface
testing environment, and the Commission instead relied on evidence that three
CLECs had successfully used the SWBT testing environment, applying a
“totality of the circumstances” test. Texas 271 Order at 1138. The
Commission there stated that “in those substantive areas not covered by the
Telcordia test, we rely instead on other evidence, such as actual commercial
usage, to assess whether SWBT provides nondiscriminatory access to its 0SS.”
Id., 1103. See also Georgia/Louisiana 271 Order at 1187 n.704 (CAVE test
environment not subjected to third party test in Georgia, but FCC still
approved it under Section 271).

364 AT&T Comments at 36, Finnegan /Connolly/Menezes Decl. at §93;
WorldCom Comments at 21-22, Lichtenberg Decl. at §84.
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296. Second, as also discussed in the OSS Declaration, the
change management process is available for CLECs to request the addition of
products to SATE. 365 Qwest introduced 23 change requests to add products to
SATE. 366 Fourteen of these were withdrawn for lack of CLEC interest, and the
others remain available for inclusion in future releases of SATE. Two were
prioritized high enough to be packaged as candidates for IMA release 11.0 in
June 2002, which is scheduled for release on October 19, 2002, in SATE
(Facilities Based Directory Listing (FBDL) and EEL). 367 If in the meantime a
CLEC is interested in testing an EDI interface for a product that is not yet
available in SATE, the Interoperability Environment is available. In fact,
several CLECs and a P-CLEC have utilized the Interoperability environment for
FBDL or EEL and are currently in production for these products. 368 Thus,
Qwest’s testing environments provide CLECs sufficient opportunities to test all
products.

297. As discussed in the OSS Declaration, the Hewlett Packard’s
(HP’s) evaluation of SATE in Arizona yielded positive conclusions about the
adequacy of SATE. In December 2001, HP concluded that “SATE is adequate

to support Qwest CLEC testing in the State of Arizona given the current level of

365 OSS Decl. at §766.
366 OSS Decl. at {{767-768.
367 OSS Decl. at §768.

368 See Confidential Reply Exhibit LN-37 (CLECs testing in SATE and
Interoperability as of July 9, 2002, including products tested).
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CLEC usage.” 3¢9 As the Department of Justice noted, “HP, through its
transaction testing of SATE in Arizona, found the accuracy and consistency of
SATE test responses to be adequate to support certification.” 370 HP also
concluded that “the accuracy and consistency of SATE test responses was
adequate to support certification.” 37! HP made recommendations for
improvements to SATE, which Qwest agreed to and which have been
implemented, except for changes to the PO-19 performance measure, which are
still pending before the Arizona Commission. ¢72

298. WorldCom and AT&T contend, despite these positive
findings, that HP did not resolve its concerns regarding “business rules
consistency between SATE and production systems.” 373 These HP concerns
either have been resolved through further testing or have been addressed by
the HP recommendations, which Qwest has agreed to comply with. 374 Qwest

filed its first quarterly status report in response to the ACC Staff

369 HP SATE Summary Evaluation Report, Version 2.0, Dec. 21, 2001, at §
1.1 (Exhibit LN-OSS-73).

370 Department of Justice Evaluation at 30.
371 Id. at §2.1.3.
372 See OSS Decl. at 7750-751.

373 WorldCom Comments, Lichtenberg Decl. at §86; AT&T Comments,
Finnegan/Connolly/Lichtenberg Decl. at 108-109.

374 As Bill Koerner of HP stated in an Arizona workshop, “[a]ll the issues that
we had left as closed unresolved were tied to a particular recommendation.”
OSS Final Workshop 8 Transcript (January 31, 2002), p. 593.
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recommendations on June 27, 2002. 375 As detailed in that status report,
Qwest has fully implemented or otherwise addressed all but two of the twelve
recommendations of HP and the ACC. 37¢

299. The remaining two recommendations relate to finalizing the
PO-19B PID, which is still being addressed by the Arizona Corporation
Commission. 377 The definition of PO-19B is at impasse before the ACC Staff
on the issue of whether low-volume transaction types (those that make up, in
total, less than five percent of all transactions) should be included in the PO-
19B measure. As noted in the OSS Declaration, §742, the Arizona Corporation
Commission Staff has indicated that the modification to PO-19 and subsequent
evaluation would be outside the scope of the Arizona 271 proceeding. 378

300. Qwest has met or exceeded the 95 percent benchmark for
PO-19 for each of the five months ending with June. Qwest met this 95
percent standard in each month. 37 Preliminary results of the new PID
designed specifically to measure the extent to which SATE mirrors production

(PO-19B) also support the conclusion that SATE satisfies the Section 271

375 See “Qwest Corporation’s Quarterly Status Report on the SATE
Recommendations,” filed in ACC Docket No.T-0000A-97-0238 (Reply Exhibit
LN-43).

376 See Reply Exhibit LN-43 (Quarterly SATE Status Report).
377 See OSS Decl. at 7751 n.1103.

378 See OSS Decl. at 1742; Reply Exhibit LN-44 (Transcript, ACC OSS Final
Report Workshop 10, Volume II (April 11, 2002)) at 107.

379 Specifically, for this five month period, Qwest successfully executed
95.38, 97.10, 99.70, 98.03, and 98.95% of test transactions within SATE. See
Regional Commercial Performance Results at 75 (PO-19).

- 155 -



Notarianni & Doherty Checklist Item 2 OSS Reply Declaration

standard. These preliminary results are now available for July (the first month
in which PO-19B was measured). HP is scheduled to evaluate these
performance results and report back to the Arizona Commission staff later this
summer. Although HP has not yet analyzed the results, the preliminary data
show that Qwest achieved a 98 percent mirroring rate (which is above the
benchmark of 95 percent). The resolution of the impasse issue regarding the
definition of PO-19B should not affect the persuasiveness of this data. The
Department of Justice also supports the tracking of data for PO-19B by the
Colorado PUC. 380

301. AT&T and WorldCom also argue that the Arizona test results
are not valid because HP did not test VICKI and flow-through. 381 Although the
ACC Staff asked HP to conduct a test of SATE for a new release (IMA 9.0), the
ACC specifically rejected CLEC requests to include VICKI and flow-through in
the additional testing, citing the evolutionary nature of SATE and the
development of a new PID submeasure (PO-19B). 382 [t is worth observing,
nevertheless, that in testing release 9.0, HP “was able to use VICKI on 77

scenarios, and encountered no issues related to VICKI.” 383

380 Department of Justice Evaluation at 30-31.

%81 AT&T Comments at 38 n.87; see also WorldCom Comments, Lichtenberg
Decl. at {86.

382 Reply Exhibit LN-45 (ACC Impasse Issue: SATE (Master Issue #942)
(April 15, 2002)), at 7-8.

383 HP SATE New Release Test Summary Report, Version 3.0, April 26, 2002,
at §3.7.3, Reply Exhibit LN-46.
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302. In sum, the results of both the ROC and Arizona third party
tests, in combination with other evidence Qwest has presented on the
effectiveness of SATE and the strong commercial evidence of CLECs’ successful
testing in SATE, support a conclusion that SATE satisfies the requirements of

Section 271.

VIII. OTHER ISSUES

303. Eschelon argues that Qwest may have failed to issue an
outage notification for its Qhost system. 384 No such notification was required,
however. Qhost is not a system that Qwest makes available to CLECs for DSL
ordering. CLECs only need access to IMA for Qwest resale DSL. Qhost is used
by ISPs to obtain customer configuration information. Thus, because CLECs
functioning as CLECs do not use Qhost, the CLEC outage notification process
does not apply. Moreover, on those occasions when Qhost is down, Qhost
users can obtain this same information by calling Qwest at one of the phone
numbers cited on the Qhost website at
http://apps.qwest.com /ghost/content/contacts2.html.

304. This concludes my declaration.

384 See Eschelon at 12.
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VERIFICATION

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on QL™ Su.ﬁu.‘ , 2002.

Lynn MV No%anm‘
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VERIFICATION

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on 7-27 , 2002.

Christie L. Doherty t



Reply Exhibit LN-1

Data Elements in Loop Qualification Tools

Field Names UNE Remand IMA Loop MA Raw Loop Retail/
Order Qualification | ata Tool and Resale
Requirements | Tool** ire Center Batch | Qwest
aw Loop Data DSL
ool Tool
Bridge Tap Offset Distance | X X
Bridge Tap Quantity X X X (Bridge Taps
per segment
presented)
Cable Name X X X
Fiber or Metal X X D (from Cable
Name)
Gauge X X X
Length and Gauge for X X X
Bridge Tap
Length of Loop for that X X X
Gauge
Load Coil Quantity X X X (Load Coils per
segment
presented)
Load Coil Type X X X
Loop Length X X X (each segment
length presented)
Number of Gauge Changes | X X (gauge
changes
presented in Loop
Makeup
Description)
Pair Number X X
Pair Gain Indicator X X X
Pair Gain Type X X
F1/F2 Disturber Location X'

and Type

! Disturber information is not contained in Qwest's records at a loop level. Disturber
information is kept in the Engineering records at a binder group level, because the
information is used to perform overall network management and binder management.
The FCC disagreed with CLECs’ requests to “require incumbent LECs to catalogue,
inventory, and make available to competitors loop qualification information through
automated OSS even when it has no such information available to itself.” The FCC
went on to state that “[i]f an incumbent LEC has not compiled such information for itself,
[it does] not require the incumbent to conduct a plant inventory and construct a
database on behalf of requesting carriers.” UNE Remand Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 3885
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Field Names UNE Remand IMA Loop MA Raw Loop Retail/
Order Qualification | ata Tool and Resale
Requirements | Tool** ire Center Batch | Qwest

aw Loop Data DSL
ool Tool

Remote Switch Indicator X D (for locations of
remote DSLAMs
the Terminal ID
contains both the
word DSLAM and
then the physical
address)

Status of Loop X X

# of Wires — 2-or 4-wire X

CKID - Circuit ldentifier X X

End User Address X X

Equivalent Loop Length X D (from Loop

(determined as if the loop Makeup

were all 26 gauge) Description)

Insertion Loss (calculated at X

196 kilohertz frequency with

135 ohm terminations)

MLT Distance (Mechanized X

Loop Test)

Pair Number X X

Qualification Result X D (based on all X
info returned)

RLC - Remote Location X X

CLLI

Terminal Address per X X

Segment

TN - Telephone Number X X X

Wire Center CLLI X X

Wire Center Name (CLLI X X

code)

Functionality of Tools

IMA Loop Qualification Tool
e User can query by either telephone number (TN) or an address.

(11 429), footnotes omitted. As stated, Qwest does not compile this information at the

loop level for itself.
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e User can choose to qualify for resale or unbundled services.

e User will receive loop qualification information for both published and non-published
telephone numbers.

¢ IMA will respond with a qualification result as well as LSOG 5 compliant loop level
data.

¢ The IMA response will include up-to-date loop level data from LFACS.

IMA Raw Loop Data Tool for Assigned/Working Loops

e User can query by either (i) an address and obtain information on up to 24 loops at
that address or (ii) by TN and obtain information for up to 24 TNs.

o User will receive loop makeup information for both published and non-published
TNs.
IMA response will include up-to-date raw loop data from LFACS.

o Response will return information on unbundled loops assigned to CLECs.?

IMA Raw Loop Data for unassigned/spare loops

e User can query by address.®

e Response will return all data elements as are returned with an Assigned/Working
raw loop data query.

¢ Unassigned loop is a loop with a status of CNF (connected facility; non-primary end-
to-end loop), CT (connected through; primary connected through spare), PCF
(partially connected facility).

Wire Center Batch Raw Loop Data Tool

o Website accessed with a digital certificate.

e User can select a wire center CLLI that is listed and download all the loop data for
working and unassigned loops for an entire wire center.

e Response will return all data elements as are returned with an Assigned/Working
raw loop data query.

All data elements for these tools are documented in the Loop Qualification and Raw
Loop Data CLEC Job Aide, IMA 10.0, Exhibit LN-OSS-7. In addition, if the Raw Loop
Data or the Loop Qualification Tools provide incomplete or unclear loop makeup
information, the CLEC can invoke the manual look-up process and request Qwest to
perform a manual search of its back office records, systems and databases containing
loop information to obtain the loop makeup information requested by the CLEC. See
Section (lI1)(A)(2)(f)(i)(c) of the Declaration for additional information about this process.

