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OBSERVATION 1031
Gwest O88 Evaluation

catnn be given various jeopardy codes. Codes beginning with the
;dxm o the customer, while codes beginning with other letters do
suse to Liberty data request 27-1, which is Qwest's Jeopar dy

Cade is posted when a critical date Sfunction in the

cess Iy determined to be in danger of not being completed
e critical dates, which will be missed, are 1o be
reopardy code.

! Funetion Code/MEC is posted when a due date is missed. All
fates prust have a MFC posted. MFC's represent the root

wissed due date, it may be the same as a jeopardy posted
joning process. Accurate noles during the provisioning
wibd tell the story enabling the CCT-I knowledge 1o post the

AFC I a DD is missed and if at anytime in the pr owszomng
st gu)p:iirch code was posted the company is required to
« iss. If an order was missed for Qwest reasons and when attempt
st we find the customer is nol ready a Qwest MFC must be
w1 the DI

et b supplemental response to data request 30-4 that:

ed Function Code) is placed on the order by a CCT-
ester al the time that the OSSOL is closed out. The MFC is
o that best explains why the order was missed (the root
- if more than one jeopardy was issued). This is afier the
warked end  accepted by the customer. It s not inpul
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vl Decumentation, Chapter 12, the SOMC field contains the
SOMC s determined by pusonml in the order completion
;sapplr:mu)ml response to data request 30-4:

ceid de {iﬁ(fU Ilm R %’()1" S’()U( /Jcld is a/s() manua//v

Jelivery Coordinator (SDC) reviews the WFAC file, including the
1 other data, and then determines the appropriate SOMC for the
MO contains a jeopardy to the customer ( a jeopardy beginning
est excludes the order from OP-3, OP-4, and OP-6 as an order
ok for customer reasons.

gpent document (its supplemental response to data request 37-4),
wm of how the ‘»( WC s dmtomnnad It stated that:

W ffr:;sﬂ NOC in the order completion group 1o determine the
: for an order being missed. Since the reason Jor misses
: ¢:3/ vrders occur affer the RID date (releuse of the
(lw Mml uf /hc H] A (_ rcc or a) l‘/w p; zmmv source

; ‘ma arder 1;1(!7 pr ()blvms p) ior (o t/zc R/D T, /713 Zed zh@
¢ everall history of the order to assign the SOMC..

hie SOMC is usually, but not always, found in the WFAC file,

eral different types of anomalies regarding the information in
il how they are used in performance measure reporting. One issue
sgning a customer jeopardy, e.g., CO1, to an order after the due dat
> arder from OP-3, OP-4, and OP-6 because of a customer miss m‘
stified exclusion, An example of this issue occurs with PON
¥ 0615604, 05, According to Qwest, these orders had a due date
.1; m E%wa due date, see the SODD in LIB_DR_Set_30-9.csv provided to
e 10 data request 30-9). The WFAC record for these orders (also
15 *ﬁ; response (o 30-9 and named LIB Set30Req009C OnAA) shows
P AT&T issued on 2/21/01, The RSOR data for these orders have
f ivm-:s% the orders were axcluded from the OP-3, OP-4, and OP-6
Iy beesuse of a jeopardy that Qwest made to AT&T long after the due
I, Liberty asked Qwest to explain how a C0O1 jeopardy long after
sed (west 10 exclude the order from the measures, but Qwest’s
That response did, however, state that QOwest “could not find”
F6/01, even though the RSOR data supplied to Liberty by Qwest

Fage 2 of 4
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Qwest O8S Evaluation

o supplemental response received on 173/01, Qwest neither
on of why if excluded the order, nor did it explain why RSOR
that Qwest “could not find.” Another example is PON
34331, 32 which had a due date of 11/22/00. Qwest
1o ATE&T on 11727, The MFC was CO1 and Qwest therefore
e pertormiance measure because of an alleged customer miss.
Boerty asked Qwaest to explain these issues and Justify excluding
temental response stated that the jeopardy should have been

e dhate of 11/22) but human error caused it to be posted on
i the Qwest fog for this order is unreliable. (This is not the
ate; in a supplemental response to data request 37-

142

ardies lo

od o customer jeopardy late for PON DENPO006673-A., order

to the Service Order Miss Code ( SOMC) in the RSOR data set not
5 important because an SOMC to the customer causes the order 10
-4, and OP-6. PON DENPO1 00467, orders C40141516, 17 is
data for these orders (received in file LIB_DR_Set 30-7.csv in
30-7) have SOMCs of C01, even though the WFAC data
t30Req.007ConAttA.doc also in response to data request 30-7)
ave any MEFC at all, and there does not appear to be a customer
s in the WFAC file for these orders, Nonetheless, this order was
3, OP-4 and OP-6 by Qwest for a customer-caused miss. Liberty
ain this issue in data request 37-4, but Qwest’s response was
piement o that response, Qwest stated that the order had actually
. that it had never been jeopardized to AT &T, and that human
EROMC of COT rather than an SOMC of K09 (which Qwest now
i proper),

hites 1o the MFC being inconsistent with the underlying jeopardies and

. This is particularly important when an order has more than one
I it has one jeopardy to Qwest and another one to the customer. As
uote above (tlaken from Qwest’s Jeopardy Coding Job Aid), Qwest’s
i Ehwest should take the miss whenever a due date is missed and a
L any time during the provisioning process. However, Qwest’s
A2-6 exsentinlly states that this did not happen during the period
ring that period, (west states that a record would be excluded from
+ 1o @ customer-caused miss even if there also was a jeopardy to

is saying that, for the period in question, the MFC was
s¢ of a missed original due date, independent of any other
c of this issue is PON DENP0006628, order C80056544, which
L {hwest jeopardized this order E14 to itself on 173, the due date,
weler to AT&T on 1/4 with a code of CO1. Nevertheless, the MFC
and Qwest excluded the order from the measures, Qwest’s
tr data request 30-4 stated that the MFC code should have been




OHSERVATION 1031
Qwest 0SS Evaluation

ey ont the part of the tester resulted in a MFC of CO1. In that same
d that the MFC is always input manually for all states and products,
Wi RSOR is also manually input, but by the SDC in the order
s b this example, the 8DC also committed an error by failing to post the
this resulted in the order being excluded improperly from the measure,

=3, OP-4, and OP-6 were being inappropriately excluded for
ses that did not really occur.



OBSERVATION 1032
Qwest OSS Evaluation

Date: January 3, 2002
OBSERVATION REPORT

An observation has been identified as a result of the data reconciliation work for
Clolorado and the OP-4 measure.

Observation:

Qwest included some unbundled loop orders that should have been excluded because the
requested provisioning interval was greater than the then current standard installation
mterval,

Background:

The PID version 3.0, which applies to the data reconciliation, indicates that for QP-4
orders are excluded when the “customer requested due dates greater than the current
standard interval.”