2 There are no TNs associated with unbundled loops.

3 User cannot query by TN because there is no TN associated with an unassigned loop.
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Legend

** = Data returned via Loop Qual Tab and Loop Data Tab. Based on LSOG 5.
X = Present/Available
D = Determinable by Other Data Provided
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BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

)
[n the Matter of 2 Commission ) PUC Docket No. P-421/CI-01-1371
Investigation into Qwest's Compliance ) OAH Docket No, 7-2500-14486-2
With Section 271(¢)(2)(B) of the )

Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY'S RESPONSE TO QWEST
CORPORATION'S MOTION TO COMPEL RESPONSES
AND PRODUCTION OF EVIDENCE

Covad Communications Company respectfully submits this response to Qwest
Corporation’s ("Qwest") Motion to Compel Responses and Production of Evidence from Covad.
For the reasons set forth more fully below, Qwest's Motion should be denied in its entirety.

L PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Qwest's Motion is nothing if not unduly premature. As of the date it filed its Motion,
July 19, 2002, {ess than 48 hours had elapsed between the time Qwest made clear the scope of its
demands and provided the clarification Covad had requested, and the filing of the Motion. Even
more concerning, Qwest choge to file its Motion even while knowing that Covad would be
providing supplemental responses that same day and on the next business day. Qwest's decision
to squander the scarce resources of a small, yet to Qwest's chagrin, very vocal opponent and,
more importantly, of the Office of Administrative Hearings, should not be countenanced —
particularly since, from Covad's perspective, Qwest has received all information currently

available to Covad and to which Qwest legitimately is entitled. For these reasons, Qwest's

Motion should be denied.
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order to determine whether a loop ¢an support Covad DSL service, and confirming that it will
not place an order if the prequalification undertaken suggests that the loop cannot support Covad
service. Further, during a July 16, 2002 conversation with Qwest, Covad confirmed that the
RLDT provides all categories of information required by Covad, confirmed that it was not
secking to provide service that exceed the technical specifications of the loop being ordered, and
confirmed that the technical specifications of the DSL services that both Covad and Qwest offer
are not materially different. Given the purpose of the Covad testimony and its clear focus on the
inaccuracies in the RLDT, Covad's responses to IR Nos. 8, 11, 13 and 23 provided Qwest with
all the information it required. See Exhibits 1 and 3,

Notwithstanding that, Qwest seeks the disclosure of the technical specifications of Covad
DSL. For Covad, these specifications are the heart of its business and the method by which
Covad differentiates itself from all other DSL providers. As Covad informed Qwest, it is the
Covad-equivalent to the recipe for Coca-Cola. Consequently, the “recipe for Covad DSL" is of
the utmost competitive sensitivity to Covad, and constitutes one of its most highly guarded trade
secrets. such that the improper disclosure of such information would result in irrevocable harm to
it,

Qwest has provided no foundation for the production of this critical, competitive
information. Covad has never invoked technical differences between its DSL products and that
offered by any other entity to suggest that the RLDT should provide different or additional types
or categories of information. Covad has never stated in any testimony or brief that the categories
of information provided by the RLDT are insufficient for it to determine whether a loop meats
Covad's technical needs. Covad has never stated tl.xat anything other than that the RLDT retums

inaccurate and unreliable information. In short, thers is nothing about its testimony or the Covad



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

DOCKET NO. 971-198T

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION INTO U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS,
INC.'S COMPLIANCE WITH § 271(C) OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

QWEST'S LEGAL BRIEF REGARDING LOOP ISSUE 24, xDSL FOC TRIAL

INTRODUCTION

Qwest Corporation ("Qwest") submits this brief to the Commission in support of its
compliance with checklist item 4 (unbundled loops) of the competitive checklist items in Section
271(c)(2)(B) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the "Act").! This brief addresses one
issue: Loop 24, the results of the Colorado xXDSL FOC Trial. In December 2000, Qwest
proposed a two-month Trial involving all Colorado CLECs to test the efficacy and benefits of
changing Qwest's Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) processes for xDSL Loops (2/4 Wire
Nonloaded Loops, ADSL Compatible Loops, ISDN Capable Loops and xDSL-I Capable Loops)
from a 24-hour FOC to a 72-hour FOC. The additional 48 hours permitted Qwest to confirm the
availability of compatible loop facilities. The primary purpose of the Trial was to determine if
moving to a 72-hour FOC provided CLECs with a “more meaningful” FOC. The parties agree —
Qwest should move to a 72 hour FOCand should so modify its ROC PID (PO-5).

In addition, Qwest and CLECs agreed as part of the Trial to evaluate whether data
contained in Qwest's Raw Loop Data (RLD) Tool, the tool that permits CLECs to qualify loops
for xDSL service prior to placing an order, was accurate. The Trial showed that the information
in Qwest’s RLD Tool was generally accurate and at parity with that which Qwest provides to

itself. Qwest did uncover; however, some databases gaps, which, as a result, Qwest has already

147 U.S.C. § 271(c)2)(B)(iv).



Qwest appreciates Covad's candor in withdrawing its data, and does not relate this data
reconciliation process to criticize Covad. Rather, an important component of the xXDSL Trial was
the performance data Qwest presented and Qwest's ability to track data accurately. CLECs
suggested that reconciliation of this data was critical to evaluating the Trial, even though only
one CLEC chose to engage in the process. The data reconciliation process was extremely time
consuming, spanning several weeks and numerous on and off-line conference calls. In the end,
Qwest's data stands unrefuted.

B. Raw Loop Data Tool

As mentioned above, a second component of the xDSL FOC Trial entailed an evaluation
of the Raw Loop Data (RLD) Tool, a mechanized pre-order loop qualification Tool Qwest makes
available to CLECs that draws from the same loop make up information Qwest uses to qualify
retail customers for Qwest DSL. For each loop ordered during the Trial, Qwest accessed the
IMA Address Validation Tool and requested raw loop data. The analysis revealed that the
information in the RLD Tool is accurate at least 80% of the time.2 However, Qwest also found
that approximately 35% of the time, the RLD Tool generated a “No Working Telephone
Number” response and provided no raw loop data at all. Qwest investigated this response, found
the RLD Tool had a gap that applied equally to retail and wholesale, and has already planned to
remedy the gap through system upgrades. Thus, Qwest has proactively addressed the one
situation when CLECs cannot obtain accurate information from the RLD Tool.

Qwest and Covad also engaged in a data reconciliation process regarding the RLD. As
Qwest already acknowledged above, Covad was unable to obtain results for some orders because

of the "No Working TN" response. To reconcile their remaining issues, Qwest and Covad
g P g

2 The data showed that the RLD Tool clearly provided accurate data 80% of the time. The data also
showed that the Tool provided inaccurate data 1% of the time. The remaining 19%, however, is impossible to
assess. Attached Exhibit JML-1 shows that there were instances when the RLD Tool showed that the loop was not
provisioned on copper, but Qwest found a copper alternative. The problem, of course, is that Qwest has committed
to seeking alternatives (i.e.: line and station transfers) when a copper alternative is necessary. Thus, for these 19%,
the tool may very well be accurate, but in an effort to meet its obligations, Qwest provisioned the loop when it could.
All Qwest can say, therefore, is the tool is accurate at least 80% of the time.



Qwest Exhibit JML-1

Raw Loop Data Analysis

April % of March % of
Totals | April RLD | Totals |March RLD
Total Number of Orders 1294 1201
| [ [ ]
Total Number of RLD Observations 827 767
L [ [ ]
RLD Provided Reliable Data 81.4% 79.8%
Perceived False Negatives
RLD | | |Actual Provisioning
Not Copper  |Copper Found 98 11.9% 72
Loaded Conditioning Not Required 52 6.3% 70
Total 150 18.1% 142 18.5%
False Positives
RLD | Actual Provisioning
No BT BT Removed 1 7
No Loads Load identifed after FOC 3 6
Total | 4 0.5% 13 1.7%




BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Investigation Into
DOCKET NO. UT-003022
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’s !

Compliance With Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

In the Matter of DOCKET NO. UT-003040

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’s
Statement of Generally Available Terms

Pursuant to Section 252(f) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

A S S S T T T W W WA W N W A W e

TWENTY-EIGHTH SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER

COMMISSION ORDER> ADDRESSING WORKSHOP FOUR ISSUES:
CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 4 (LOOPS), EMERGING SERVICES, GENERAL
TERMS AND CONDITIONS, PUBLIC INTEREST, TRACK A, AND
SECTION 272

! Since the inception of this proceeding, U S WEST has merged and become known as Qwest
Corporation. For consistency and ease of reference we will use the new name Qwest in this
order.

2 This proceeding is designed, among other things, to produce a recommendation to the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regarding Qwest’s compliance with certain
requirements of law. This order addresses some of those requirements. The process adopted
for this proceeding contemplates that interim orders including this one will form the basis for
a single final order, incorporating previous orders, updated as appropriate. The Commission
will entertain motions for reconsideration of this order so that issues may be timely resolved.
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Owest

Qwest asserts that it provides loop qualification data to CLECs at parity with how it is
provided to Qwest’s retail personnel. Qwest points to Exhibit 946, in which the OSS
test vendor found that Qwest’s loop qualification tools for retail and wholesale
operations were at parity.

Discussion and Decision

The issues we must decide are: (1) whether the access CLECs have now is adequate
to provide them parity, (2) whether it provides the information the FCC requires, and
(3) whether additional safeguards or conditions are necessary to ensure the required
access going forward. Concerning the first and second issues, Exhibit 946
demonstrates that the RLDT does provide the required information, and appears to be
at parity, presently, with what Qwest provides to its itself. However, as AT&T
asserts, there is no guarantee that the RLDT will continue to provide the necessary
information. More specifically, there is no way of knowing whether the loop
qualification tools available to CLECs will remain at parity with those Qwest is using.

Concerning the last issue, the UNE Remand Order *at paragraph 430 requires that
Qwest provide access to loop qualification information that exists anywhere within
the incumbent’s back office. We have reviewed the Texas Model Interconnection
Agreement (T2A), and note that it does allow CLECs access to the LFACS database
of SWBT. However, it also provides that CLECs needing further information, or
clarification, regarding loops other than what resides in LFACS are required to
request it from SWBT. SWBT is in turn required to provide the so-called “backend”
information in the same time frame and manner as it provides such information to its
retail departments.'® Qwest’s SGAT does not include such a procedure, which is
necessary to provide CLECs the same access to loop qualifying information that is
not accessible electronically, as required by the UNE Remand Order at paragraph
431. Qwest must modify its SGAT to include such a procedure.

We also require Qwest to modify the SGAT to allow CLECsS to audit the loop
qualification tools provided to them, to determine that the tools provide the same
information, in the same time frame, to CLECs as Qwest’s internal data tools provide
to its retail operations, and that Qwest provides all the information required by the
FCC.

During oral argument, Covad agreed with Qwest that, with the exception of Pacific
Bell, now SBC, no other RBOC allows or provides pre-order use of MLT. Covad
further stated that MLT is not a loop information tool, but a quality assurance tool,

? Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. 96-98, Third Report and Order, 15 FCC Red 3696, 3704 (UNE Remand Order).

10T2A, Attachment 25, xDSL-TX, at 6, 7.



BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Investigation Into
DOCKET NO. UT-003022

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’s !
DOCKET NO. UT-003040

Compliance With Section 271 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996 315T SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER;
ORDER GRANTING QWEST’S
PETITION FOR

In the Matter of RECONSIDERATION OF THE
24™ SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’s AND GRANTING AND
DENYING PETITIONS FOR

Statement of Generally Available Terms RECONSIDERATION OF THE

Pursuant to Section 252(f) of the 28™ SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER

Telecommunications Act of 1996

N Nt Nt N N N N Nt Nt N Nt Nt N N S e

L SYNOPSIS

In this Order, the Commission grants Qwest’s petition for reconsideration of the
Commission’s 24th Supplemental Order, and will allow Qwest to apply the FCC'’s
local use restriction to enhanced extended loops. Further, this Order grants in part
and denies in part Qwest’s petition for reconsideration, and denies AT&T’s petition
Jor reconsideration of the Commission’s 28" Supplemental Order.

II. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

This is a consolidated proceeding to consider the compliance of Qwest Corporation
(Qwest), formerly known as U S WEST Communications, Inc., with the requirements
of section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act)2 and to review and
consider approval of Qwest’s Statement of Generally Available Terms and
Conditions (SGAT) under section 252(f)(2) of the Act. The Commission is
conducting its review in this proceeding through a series of workshops, comments by
the parties, and the opportunity for oral argument to the Commission on contested
issues.

! Since the inception of this proceeding, U S WEST has merged and become known as Qwest
Corporation. For consistency and ease of reference we will use the new name Qwest in this Order.
2 Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Stat. 56, codified at 47 U.S.C. § 151 et seq.
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AT&T argues that the Commission’s decision is proper and responds that the Sprint
Arbitration Order does apply to the issue of dark fiber. AT&T’s Answer to Qwest’s
Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification of Twenty-Eighth Supplemental Order
at 14-16 (AT&T'’s Response). AT&T asserts that dark fiber cannot be considered an
EEL as it cannot provide transport because it is not lit. /d. at 15. AT&T argues that
the Sprint Arbitration Order applies to dark fiber as it mirrors the FCC’s rule on the
issue. Id.

Discussion and Decision: After further review of the FCC’s orders and the parties’
arguments, we reluctantly reverse our decisions in the 24" and 28" Supplemental
Orders that prohibit Qwest from applying local use restrictions to EELs. We
acknowledge that a “necessary and impair” analysis has not been performed on
facilities used for exchange access, and that, therefore, such facilities may not be
priced as UNEs. However, this Commission remains philosophically opposed to the
concept of defining elements as UNEs based on how they are to be used. In our view,
the use of an element should not dictate its pricing.

Given our decision that local use restrictions apply to EELs, and dark fiber used as
EELs, we now must decide several ancillary issues regarding the application of such
restrictions.

First, we believe the restriction applies equally to new EELs and converted EELs.
CLECs should not be harmed by this finding, as Qwest is required to process orders
for CLEC EELs based on the CLECs’ certification that the facilities will pass the
significant local usage test.

Second, we disagree with AT&T’s argument that the local usage tests apply only to
individual end-user facilities, and therefore cannot be applied to dark fiber which
serves multiple end-users. As Qwest noted in its comments on the 20™ Supplemental
Order, Options 2 and 3 of the FCC’s Supplemental Order Clarification appear to
apply to multiple end-user facilities, and therefore are appropriate to apply to dark
fiber facilities used as EELs.’

B. 28™ Supplemental Order Issues
1. WA LOOP 3(a)a/3(b): Access to LFACS and MLT

This issue concerns access by competitors to Qwest’s loop information. During the
workshop, AT&T requested direct access to Qwest’s Loop Facilities and Assignment
Control System (LFACS) loop qualification tool, in addition to the Raw Loop Data
Tool (RLDT) that Qwest makes available to competitors. Covad also sought access
to the Mechanized Loop Testing (MLT) to ensure that it receives a loop that is

7 Supplemental Order Clarification, 22.
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capable of supporting DSL services. The 20" Supplemental Order determined that
Qwest had satisfied its requirement to provide competitors access to all loop data
available to Qwest’s own operations. 20" Supplemental Order at §74.

Based on AT&T’s arguments that the UNE Remand Order establishes a parity
standard for access to BOC loop information, and a review of provisions in the Texas
model interconnection agreement, the 28" Supplemental Order required that Qwest
modify its SGAT to allow CLECs access to Qwest’s back office loop qualification
information in the same time and manner as Qwest retail operations. 28™
Supplemental Order at §34. The 28" Supplemental Order also requires Qwest to
modify the SGAT to allow CLECs to audit the loop qualification tools Qwest makes
available to determine whether Qwest provides that information at parity with the
information is provides to its retail operations. Id. at 35.

Qwest

Qwest requests the Commission reverse its decision in paragraph 35 of the 28"
Supplemental Order requiring Qwest to modify the SGAT to allow CLECs to audit
Qwest’s loop qualification tools. Qwest’s 4" Workshop Petition at 7. Qwest asserts
that “neither the UNE Remand Order, nor any Section 271 Order” require Qwest to
subject itself to numerous audits. Id. Qwest identifies a number of upgrades it has
made to its RLDT, and notes that it does not object to the requirement in paragraph
34 of the 28" Supplemental Order that Qwest respond to manual loop make up
requests. Id. at 3-7. Qwest argues that section 271 proceedings are limited in scope
and not the proper forum to create new obligations. Id. at 7.

Qwest asserts that an audit provision is not necessary. Qwest asserts that KPMG has
already audited Qwest’s loop qualification systems and found them at parity with
what Qwest provides to itself. Id. at 8. In addition, Qwest notes that, after the oral
argument, KPMG determined that Qwest met all of the requirements for loop
qualification tools in the ROC Master Test Plan. Id. Qwest states that it has
committed in section 9.2.2.8 of the SGAT to provide nondiscriminatory access to
loop qualification information. Id.

Qwest is concerned that the Commission’s audit requirement does not place any
limits on CLECs. It does not require that CLECs make a showing, and every CLEC
opting into the SGAT could request an audit. Id. ar 8-9. Qwest suggests that, if the
Commission determines an audit provision is necessary, the Commission require
CLEC: to retain an independent third party to conduct the audit, or that CLECs
petition the Commission to resolve any dispute over loop qualification tools. Id. at 9-
10.

AT&T: AT&T argues that the Commission’s requirements for access to back office
information and CLEC audits of loop qualification information in paragraphs 34 and
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35 of the 28" Supplemental Order are proper and consistent with FCC decisions in
the UNE Remand Order, SBC Kansas/Oklahoma Order,t and Verizon Massachusetts
Order? AT&T Response at 2-3. In particular, AT&T asserts that SWBT provides
competitors direct access to LFACS through a graphical user interface, whereas
Qwest does not, but merely identifies information from LFACS and places it into the
RLDT. Id. at 4. AT&T also asserts that in Massachusetts, Verizon provides direct
access to its loop qualification tools. Id. at 5. AT&T asserts that “Qwest employees
have the ability to access LFACS, other data bases, as well as review paper records
and manual review processes to provision service to its customer, yet Qwest
continues to object to providing that same access to CLECs.” Id. at 6. AT&T argues
that “Qwest’s SGAT does not contain the required legal obligation for access to loop
and loop qualification information.” Id. at 9.

AT&T takes issue with the way Qwest has interpreted the FCC’s and this
Commission’s requirements concerning access to back office information. /d. at 10-
11. AT&T asserts that KPMG is continuing to test whether Qwest is providing
access to loop information at parity. Id. at 13. AT&T disputes that it will request
frivolous audits of loop qualification information, and notes that the Texas
Commission has ordered a similar audit provision in Texas. Id.

Discussion and Decision: We commend Qwest for its efforts to upgrade and
enhance its RLDT to include additional loop information. We agree that, if Qwest
continues to upgrade and enhance this tool, CLECs will receive all the necessary
information to qualify loops for xDSL services and manual loop make-up requests
and audits of Qwest’s loop information will be infrequent. However, we are
interested in ensuring that competitors continue to receive appropriate information
even after approval of a section 271 application.

We are mindful of the FCC’s concern that CLECs obtain loop information in the
same time and manner as the BOC’s retail operations.m The only way we can ensure
that the RLDT contains the same information available to Qwest’s retail operations is
to allow competitors to make manual loop make-up requests and to audit Qwest’s
information, if it appears to be necessary to do so. Nothing in the FCC’s decisions
prohibits such a safeguard. The provisions of SGAT section 18.2.8 provide that a

8 In the Matter of Joint Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company, and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc., d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long
Distance for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in Kansas and Oklahoma, Memorandum
Opinion and Order, CC Docket No. 00-217, FCC 01-29, 1121 (rel. Jan. 22, 2001) (Kansas/Oklahoma
Order).

® In the Matter of Application of Verizon New England Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Inc. (d/b/a
Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions) and
Verizon Global Networks Inc., For Authorization to Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in
Massachusetts, Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC Docket No. 01-9, FCC 01-130, Y54 (rel. April
16, 2001) (Verizon Massachusetts Order).

19 UNE Remand Order, 1431.
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CLEC requesting the audit would bear the cost of the audit, including any cost by
Qwest to provide a “special data extraction.” We deny Qwest’s request for
reconsideration of paragraph 35 of the 28" Supplemental Order.

2. WA DF-2: Application of Local Usage Restriction to Unbundled Dark
Fiber

This issue is discussed above in paragraphs 11-19. We grant Qwest’s petition for
reconsideration on this issue and reverse, in part, our decision in paragraph 54 of the
28" Supplemental Order, and determine that the FCC’s local usage restriction applies
only to dark fiber facilities used as EELs. We approve Qwest’s proposed SGAT
language on this issue.

3. WA NID-2(b): Disconnection of Qwest Facilities at the NID

During the workshops, AT&T requested that Qwest make space available on the NID,
when there is no space available, by disconnecting or removing its unused facilities
from protectors, and capping off or tying up the removed facilities. The 20™
Supplemental Order required Qwest to modify the SGAT to allow qualified CLEC
personnel to disconnect Qwest facilities consistent with industry practices provided
by AT&T. 20™ Supplemental Order at 1238. The Commission upheld this decision
in the 28" Supplemental Order and directed Qwest to modify the SGAT to include
additional language proposed by AT&T. 28* Supplemental Order at 180.

Qwest: Qwest disagrees with the Commission’s decision in paragraph 80 of the 28"
Supplemental Order, but will accept the decision if the Commission makes “a slight
modification.” Qwest’s 4" Workshop Petition at 15-16. Qwest requests that CLECs
provide Qwest notice “if and when the CLEC disconnects Qwest’s facilities from the
protector field.” Id. at 15. Qwest submits a proposed modification to SGAT section
9.5.2.5, as set forth in paragraph 80 of the 28" Supplemental Order. Id. at 15-16.
Qwest asserts that the change is necessary to allow it “to properly inventory the
facility and the responsible party.” Id. at 15.

AT&T: AT&T objects to Qwest’s proposed language. First, AT&T argues that the
proposed language does not make sense in context with the language required by
paragraph 80 of the 28" Supplemental Order. AT&T Response at 16. AT&T argues
that a CLEC would not be disconnecting Qwest facilities from the protection device,
but securing the Qwest facility on a protection site. Id. Second, AT&T argues that
Qwest’s proposed notice requirement would require CLECs to establish costly
procedures, and that it is unclear whether Qwest really needs the information to
protect the consumer. Id. at 16-17.

Discussion and Decision: Qwest’s proposed modification to SGAT section 9.5.2.5 is
reasonable, as it will allow Qwest to maintain proper records of its facilities.
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July 12, 2002
Ex Parte

Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12% Street, S.W., TW-B204
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: ication o munications Internati Inc.
To Provide [n-Region Inter. rvices i /1 Color J/
lowa, Nebraska and North Dakota, Docket No. 02-148
Dear Ms. Dortch:

In response to a request from the staff of the Department of Justice for information
regarding manual service order accuracy, Qwest hereby submits the summary data tables
that were provided. An error was discovered in para. 356 of the Notarianni Declaration.
The paragraph included the results of an internal audit on application date accuracy. The
numbers included, however, were based on an early sample that had included both flow-
through and manually-processed orders instead of a sample that included only manually-
processed orders. Attached is the corrected table with additional detail as to the size of the
samples is attached.

The twenty-page limit does not apply as set forth in DA 02-1390.

Sincerely,

ce: M. Carowitz
E. Yockus
G. Remondino
M. Cohen
J. Jewel
P. Baker
C. Post
P. Fahn
B. Smith
K. Brown




Non Design Service Order Audit - Summary

(Resale POTS)
APP
# Orders Valid Incorrect ] racy
Month Samplad APP APP @il
(Total) (Total) Misses)
Mar-02 226 217 9 96.0%
Apr02 195 183 2 99.0%

Non Design Service Order Audit - Summary

{UNE-P POTS)
APP
Valid Incarrect
Mo | e | A | A |G
. Misses)
Mar-02 148 142 4 97.3%
Apr-02 138 138 2 98.6%

Non Design Service Order Audit - Summary
(Resale and UNE-P POTS)

valid | ncorrect | , APP
Month # Orders APP APP Accuracy
Sampled (Total) | (Total) (AH
. Misses)
Mar-02 372 359 13 86.5%
Apr-02 333 329 4 98.8%

Design Service Order Audit - Summary
{Unbundled Loop)

v APP
Valid Incorrect
Month # Orders APP APP Accuracy
Sampled (Total) (Total) (Al
Misses)
Mar-02 383 376 7 98.2%
Apr-02 365 363 2 955%

Confidential: Disclose and distribute only to Qwest employees with a need to know.
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July 18,2002
Ex Parte

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., TW-B204
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:  Application of Qwest Communications Interngtional. Inc.

To Provide In-Region InterLATA ices i tates or I
Towa, Nebr: th Dakota_Dock 0. 02-14
Dear Ms. Dortch:

In response to a request from the staff of the Department of Justice for information
regarding manual service order accuracy, Qwest hereby submits the attached information.

The twenty-page limit does not apply as set forth in DA 02-1390.

Sincerely,

cC: M. Carowitz
E. Yockus
G. Remondino
M. Cohen
J. Jewel
P. Baker
C. Post
P. Fahn
B. Smith
K. Brown




The Jul 10 and Jul 12 ex partes contain basically the same information formatted differently. The
Jul 12 version provided separate tables and included the actual numbers for service orders with
correct and incorrect application dates. The Jul 10 version presented the information in one table
and included only the total number of service orders sampled and the percentage that were
accurate.

The sample size for these intemnal audits was determined using normal statistical foomulas. The
universe of orders were those included in the OP measure. The volumes by product type are
shown in the following table.

March April May
Resale 4,985 6,019 6,150
UNE-P POTS 8,218 8,234 5,028
Combined Resale/ UNE-P POTS | 13,203 14,253 11,178
Unbundied Loop 15,189 9,353 TBD

These volumes were then fed into a formula that returned the sample size required to achieve a
95% confidence level with a plus/minus 5% margin of error.

The orders were manually selected at random by the auditing team. When possible, they
included orders from each of the 14 states to account for any regional differences. For the first
resale sample, some orders were removed resulting in a confidence level closer to 90%. The
following table shows the number of orders sampled and the accuracy by month, including May
results for the Resale and UNE-P POTS products.

Mar-02

# Orders # Orders APP
Sampled | Accuracy: | Sampled | Accuracy

# Orders APP
Sampled{ Accuracy

H
H

{
i

Resale POTS 226 96.0% 195 163 97.5%

UNE-P POTS

200 94.5%
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Non Design Service Order Audit - Stunmary

_(Resale POTS)
APP
Valid | Incorrect
Month # Ordars APP APP Accuracy
Sampied (AN
{Total) | (Total) Misses)
Mar-02 228 247 ) 96.0%
Apr-02 195 193 2 99.0%
May-02 183 159 4 97.5%
Non Design Service Order Audit - Summary
_(UNE-P POTS)
APP
Valid | Incorrect
Month SOmers | app | app | Accumcy
ampled (Al
{Total) (Total) Mizses)
Mar-02 148 142 4 §7.3%
Apr-02 138 136 2 98.6%
May-02 200 189 11 94.5%

Non Design Service Order Audit - Summary
{Resale and UNE-P POTS)

APP
# Crders valld Incorrect Accuracy
Month s APP AFP
ampled (Al
{Total) [ (Total) | 4y ces)
Mar-02 372 359 13 96.5%
r-02 333 N9 4 95.8%
May-02 363 348 15 95.9%
Design Service Order Audit ~ Summary
{Unbundied Loop)
APP
# Orders Valid Incarrect Accuracy
Month APP APP
Sampled (Al
(Total) (Total) Missas)
Mar-02 383 376 7 98.2%
Apr-02 365 363 2 89.5%
May-02 363 T8D TBD TBD
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Ex Parte — REDACTED — FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION
‘BY HAND DELIVERY

RECEIVED
Ms. Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission JUL 19 2002
445 12th St' S'W" TW.B204 FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSIOM
Washington, D.C. 20554 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Re: Application of Qwest Communications International Inc.
To Provide In-region InterLATA Services in the States of
Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Nebraska and North Dakota,
Docket No. 02-148

Dear Ms. Dortch:

Yesterday Andrew Crain, Christie Doherty, Hance Haney, Loretta
Huff, Nancy Lubamersky, Melissa Newman, Lynn Notarianni, Barry Orrel, Dan
Poole, Charles Steese, Chris Viveros, Michael Williams, Peter Rohrbach, Linda
Oliver, and Yaron Dori, all representing Qwest Communications International Inc.
(“Qwest”), met with Michael Carowitz, Gail Cohen, Ty Cottrill, William Dever,
Michael Engel, Ken Lynch, Jon Minkoff and Elizabeth Yockus of the Wireline
Competition Bureau (“Bureau”). At the staff's request, Qwest provided information
on various topics related to the above-referenced application, including wholesale
service performance, wholesale service delivery, SATE, and billing. These matters
are reflected in the attached documents that were given to staff at the meeting.
Prior to this meeting Ms. Newman, Mr. Rohrbach and Todd Lundy of Qwest
discussed regulatory matters concerning the so-called “unfiled agreements” issue

raised by certain commenting parties with Michele Carey, Mr. Carowitz, Mr. Cottril,
Mr. Dever and Ms. Yockus of the Bureau.

Pursuant to the Public Notice in this proceeding, Qwest is submitting
an original and two copies of the redacted version of the documents provided to staff
at the first of the two above-referenced meetings. Qwest separately is submitting

\\\DC - 669830030 - 1570620 vSTRLIN BRUMELS LONDON PARIS BUDAFEST PRAGUE WARSAW MOSCOW TORYO
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HOGAN & HARTSON L.Lp

Letter to Ms. Dortch
July 19, 2002
Page 2

one copy of the confidential portion of such documents. These confidential portions
are associated with attachments that follow pages 3 and 14 of the redacted
submission. Six copies of the confidential and redacted versions of the documents
also are being submitted to Gary Remondino of the FCC’s Wireline Competition
Bureau’s Policy Division.

Qwest submits the enclosed documents with the understanding that
they will be subject to the Protective Order in this proceeding. Inquiries regarding
access to the confidential portion of these documents (subject to the terms of the
Protective Order) should be addressed to the following:

C. Jeffrey Tibbels

Hogan & Hartson LLP
555 13th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
Tel: 202-637-6968

Fax: 202-637-5910

The twenty-page limit does not apply to this filing. Please contact the
undersigned if you have any questions.

Respectfully submitted,

4/w@£

Yaron Dori

cc: M. Carowitz
E. Yockus
G. Remondino
M. Cohen
d. Jewel
P. Baker
C. Post
P. Fahn
B. Smith
dJ. Prisbey

\\\DC - 66983/0030 - 1570620 v2



EX PARTE
July 18, 2002

SECTION 271
APPLICATIONS FOR
COLORADO, IDAHO,
IOWA, NEBRASKA &

NORTH DAKOTA



Question

Elaborate on the auditability of CLEC bills, and provide a sample CLEC bill.

Answer

Qwest’s CRIS bill formats provide monthly services information necessary for
purposes of verification. The electronic versions of this bill can be loaded into a
variety of commercially available software packages, such as Microsoft Excel or
Microsoft Access, to support electronic manipulation of the information for bill
validation purposes. As listed in paragraph 498 of the Notarianni/Doherty
(“OSS”) Declaration, there are three primary electronic formats from which a
CLEC can select — ASCII, EDI or BOS. As of April 2002, 70 CLECs received
ASCII formatted bills, the most popular choice.! Nine CLECs were receiving
EDI formatted bills. One CLEC chose to move to a BOS format for services
provided in June 2002 and going forward.

The ASCII version of the bill is a delimited file that is easily transferred to a
variety of applications supporting file manipulation. Attachment 1 provides the
specific steps that would be followed to do such a conversion, as well as
outlining probable queries or reports that would be helpful in doing the actual
validation. As part of work being done to analyze a CMP Change Request,
Qwest received an example of an actual ASCII CLEC bill that had been
converted to Excel for just such analysis purposes, demonstrating that CLECs
are clectronically manipulating and auditing their bills. Attachment 2 provides
printouts from that bill that illustrate the detail provided at a summary account
level and also demonstrate the visibility of the USOCs at the individual end-user
account level.

For EDI versions of the bills, the billing information would need to be
converted, just like the ASCII bill, using commercially available software or the
auditing function must be inherent in the CLEC system that receives the EDI
bill. The software products used to assist in converting the EDI formatted
information are not billing software per se. Rather they are "integrator” or
“translator” software that can be used to convert the EDI-formatted billing
information provided by Qwest into the software selected by the CLEC for

auditing purposes.

For the BOS version of the UNE-P bill, Qwest mapped the existing CRIS data
to the BOS format using the industry guidelines for that format as its guide.
Qwest has published to CLECs a document referred to as the “Access Billing

Notarianni/Doherty (“OSS”™) Declaration, 501



Differences” list. This document identified how Qwest had implemented the
BOS industry guidelines for access services. The differences associated with
UNE-P BOS differences have also been identified and shared with the CLECs.
When a CLEC selects the BOS format, Qwest provides a test tape 30 days in
advance of implementation. Qwest and the CLEC work together to resolve any
issues identified. The first production BOS formatted bill was produced this
month. No feedback has yet been received. Two additional CLECs have
received test tapes in July.

As with any other system or process interface, the CLECs have the opportunity
to submit change requests (CRs) through Qwest’s Change Management Process
(CMP). There are currently several CRs in process in the billing area. They
are listed in Attachment 3.

The FCC has not required that a BOC provide bills in a BOS BDT format. The
FCC has held that “a BOC must demonstrate that it provides competing carriers
with wholesale bills in a manner that gives competing carriers a meaningful
opportunity to compete.” In the Matter of Application of Verizon Pennsylvania,
Inc, et al., for Authority to Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in
Pennsylvania, FCC 01-268, para. 15 (Sept. 19, 2001) (“Verizon Pennsylvania
271 Order™). In order to meet this criterion, “the BOC must demonstrate that it
can produce a readable, auditable and accurate wholesale bill.” Verizon
Pennsylvania 271 Order, para. 22.

In its 271 orders, the FCC has continually held that it does not mandate a
particular form of access to OSS, including compliance with industry standards.
The FCC has held that “compliance with industry standards is not a requirement
of providing nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions.” In the Matter of
Application of BellSouth Corporation, et al., for Provision of In-Region,
InterLATA Services in Lousianna, FCC 98-271, para. 137 (October 13, 1998).
The FCC has stated that adherence to OSS industry standards is “not a
prerequisite.” In the Matter of Application of BellAtlantic New York, Inc, et al.,
Jor Authority to Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in New York, FCC
99-404, para. 88; see also In the Matter of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to
Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, to Provide In-
Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan, FCC 97-298, para. 217 (August 19,
1997). '

The format of a BOC’s billing output was discussed in the most detail in the
Verizon Pennsylvania 271 Order. In that order, the FCC discussed the two
forms of bills that Verizon provided to CLECs - 2 BOS BDT bill and a “retail-



formatted” bill. The retail-fomatted bill appeared in the same type of end-user
format that a Verizon end-user customer would receive. Verizon Pennsylvania
271 Order, para. 17. While one footnote states that the BOS BDT format is
“important” (Verizon Pennsyivania 271 Order), that comment was made in the
context of clear evidence that Verizon’s retail-formatted bills were not auditable. -
The FCC stated that “the distinguishing feature of Verizon's retail-formatted bill
is that it cannot be easily transferred to a computer spreadsheet or other
electronic system that allows for computer auditing.” Verizon Pennsylvania 271 .
Order, fn. 51; see also In the Matter of Application of Verizon Pennsylvania,

Inc, et al., for Authority to Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in New
Jersey, FCC 02-189, para. 15 (June 24, 2002).-

Unlike Verizon’s retail-formatted bill, Qwest provides CLECs bills in an ED]
format that can be easily transferred to computer spreadsheets or other
electronic systems that allow for computer auditing. Therefore, Qwest's ED]
bills meet the standard that its bills are auditable. The fact that those bills are -
being provided in an ED] format, rather than a BOS BDT format, is immaterial.
The only issue is whether the bills provided by Qwest meet the FCC’s standard
of auditabiltiy. Qwest has demonstrated that CLECs can audit their bills by
transferring Qwest’s EDI bills into spreadsheets. The fact that Qwest’s bilis are
auditable is further demonstrated by the fact that KPMG was able to audit
Qwest’s bills during the ROC OSS test and the fact that no CLEC raised -
auditability of Qwest’s bills as an issue during the workshops on Qwest s

- - application or during the ROC OSS test.



Attachment 1:

Detailed Bill Audit Process
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Summary Steps to Prepare for Validation of ASCII Bills:

4,

5.

1. Receive ASCII bill from Qwest
2.
3. Import bill section(s) into desired validation tool/application (see Procedures B & C for

Extract individual bill section(s) to audit/validate (see Procedure A for detailed procedures)

detailed procedures)

Create queries/macros/filters/etc. to assist in the validation (see Procedure D for sample
suggestions)

Perform validation

Summary Steps to Prepare for Validation of EDI Bills:

4.

5.

1. Receive EDI bill from Qwest
2.
3. Import text format bill section(s) into desired validation tool/application (see Procedures B &

Convert EDI to text format using standard ‘Integrator/Translator’ tools

C for detailed procedures)
Create queries/macros/filters/etc. to assist in the validation (see Procedure D for sample

suggestions)
Perform validation

NOTE: Depending upon the specific validation tool/application used, steps 3, 4, and 5 (above) could be
very similar processes regardless of whether the electronic bill was received in ASCII or EDI format,
Therefore, Procedures B & C are the same for both electronic formats.
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Procedure A (Extracting ASCII Files)

CLECs may receive an electronic ASCII bill file from Qwest. The following steps will allow the CLEC to
prepare the ASCII file for further validation:

- The ASCII bill file will be sent as an “executable” type file. Execute/Run the file. Once run, the
following Windows dialog screen will automatically appear on the user’s PC (assuming a Windows
operating system is being used):

320/R28-2600/02-05-28/$packing.ist

320/R28-2600/02-05-28/800SLINE.DET
320/R28-2600/02-05-28/ACCOUNT.SUM
320/R28-2600/02-05-28/ACTMITY.SUM
320/R28-2600/02-05-28/ADJUST.DET
320/R28-2600/02-05-28/AIRTIME.DET
320/R28-2600/02-05-28/DEUVSVCDET
8-2600/02-05-28/DIRADV.DET

- This Windows dialog screen allows users to extract individual sections of each summary bill for future
use.” In order to extract the “Monthly Services Detail” section of a given summary bill (for example),
select the item entitled “MONSERV.DET" (for the desired summary account number) and click on
“Extract Item(s)”

- Repeat the previous step until all of the desired Monthly Services Detail bill files have been extracted.
Once all files have been extracted, click “Done” and the dialog screen will close.

|
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Procedure B (Importing Files into MS Excel)

Each CLEC will need to determine what software application to use in performing validation/audit efforts.
If, for example, MS Excel is the chosen application, the steps outlined in this procedure could be followed.
If, on the other hand, MS Access was the chosen application, the steps outlined in Procedure C could be

followed.
-  Start/Run MS Excel

- Select File...Open from the menu bar and open the file extracted during Procedure A. When opening

the desired file, the following Text Import Wizard will appear:

,—“" fmpornt Wsnnd - Istep 17 T1IN

- The beginning of the file should appear in this Text Import Wizard

- Click the radio button for Delimited file

- Click on the “NEXT" button

- Click the radio button for the type of delimiter used in this file

- Click on the “NEXT™ button

- For each column of data, select the appropriate data format

- Click on the “FINISH” button

- At this point, all of the data will be converted into MS Excel format for any further analysis
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Procedure C (Importing Files into MS Access)

If MS Access was the chosen validation/auditing application, the steps outlined in this procedure could be
followed. For any type of repetitive activities within MS Access, it is recommended to develop a Macro to
ensure the same sequence of events and standardization of ficlds and field names.

The first step to creating an Import Macro would be to define an IMPORT SPECIFICATION. To complete
thxs perform the following:

Launch Microsoft Access

Click on the “Tables™ tab

Click on the “NEW” button

Click on the “IMPORT TABLE" option in the text box.

Click on the “OK” button

Locate the text file you wish to import. (ensure Type of Files = Text)

Click on the file name to highlight file name.

Click on the “IMPORT" button.

The beginning of the file should appear in a new window.

Click the radio button for Delimited file.

Click on the “NEXT"” button

Click the radio button for the type of delimiter used in this file.

If the first row of the file contains headings, s2t the Check box for “First Row Contains Column
Headings”

Click on the “NEXT" button

Click the radio button for “IN A NEW TABLE"

For each column: Click on the column and fill in FIELD NAME, FIELD TYPE, INDEX, or Do not
import.

Click on the “NEXT" button (after all columns have been defined)

Click the radio button for “LET ACCESS ADD PRIMARY KEY™ (recommended )
Click on the “NEXT" button

Click on the “ADVANCED" button

Click on the “SAVE AS” button

Type in a User Friendly Specification Name

Click on the “OK” button.

Once the Import Specification is defined, you can build an Import Macro. The import Macro will
allow you to load files into a table at the click of the mouse.
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Procedure D (Sample Queries/Reports for Validation)

Once the electronic bill files are loaded into MS Excel/MS Access/etc., CLECs can design/develop queries,
filters, and/or reports to facilitate specific auditing and reconciliation needs.

Some suggested topics are:

- Totals by USOC - Select and Count unique USOCs - This query could be used to render a summarized
(1 line per USOC) count of USOCs in your detail section/table. This can be tied back to the summary
sections of your bill showing quantities. If prices can vary on an individual USOC, the unit price can
be added to gain pricing information to tie back to charges on the bill.

= Totals by Account/Billing Telephone Number (BTN)/Working Telephone Number (WTN) - To track
- charges incurred for a particular customer ~ This query can render an end-user summary that will
cither itemize or summarize USOCs and Charges for a given Account/BTN/WTN.

- Monthly additions/deleﬁons—Comparemnunmomhtolastmomh-Thisquerycanrendera

discrepancy list to help identify which USOCs are new to your bill (additions) and which USOCs have
been removed from your bill (deletions). This can assist in monitoring customer activity.
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Attachment 2:

Detailed Bill Audit Process



As described in the main document, the attached sheets were printed from an actual Qwest ASCII bill that
was provided to a CLEC, converted to Excel by the CLEC, and then returned to Qwest for analysis. The
phone numbers listed have been modified to protect confidentially.

The first section of the bill is the summary information. This is most easily identified by the BTN. which
ends in K for the summary account level information. Immediately following the summary information the
individual account information begins.

The first end-user account number is 303202141666 2. This particular account number is repeated on four
lines. The first three lines display the individual USOCs (NPU, LMB, PORXX) for this account in the
column labeled “USOC™ and the associated rate in the column labeled “Amt”. The fourthlineis a
summary of the information for that customer and displays the bill period start and end dates in columns G
and H and the total for the rates in the “Amt” column.

As described in attachment 1, a variety of different reports or queries can then be generated from this data
to suit the needs and desires of each individual CLEC.
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Attachment 3:

CMP Billing Change Requests




Following is a list of CLEC-submitted change requests associated with billing.

5043176 — Better explanations of OCCs on Invoices
Date Submitied: 08/31/00
Submitted by: Eschelon
Status: Evaluation

5328167 - Request that loop orders be billed on a CABS bill.
Date Submitted: 01/08/01
Submitted by: Rythyms
Status: Development

SCR042902-01 - Use CLEC internal repair ticket number on the CLEC
bill to identify maintenance and repair charges.
Date Submitted: 04/29/02
Submitted by: Eschelon
Status: Evaluation

SCR053002-03 - Show total monthy charges and OCC charges for
summary accounts. (to be closed per Sprint, which
opened the request)

Date Submitted: 05/30/02
Submitted by: Sprint
Status: Presented

SCR060402-04 - Add circuit ID and date of Qwest dispatch to BillMate
bill.
Date Submitted: 06/04/02
Submitted by: Eschelon

Status: Clarification

SCR061802-02 - Separate Local Interconnection MOU from Shared
Transport on Billmate bills.
Date Submitted: 06/18/02
Submitted by: Eschelon
Status: Clarification

SCR061902-01 - Add CLLI code to each account for UNE-P and UNE-
Loop accounts.
Date Submitted: 06/19/02
Submitted by: Eschelon
Status: Clarification




Question

Describe the relationship between unbundled loop disconnect orders in Colorado
and Idaho and resale bill completeness.

Elaborate on the causes of billing adjustments in Nebraska and their impact on
billing accuracy.

Answer

BI-4A results in Colorado and Idaho

As described in paragraph 559 of the Notarianni/Doherty (“OSS”) Declaration, in
February Qwest identified that a small percentage of the total order base tended to
not be completed under the existing service order completion process. This issue
was specific to unbundied loop disconnect orders issued as part of a conversion of
an end-user to Qwest Retail. Because these orders are written by Retail but apply
to a Wholesale account, the process in place at the time did not clearly identify
which organization had responsibility for completing these orders.

Once this issue was identified, a project was initiated to identify and complete
these orders. As would be expected, the vast majority of these orders had missed
the first appropriate bill cycle and therefore counted against Qwest in the bill
completeness measure BI-4A.

In addition to completing the orders that had been caught in this gap, the existing
process was clarified to assign responsibility for completing these types of orders.
These orders can be identified by sales code and a report is now provided to the
responsible center on a daily basis for manual completion. With order completion
responsibilities clarified and the daily report, these orders will be completed on a
timely basis eliminating the negative impact they were having on BI-4A.

BI-3A results for Nebraska
Two issues impacted these results.

As part of Qwest’s ongoing effort to determine the reasons underlying the BI3A
results in some states, Qwest found that it had been calculating the BI3A PID
incorrectly for mechanized adjustments, i.e., those that were performed through
automated processes rather than by service center personnel.

For these automated adjustments, the billing system counts both a credit and a
debit - a credit to the CLEC for the rate that was billed incorrectly and a debit for
the correct rate, the difference of which is the actual amount adjusted. When the
adjustment is extracted from the billing system for BI-3A reporting purposes,
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however, the reporting program incorrectly included both the removal of the
incorrect rate and the addition of the correct rate as a total error rather than just
reporting the amount adjusted due to error.

To better explain this phenomenon, it is helpful to take an example from one
CLEC’s January bill in Nebraska. In January 2002, the rate validation process (as
described at § 545 of Qwest’s OSS declaration) identified an error in the CRIS
tables for a particular CLEC that required the table to be modified and an
adjustment issued. Specifically, the process found that a DS1 facility (USOC:
D7W) that should have billed a monthly charge of $206.03 was instead being
billed at $273.70. It was further discovered that this DS1 had been misbilled from
November 1, 2001 to December 31, 2001.

The adjustment made on the CLECs bill was in the form of a credit of $135.34,
and was calculated by multiplying the correct rate by 2 months, and subtracting
from that the product of the correct rate multiplied by 2 months The actual
calculation for the bill adjustment was:

(203.03 x 2) - (273.70 x 2) = -$135.34

and the dollar value of the adjustment reflected in the BI3A PID should be
$135.34, and calculated as:

ABSV[(203.03 x 2) + (-273.70 x 2)] = $135.34.

However, because of the logic error, the actual dollar adjustment reflected in the
BI3A PID was incorrectly calculated as $959.46, by using an incorrect formula:

ABSV(203.03 x 2) + ABSV(-273.70 x 2) = $959.46

A second illustration in Nebraska is one CLEC having been charged incorrectly
for Alternate Answer — Busy Line (USOC: MVPBC) on a couple of its resale
lines — another example of a table error identified by the rate validation project.
The correct rate for this feature is $4.85 per month, but the CLEC was being
charged $4.90, and had been misbilled from November 1, 2001 until the rate was
changed on January 3, 2002. The actual adjustment issued was a credit for twenty
one cents ($.21), and was calculated as:

(485x2.1)x2-(4.90x2.1)x 2= +(.21), where 2.1 equals the number of
months the MVPBC features were misbilled and 2 equals the number of MVPBC
USOCs that were misbilled. :

However the PID reflected an adjustment of $40.95 and was calculated
incorrectly as:



ABSV(4.85 x 2x 2.1) + ABSV(-4.90 x 2 x 2.1) = $40.95,

Based upon the recalculation methodology described in this document, the
recomputed January BI3A would show that results in three states — including
Nebraska — that were not at parity when the results were originally posted, would
exceed parity when calculated using the correct formula. Therefore, in January,
the measure was not calculated as intended and inappropriately indicated a lack of
parity.

The second issue, which impacted the Nebraska February BI-3A results, was a
customer dispute. A CLEC opened a billing dispute with Qwest regarding an
unbundled loop rate. Through the dispute process, Qwest agreed with the
CLEC’s claim, corrected the rate and adjusted the CLEC’s bill. The adjustment
for this single CLEC was large enough to cause Qwest to miss the parity standard.
In this case the PID performed as designed and a lack of parity was appropriately
reported.



Question

Identify the number of manually processed orders that receive non-fatal error
responses.

Answer

The table below displays the number of manually-handled LSRs that received a
non-fatal error notice from January through May 2002. These numbers represent
from approximately three-quarters of a percent to less than three percent of the
total volume of manually-handled LSRs.

Jan-02 Feb-02 Mar-02 Apr-02 May-02

(60 149 157 104 157 171
1A 74 111 76 101 120
ID 12 13 5 9 13
ND 20 32 25 21 26
NE 31 22 23 13 12
5 State 286 335 233 301 342
Total

15



Question

Identify the number of one-on-one sessions involving training coaches to address
errors found on service orders; describe one or two examples of trend-spotting by
coaches and the follow-up action items that resulted; and provide documentation
regarding application date accuracy for both manual and flow-through orders.

Answer

For the months of May-June '02, Qwest conducted 182 one-on-one review sessions to
address errors found on service orders. Two examples of types of common errors found
and the actions taken to address those errors are provided here.

Qwest center managers (coaches) identified issues with the completion of all required
fields on complex resale orders. Individual order typists received one-on-one coaching
regarding this issue. In addition, the process specialist for this area was alerted and
issued a general notice, known as a Multi-Channel Communicator or MCC, to the
center employees, both coaches and typists. This MCC, like all MCCs, was reinforced
in team meetings by the coaches with the typists. Qwest’s process specialists identified
an issue with the population of the PON field on complex resale orders. The process
specialists determined that the occurrences of this issue warranted that training be
conducted for the Complex Resale typing team. The process specialists made
arrangements with the Sr. Corporate Trainer to conduct a complex resale refresher-
training course for the entire typing team during the month of June.

An additional request was for the application date accuracy information provided to the
DOJ. The following table provides the latest information that was provided to the DOJ
concerning application date accuracy. This updated table, modified to include May
data for Resale POTS and UNE-P POTS, was filed on 7/17/02.

Mar-02 Apr-02 May-02

# APP # APP # APP
Orders | Accuracy | Orders |Accuracy | Orders |Accurac
Sample  |Sample : |Sample y

d ‘ d d

Resale POTS

UNE-P POTS

Combined

Resale POTS/
UNE-P POTS
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Question

Describe Qwest’s own audit of application date accuracy.

Answer

The application date is a key field on a service order. Qwest began an internal
audit of the accuracy of this field in January 2002. The initial audit included
both flow-through and manually-processed LSRs. In March 2002 the scope of
the audit was modified to focus on manually-processed orders. Beginning with
June data, the application date will be one of several fields evaluated for
accuracy under a new service order accuracy PID, PO-20.

The basic guidelines for determining the accuracy of the application date can be
found in the Application Date definition in the “Definition of Terms” section of
the 14 State 271 Working PID Version 5.0. The definition addresses issues
such as determining the application date for LSRs received late in the day and
over the weekend. The audit team also took into account situations where an
LSR is received after the defined cut-off time but is still processed on the date of
receipt.

The sample size for these internal audits was determined using normal statistical
formulas. The universe of orders were those included in the OP measures. The
volumes by product type are shown in the following table.

March | April May

Resale 4,985 | 6,019 | 6,150
UNE-P POTS 8,218 8,234 | 5,028

Combined Resale/ UNE-P POTS | 13,203 | 14,253 | 11,178
Unbundled Loop 15,189 | 9,353 TBD

These volumes were then fed into a formula that returned the sample size
required to achieve a 95% confidence level with a2 +5% margin of error.

The orders were selected at random by the auditing team. When possible, they
included orders from each of the 14 states to account for any regional
differences. For the first resale sample, some orders were removed resulting in
a confidence level closer to 90%. The following table shows the number of
orders sampled and the accuracy by month, including May resuits for the Resale
and UNE-P POTS products.
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Mar-02 L Apr-02 E May-02 !

# APP # Orders| APP |#Orders| APP !
Orders [ Accuracy |Sampled| Accuracy 1Sampled Accuracy:
Sampled . !

Combined

Resale POTS/

UNE-P POTS
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Question

Provide the number of CLECs submitting orders via GUI and via EDI.

Answer

The following chart contains the number of CLECs who submitted orders via
IMA EDI and GUI by state for the five states in the June 13, 2002 filing for the
time period from May 2001 through April 2002. These numbers were included in
the Notarianni/Doherty OSS Declaration in the June 13, 2002 filing at footnotes
221 and 234 for EDI and the GUI respectively.

STATE EDI CLEC;s GUI CLECs
Colorado 16 49
Iowa 8 27
Idaho 4 15
North Dakota 5 15
Nebraska ] 16
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Executive Director — Federal Regulatory

1020 19th Street NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20038

202 429 3125 . o
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Qwest.

July 12, 2002
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Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12 Street, S.W., TW-B204
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:  Applicati ications In ional,_,
Provide In- jon InterL ATA Services § tates rado, Ida
! Neb orth Dakota_Docket No, 02-148
Dear Ms. Dortch:

In response to a request from the staff of the Department of Justice for information
regarding local service requests (“LSRs™) that were rejected in error, Qwest hereby
submits the data that was provided.

The twenty-page limit does not apply as set forth in DA 02-1390.

Sincerely,
cc: M. Carowitz
E. Yockus
G. Remendino
M. Cohen
J. Jewel
P. Baker
C. Post
P. Fahn

B. Smith
K. Brown
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Qwest.
July 12, 2002
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Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W., TW-B204
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:  Application of Qwest Communications International, Inc.
Ta Provide In-Region InterLATA Services in the States of Colorado, Idaho,
Iowa, Nebr nd North Dakota, Docket 2-14

Dear Ms. Dortch:

In response to a request from Commission staff, Qwest is providing information regarding:
(1) LSRs that IMA determines are flow-through eligible (“FTE”); (2) FTE LSRs that the
Flow-Through System (“FTS”) submits to the Service Order Processor (“SOP”); (3)
Manually processed LSRs that are rejected by the SOP; and (4) Manually processed LSRs
that are immediately rejected by the Service Delivery Coordinators (“SDCs”).

The twenty-page limit does not apply as set forth in DA 02-1390.

Sincerely,

cc: M. Carowitz
E. Yockus
G. Remondino
M. Cohen
J. Jewel
P. Baker
C. Post

P. Fahn
B. Smith




Owest Response to FCC Request for Supplemental Data

FCC Request 2

For each state in the ROC I filing, provide a table with CLEC-specific information for the
following: :

1. LSRs that IMA determines are flow-through eligible (“FTE”);

2. FTE LSRs that the Flow-Through System (“FTS”) submits to the Service
Order Processor (“SOP”);

3. Manually processed LSRs that are rejected by the SOP;

4. Manually processed LSRs that are immediately rejected by the Service
Delivery Coordinators (“SDCs”).

Sample tables provided by the FCC are attached.

est Respons 2/02

The attached tables are responsive to requests 1, 2 and 4. Source date for each table can
be found below. Also attached are pages from Qwest’s Wholesale Website describing, in
connection with Table 4, the circumstances under which manually processed LSRs are
rejected by the SDCs. That information can be found beginning on page 12 of the
attachment. Qwest does not possess the data necessary to respond to request 3 because it
does not track the number of times a Qwest Service Center representative submits an
order before it is accepted.

Assumptions for All Tables

The timeframe to be included is aggregated for Jan — Apr 2002.
All products should be aggregated together.
= Universe is orders submitted via IMA-GUI and IMA -EDI.

Table 1: Source Data

Total Volume of Submitted LSRs = Denominator of PO-2A
No. of electronically submitted LSRs that IMA finds FLE =
Denominator of PO-2B

= % of Total = Denominator of PO-2B/ Denominator of PO-2A



T

ce

Total Volume = Denominator of PO-2B
No. of FLE LSRs that flow through to SOP = Numerator of PO-2B
% of Total = Numerator of PO-2B/ Denominator of PO-2B

Ta : ce Data

Total Volume LSRs placed in manual queue = Sum of PO-4A-1 and
PO-4B-1 Denominators, excluding those LSRS that were rejected at
the BPL Layer and selecting by state code, less the PO-2A numerator,
modified to include line sharing orders that flow through but are not
normally included in PO-2A

No. of LSRs SDCs immediately reject = Sum of Denominators of PO-
3A-1 and PO-3B-1

% of Total = No. of LSRs SDCs immediately reject/ Total Volume
LSRs place in manual queue




Breakdown of LSRs that IMA determines are FLE

(10 Tables Total)
#1 #2
EDI LSRs - Colorado EDI LSRs - lowa
No.of No. of
electronically electronically
Total Volume [submitted Total Volume |submitted
of sumbitted |LSRs that IMA of sumbitted |LSRs that IMA
CLEC Name |LSRs finds FLE % of Total CLEC Name [LSRs finds FLE % of Total
CLEC 4 855, 715 83.63% CLEC 23 8496 3817 44.93%
CLECS 3428 1919] 55.98% CLEC 29 210] 120] 57.14%
CLEC 12 2141 1362 63.62% CLEC 32 6| 5[ 83.33%
CLEC 17 4 3 75.00%
CLEC 23 10387 6666 64.18%
CLEC 27 448} 95 21.21%
CLEC 29 451 290} 64.30%
CLEC 31 3055 2750 90.02%
CLEC 32 4 4 100.00%
CLEC 36 799| 706] 88.36%
CLEC 37 2 2 100.00%
CLEC 39 19175 13201 68.84%
CLEC 40 1 1 100.00%
CLEC 79 1 0.00%
#3 #4
EDI! LSRs - Idaho EDI LSRs - North Dakota
No. of No. of
electronically electronically
Total Volume |submitted Total Volume [submitted
of sumbitted |LSRs that IMA of sumbitted |[LSRs that IMA
CLEC Name |LSRs finds FLE % of Total CLEC Name |LSRs finds FLE % of Total
CLEC 23 4935 3597 72.89% CLEC 23 1396 634 45.42%
CLEC 29 143 98 68.53% CLEC 28 27 15 55.56%
#5
EDi LSRs - Nebraska
No. of
electronically
Total Voiume |submitted
of sumbitted |LSRs that IMA
CLEC Name JLSRs finds FLE % of Total
CLEC 23 6476 4937 76.24%
CLEC 29 88 82 70.45%
CLEC 32 4 4 100.00%




Breakdown of LSRs that IMA determines are FLE

(10 Tables Total)
#6 #7
GUI LSRs - Colorado GUI LSRs - IOWA
No. of No. of
electronically electronically
Total Volume Jsubmittad Total Volume |submitted
of sumbitted |LSRs that IMA of sumbitted |LSRs that IMA
CLEC Name |[LSRs finds FLE % of Total CLEC Name |LSRs finds FLE % of Total
CLEC 1 42 10 23.81% CLEC 46 33 22 66.67%
CLEC 2 2090 683 32.68% CLEC 47 3 2 66.67%
CLEC 3 29 25 86.21% CLEC 48 38 28 73.68%
CLEC 5 26 23 86.46% CLEC 9 4327 3935 90.94%
CLEC 6 5 2 40.00% CLEC 49 788 581 73.73%
CLEC 8 3 0.00% CLEC 50 1131 887 78.43%
CLEC 9 2 2 100.00% CLEC 11 191 173 90.58%
CLEC 10 2 2 100.00% CLEC 51 414 245 59.18%
CLEC 11 343 300 87.46% CLEC 52 66 19 28.79%
CLEC 12 197 82 41.62% CLEC 53 2147 1747 81.37%
CLEC 13 137 123 89.78% CLEC 16 357 170, 47.62%
CLEC 14 57 44 77.19% CLEC 54 347 235 67.72%
CLEC 1§ 2575 2362 91.73% CLEC 55 105 97| 92.38%
CLEC 16 601 302 50.25% CLEC 56 3688 267 68.81%
CLEC 17 107 73 68.22% CLEC 57 124 83 66.94%
CLEC 19 355 269 75.77% CLEC 23 591 236 39.93%
CLEC 21 3123 2357 75.47% CLEC 25 1 1 100.00%
CLEC 22 4 0.00% CLEC 29 3 0.00%
CLEC 23 1352 812 60.06% CLEC 58 133 75 56.39%
CLEC 24 91 8 8.79% CLEC 30 4444 4025 90.57%
CLEC 25 31 21 67.74% CLEC 59 1 1 100.00%
CLEC 26 10809 8154 75.44% CLEC 60 1140 870 76.32%
CLEC 27 97 27 27.84% CLEC 61 110 73 66.36%
CLEC 28 609 467 76.68% CLEC 62 21 5 23.81%
CLEC 29 19 1 5.26% CLEC 45 11 9 81.82%
CLEC 30 4907 4301 87.65% CLEC 61 110 73 66.36%
CLEC 31 268 243 90.67% CLEC 62 21 5 23.81%
CLEC 33 3 0.00% CLEC 45 11 9 81.82%
CLEC 34 250 128 51.20%
CLEC 35 1 0.00%
CLEC 37 445 364 81.80%
CLEC 38 331 2683 79.46%
CLEC 39 3428 2241 65.37%
CLEC 41 16 3 18.75%
CLEC 42 111 1 0.90%
CLEC 43 414 46 11.11%
CLEC 44 1 1 100.00%
CLEC 45 79 63 79.75%




Breakdown of LSRs that IMA determines are FLE

(10 Tables Total)
#8 #9
GUI LSRs - idaho GUI LSRs - North Dakota
No. of No. of
electronicaily electronically
Total Volume |submitied Total Volume |submitted
of sumbitted [LSRs that IMA of sumbitted |LSRs that IMA
CLEC Name |LSRs finds FLE % of Total CLEC Name |LSRs finds FLE % of Total
CLEC 48 219 171 78.08% CLEC 71 958 337 35.18%
CLEC 63 53 16] 30.19% CLEC 11 1 0.00%
CLEC 16 25 14 56.00% CLEC 53 82 70 85.37%
CLEC 64 131 64 48.85% CLEC 16 142 48 33.80%
CLEC 65 3 0.00% CLEC 72 385 109 28.31%
CLEC 80 1 0.00% CLEC 73 568 316, 55.63%
CLEC 23 1051 735 69.93% CLEC 23 18 10 55.56%
CLEC 66 14 9 64.29% CLEC 74 163 95 62.09%
CLEC 28 20 15 75.00% CLEC 30 1218 1109 91.06%
CLEC 29 13 0.00% CLEC 68 25 21 84.00%
CLEC 67 3 0.00% CLEC 75 314 102 32.48%
CLEC 68 16 13 81.25% CLEC 76 1755 979 55.78%
CLEC 89 8 2 33.33% CLEC 45 3 2 66.67%
CLEC 70 153 120 78.43%
#10
GUI LSRs - Nebraska
No. of
electronically
Total Volume |submitted
of sumbitied |LSRs that IMA
CLEC Name |LSRs finds FLE % of Total
CLEC 46 1506 755 47.31%
CLEC 49 9469 6008 72.95%
CLEC 11 17 17 400.00%
CLEC 53 1286 1083 82.66%
CLEC 16 350 156 44.57%
CLEC 54 8| 2 25.00%
CLEC 23 424 308 72.64%
CLEC 77 326 221 67.79%
CLEC 28 49 28 57.14%
CLEC 29 9 0.00%
CLEC 58 53 38 67.02%
CLEC 30 2414 2222 92.05%
CLEC 78 196) 148 74.49%
CLEC 68 9| 6 68.67%
CLEC 39 40| 9 22.50%




Breakdown of FLE LSRs that FTS Submits to SOPs

(10 Tables Total)

#2
EDI LSRs - lowa

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume [SOP % of Total
CLEC 23 3817 3265 85.54%
CLEC 29 120| 99 82.50%
CLEC 32 5| 0 0.00%
#4
EDI LSRs - N Dakota

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume |SOP % of Total
CLEC 23 634 550 88.17%
CLEC 29 15 15 100.00%
CLEC 32 3] 0 0.00%

#1
EDI LSRs - Colorado

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume |SOP % of Total
CLEC 4 715 876 94.55%
CLEC 5 1919 1760 91.71%
CLEC 12 1362 1282 94.13%
CLEC 17 3 2 66.67%
CLEC 23 6666/ 6047 90.71%
CLEC 27 95 82 86.32%
CLEC 29 290 276| 95.17%
CLEC 31 2750| 2553 92.84%
CLEC 32 4 o] 0.00%
CLEC 38 706} 856 92.92%
CLEC 37 2 0 0.00%
CLEC 39 13201 12764 96.69%
CLEC 40 1 1 100.00%
#3
EDI LSRs - Idaho

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volums |SOP % of Total
CLEC 23 3597 3251 90.38%
CLEC 29 08 86 87.76%
#5
EDI L_SRs - Nebraska

No. of FLE

L.SRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume }SOP % of Total
CLEC 23 4937 4675 04.60%
CLEC 29 62 44 70.97%
CLEC 32 4 0 0.00%




Breakdown of FLE L.SRs that FTS Submits to SOPs
(10 Tables Total)

#7
GU!I LSRs - lowa

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume |SOP % of Total
CLEC 46 22 20 90.91%
CLEC 47 2 0 0.00%
CLEC 48 28§ 28] 100.00%
CLEC 9 3935 3794 96.42%
CLEC 49 581 570 98.11%
CLEC 50 887 829 93.46%
CLEC 11 173 160 92.49%
CLEC 51 245 244 99.59%
CLEC 52 19 18 04.74%
CLEC 53 1747 1704 97.54%
CLEC 16 170 145 85.29%
CLEC 54 235 198 84.26%
CLEC 55 97 92 94.85%
CLEC 56 267 250 93.63%
CLEC 57 83 78 93.98%
CLEC 23 238 223 984.49%
CLEC 25 1 1 100.00%
CLEC 58 75 66 88.00%
CLEC 30 4025 3833 95.23%
CLEC 59 1 1 100.00%
CLEC 60 870 818 94.02%
CLEC 61 73 70, 95.89%
CLEC 62 5 5 100.00%
CLEC 45 9] 8 88.89%

#6
GUI LSRs - Colorado

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume |[SOP % of Total
CLEC 1 10 6 60.00%
CLEC 2 683 600 87.85%
CLEC 3 25 24 96.00%
CLEC § 23 22 95.65%
CLEC 6 2 2| 100.00%
CLEC 9 2 1 50.00%
CLEC 10 2 2l 100.00%
CLEC 11 300 289 96.33%
CLEC 12 82 79 96.34%
CLEC 13 123 118 95.93%
CLEC 14 44 42 95.45%
CLEC 15 2362 2285 95.89%
CLEC 16 302 282 93.38%
CLEC 17 73 71 97.26%
CLEC 19 269 252 93.68%
CLEC 21 2357 2249 95.42%
CLEC 23 812 766 84.33%
CLEC 24 8| 5 62.50%
CLEC 25 21 20 95.24%
CLEC 26 8154 7452 91.39%
CLEC 27 27 21 77.78%
CLEC 28 487 388 83.08%
CLEC 29 1 1] 100.00%
CLEC 30 4301 4171 96.98%
CLEC 31 243 239 98.35%
CLEC 34 128| 112 87.50%
CLEC 37 364 331 90.93%
CLEC 38 263 251 95.44%
CLEC 39 2241 1962 87.55%
CLEC 41 3 3]  100.00%
CLEC 42 1 of 0.00%
CLEC 43 48 6|  78.26%
CLEC 44 1 1]  100.00%
CLEC 45 83 63]  100.00%




Breakdown of FLE LSRs that FTS Submits to SOPs

#8
GUI LSRs - Idaho

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume |SOP % of Total
CLEC 48 171 159 92.98%
CLEC 63 18 1 68.75%
CLEC 16 14 14|  100.00%
CLEC 64 64 43 67.19%
CLEC 23 735| 703 95.65%
CLEC 66 9 9]  100.00%
CLEG 28 15 11 73.33%
CLEC 68 13 12 92.31%
CLEC 69 2 0 0.00%
CLEC 70 120 117 97.50%
#10
GUI LSRs - Nebraska

No. of FLE

LSRs that

flow thru to
CLEC Name |Total Volume |SOP % of Total
CLEC 46 755 621 82.25%
CLEC 49 6908 6a18| 96.70%
CLEC 11 17 17  100.00%
CLEC 53 1083| 1024 96.33%
CLEC 16 1586| 131 83.97%
CLEC 54 2 2] 100.00%
CLEC 23 308 266 86.36%
CLEC 77 221 196 8.69%
CLEC 28 28 24 85.71%
CLEC 58 36| 25 69.44%
CLEC 30 2222 2090] 94.06%
CLEC 78 148 127 86.99%
CLEG 68 6 5 83.33%
CLEC 39 9 7 77.78%

(10 Tables Total)

#9
GUI LSRs - N Dakota
No. of FLE
LSRs that
flow thru to
CLEC Name [Total Volume {SOP % of Total
CLEC 71 337 275, 81.60%
CLEC 53 70 70 100.00%
CLEC 16 48 41 85.42%
CLEC 72 109 80 73.39%
|cLec 73 316 272 86.08%
CLEC 23 10 8 80.00%
CLEC 74 95 73 76.84%
CLEC 30 1109 1044 94.14%
CLEC 68 21 19 90.48%
CLEC 75 102 74 72.55%
CLEC 76 979] 910} 92.95%
CLEC 45 2| 1] 50.00%




Breakdown of How Many Manually Processed LSRs are Inmediately Rejected by SDC

Colorado

Total Volume ]No. of LSRs

LSRs placed {SDCs

in Manual immediately
CLEC Queue Reject % of Tota
CLEC1 40 7 17.50%
CLEC 2 2249 226 10.05%
CLEC 3 6 1 16.67%
CLEC 4 254 46 18.11%
CLECS 2002 479| 22.90%
CLEC 6 15 o| 0.00%
CLEC 7 9 6 66.67%
CLEC 8 2 1 50.00%
CLEC 9 1 0 0.00%
CLEC 10 0 0 0.00%
CLEC 11 70| 7 10.00%
CLEC 12 5702 613 10.75%
CLEC 13 28 9 32.14%
CLEC 14 21 7 33.33%
CLEC 15 401 26 23.94%
CLEC 18 378 44 11.70%
CLEC 17 44 5 11.36%
CLEC 18 2 2 100.00%
CLEC 19 121 24 19.83%
CLEC 20 1 1 100.00%
CLEC 21 1001 150 14.99%
GCLEC 22 13 3 23.08%
CLEC 23 14324 2175 15.18%
CLEC 24 108 32 29.63%
CLEC 25 14 4 28.57%
CLEC 26 4021 756 18.80%
CLEC 27 461 53 11.50%
CLEC 28 299 97 32.44%
CLEC 29 201 23 7.90%
CLEC 30 834 100 11.99%
CLEC 31 629 104 16.53%
CLEC 32 10 7 70.00%
CLEC 33 9 6 66.67%
CLEC 34 179 63 35.20%
CLEC 35 1 o] 0.00%
CLEC 36 248 111 44.78%
CLEC 37 137 26 18.98%
CLEC 38 119 47 39.50%
CLEC 39 8344 548 8.57%
CLEC 40 0 0 0.00%
CLEC 41 2 9 42.86%

(5 Tables Total)

lowa

Total Volume |No. of LSRs

LSRs placed |SDCs

in Manual immediatety
CLEC Queue Reject % of Total
CLEC 46 14 2 14.29%
CLEC 47 26 ;] 23.08%
CLEC 48 13 3 23.08%
CLEC 9 622 102 16.40%
CLEC 49 208] 8 3.85%
CLEC 50 342 41 11.99%
CLEC 11 42 7 16.67%
CLEC 51 168] 5 2.98%
CLEC 52 58 11 18.97%
CLEC 53 493 50 10.14%
CLEC 16 23861 18 7.83%
CLEC 54 153 14 9.15%
CLEC 55 15 2 13.33%
CLEC 56 150 15 10.00%
CLEC 57 138} 8 5.80%
CLEC 23 19553 3017 15.43%
CLEC 25 0 0 0.00%
CLEC 29 121 10 8.26%
CLEC 58 79 16 20.25%
CLEC 30 720 108 15.00%
CLEC 59 Q 0 0.00%
CLEC 32 9 3 33.33%
CLEC 60 331 35 10.57%
CLEC 61 172 5 2.91%
CLEC 62 9| 2 22.22%
CLEC 45 7] 4 57.14%




Breakdown of How Many Manually Processed L.SRs are Immediately Rejected by SDC
(5 Tables Total)

CLEC 42 213 29 13.62%
CLEC 43 377 24 6.37%
CLEC 44 0 0 0.00%
CLEC 45 24 10 41.67%
idaho

Total Volume |No. of LSRs

LSRs placed |SOCs

In Manual immediately
CLEC Queue Reject % of Totalt
CLEC 48 68 1 16.18%
CLEC 63 66 9 13.64%
CLEC 16 ’ 10 0 0.00%
CLEC 64 87 7 8.05%
CLEC 65 5 2 40.00%
CLEC 23 2585 499 19.30%
CLEC 66 6 1 16.67%
CLEC 28 10 1 10.00%
CLEC 29 86 14 16.28%
CLEC 67 | 0 0.00%
CLEC 68 5 1 20.00%
CLEC 69 5 0 0.00%
CLEC 70 48 186 33.33%
Nebraska

Total Volume [No. of LSRs

LSRs placed |SDCs

in Manual immediately
CLEC Queue Reject % of Total]
CLEC 48 1015 62 8.11%
CLEC 49 2625 113 4.30%
CLEC 11 0 0 0.00%
CLEC §3 298] s 11.74%
CLEC 16 262 26| 9.92%
CLEC 54 8 of 0.00%
CLEC 23 2457 479 19.50%
CLEC 77 160} 26] 16.25%
CLEC 28 28 4 14.29%
CLEC 29 55 6 10.91%
CLEC 58 28 3 10.71%
CLEC 30 420] 104 24.76%
CLEC 32 10 8 €0.00%
CLEC 78 72 5 6.94%
CLEC 68 8| 2 33.33%

N Dakota

Total Volume |No. of LSRs

LSRs placed |SDCs

in Manual immediately
CLEC Queue Reject % of Total]
CLEC 71 737 65 8.82%
CLEC 11 2 1 50.00%
CLEC 53 12 0 0.00%
CLEC 16 109 13 11.93%
CLEC 72 350 52 14.86%
CLEC 73 312 35 11.22%
CLEC 23 4290 818 14.36%
CLEC 74 104 17 16.35%
CLEC 29 14 2 14.29%
CLEC 30 223 47 21.08%
CLEC 32 15 12 80.00%
CLEC 68 8] 2 25.00%
CLEC 75 315 38 12.06%
CLEC 76 924 72 7.79%
CLEC 45 1 0 0.00%




Breakdown of How Many Manually Processed LSRs are Inmediately Rejected by SDC
{5 Tables Total)

lcLecse | 34| 4 11.76%)




FCC Request for Supplemental LSR Data — 6/28/02

= Breakdown of LSRs that IMA determines are FLE — 10 tables total

(Interface used, i.e GUI) LSRs— (STATE, i.e ND)

CLEC Name Total Volume No. of % of Total
of submitted electronically
LSRs submitted LSRs
that IMA finds
FLE
1
2

a  Breakdown of FLE LSRs that FTS submits to SOP — 10 tables total

(Interface used, i.e GUI) LSRs— (STATE, i.e ND)

CLEC Name Total Volume | No. of FLE % of Total
LSRs that flow
through to SOP
1
2
s  Breakdown of how many manually processed LSRs are kicked out by SOP -
S Tables
(STATE, i.e. ND
CLEC Total Volume | No. of SDC % of Total
of SDC processed LSRs
approved LSRs | that SOP kicks

out due to error

Yt

=  Breakdown of how many manually processed LSRs are immediately rejected

by SDCs — 5 Tables

(STATE, i.e ND)

CLEC Total Volume | No. of LSRs % of Total
LSRs placed in | SDCs
manual queue | immediately
reject
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PROQUCTS & SERVICES | PESOURCES | CPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS | METWORK | TRAWING NOTIZES & FORUMS | CUS
Wholesale
Products & Services Buslness Procedures
Business Procedures Ordering Overview - V17.0
» Getting Started
History Log
-Facliity Based CLECs
Resellers Description
» Account Team Qwest offers various ordering methods to submit service requests for
your Unbundled Network Hements (UNEs), Resale or Interconnection
» Billing - Additional products and services with functions that indude, but are not fimited to,
Output the following:
> Billing - Bllling + Submitting service requests electronicaily or manually
Percentage Worksheet s Preparing a service request
s Requesting Design Layaut Reports (DLR)
> Bliling - Bllling & s Relating service requests and managed projects
Recelvable Tracking s Submitting a service request
{BART) + Editing errars and refections
+ Isauing supplements and/or cancels
b Bilfing - Customer « Acknowledging recelpt of your service request
Records and Information s Monitoring the status of yaur service request

System {(CRI1S)

. The matrix below groups Qwest Whotesate Products and Services by the
::32;‘9 Dally Usage Fite various forms used to submit service requests. Since Ordering functions
vary by individual product and service, refer to spedfic documentation in

» Biiling - Integrated the Wholesale Products and Services Web pages.

Access Bllling System

{IABS) Qwest's Wholesale Praducts and Services
» Billing - Taxes and Tax Submitted on Local Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) forms
Exemption s Centrex and Centrex 21 o Unbundled ISDN- Primary
# Digital Subscriber Line Rate Interface (PRI} DID/
» Bona Fide Request {DSL) see Qwest DSL Resale PBX/ DOD Facility/ Trunk
{BFR) & Special Reguest s Directory Listings Member
(SR} Processas ¢ Integrated Services Digital » Unbundled Switch Trunk-
Network (ISDN}- Basic Rate side Facliities
» Calling Card/LIDB Interface (BRI) » Unbundled Switching Line/
+ Loop Splitting (Unbundled Trunk-side Facilities
» CLEC Requested UNE Loop sharing) s Unbundled Digital Line-side
Constructlon {CRUNEC) * Network Interface Device Switch Port (DLSP)- BRI
{NID) ISDN Capable
» Common Language e Interim Number Portability e Unbundled Distribution
{INP)/ Local Number Loop
» Customer Contacts Portability (LNP) * Unbundled Distribution

hitp://www.qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/ordering. htmi 12,2002
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P Directory Ordering
b Early Order Opportunity
» Electronic Access

b Expedites and
Escalations Overview

b Features
» Forecasting

» Formal Complaint
Process

» Geographic
Deaveraging

» Local Service Freeze

» Local Service Ordering
Guldelines (LSOG)

)} Long Distance Carrier
Selection

» Maintenance & Repair
Overview

» Manual Interfaces

» Migrations and
Converslons

» Negotiations Process

» Negotiations Template
Agreement

» New Customer
Questionnaires

» Ordering Overview

» Pre Ordering Overview
» Proof Of
Authorization/Letter Of
Agency (LOA)

» Provisioning &
Installation Overview

» Regulatory
Commissions

» Service Intervals
» Tariff Locations

» Technical Publications

[ 2K 2 3N J

Resale Centrex and Centrex
21

Qwest DSL Resale

Resale Designed Trunks
(Exception: Direct Inward
Dialing (DID) one-way
Incoming trunk)

Resale DID In Only Trunks
Resale Digital Switched
Services (DSS)

Resale Frame Relay

Resale ISDN-BRI

Resale Public Access Une
(PAL)

Resale Private Branch
Exchange {PBX) for Plain
Old Telephone Service
{POTS) - Non-Designed
trunks

Resale POTS

Resale Private Line

Resale Single Line see
Resale ISDN-BRI

Shared Distribution Loop
Shared Interoffice Transport
Shared Loop (Line Sharing)
Unbundied DID/ PBX/ Direct
Outward Dialing (DOD)
Fadility/ Trunk Member

Page 2 0of 26

Loop with INP/ LNP
Unbundled Feeder Loop
Unbundied Local Loop
Unbundled Local Loop
DLSP/ Asymmetrical Digital
Subscriber Line (ADSL)
Capable

Unbundled Local Loop with
INP/ LNP

Unbundled Local Sub-Loop
Unbundied Local Switching
(Port)

Unbundled Packet
Switching (UPS)
Unbundled Switch DLSP/
Analog Line Side Switch
Port (ALSP)

Unbundled Switch Digital/
Analog Trunk Facilities
Enhanced Extended Loop
(EEL)

UNE Combinations
Unbundied Network
Element-Platform (UNE-P)
Centrex and Centrex 21
UNE-P DID Trunks

UNE-P DSS

UNE-P ISDN-BRI

UNE-P Line Splitting
UNE-P PBX Analog Trunks
UNE-P PRI

UNE-P POTS

Qwest's Wholesale Products and Services

Submitted on Access Service Ordering Guidelines (ASOG) Forms

Data Base Services

Digital Data Services (DDS)-
Private Line Transport Service
(PLTS) for Access

Feature Groups A/B/C/D,
Service Access Code (SAC),
NXX, Local Trunking

Hi-Cap Facllitles (Digital Signal

level 1 (DS1), Digital Signal
level 3 (DS3), etc.)

Jointly Provided Switch Access-
Feature Groups A/B/C/D (Meet

Point Billing)

Local Interconnect Services
(LIS)

Local Tandem Switching

Private Line see PLTS for Access

e PLTS

e Self Healing Network
Services (SHNS)

e Signaling System 7
(SS7) Links

e Synchronous Service
Transport (SST)

e Unbundled Dark Fiber
(UDF)

¢ Unbundled Dedicated
Interoffice Transport
(UDIT)

¢ Unbundled Multiplexer

¢ Unbundied Signaling

_ Transfer Points (STP)

Port

o Wireless Interconnect
Services Type [

¢ Wireless Interconnect
Services Type 2

Submitted on Special Forms

Collocation and Remote Collocation

http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/ordering. html

7/12/2002
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} Telecommunlications
Assoclations

» Unauthorized Service
Provider Change

» USOC/FID Finder

Page 3 0of 26

e Poles, Ducts and Right of Way
e Central Office- Automatic Call Distribution {CO-ACD) Service

Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA) functions described in this section do
not apply to Wholesate Interconnection Products and Services (e.g., LIS,
UDF, and UDIT). Refer to individual Wholesale Products and Services to
identify requirements for services ordered on ASOG forms.

Complete detalls on Qwest’s IMA Ordering functionality can be found in
the IMA User's Guide.

Qwest’s Service Interval Guidelines are defined in the Service Interval
Guide (SIG).

Implementation
Product Prerequisites

Qwest offers various methods to submit service requests. Electronic
access can be accomplished three different ways:

¢ Dial-up capabliity - Log on to Qwest's ordering systems from
your local computer.

¢ Direct connection via a dedicated circult (IMA Electronic
Data Interchange (EDI) or EXACT) - Recommended for
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) generating large
volumes with more than 50 staff members accessing ordering

systems.

o Web Access - Access IMA and other Qwest Graphical User
Interface (GUI) tools from your desktop computer.

Requirements for accessing Qwest's ordering systems are defined in the
New Customer Questionnaires, the Electronic Access Checklist, and the
Operations Support System Checklist. Contact your Qwest Service
Manager if you need additional information.

. 2.

Submitting Service Requests Electronically or Manually

¢ Telecommunications Information Access Ordering Systems
{TELecommunication Information System (TELIS) - UNIX)
Allows you to electronically submit ASRs to request trunking and
facilities between you and Qwest for LIS, inters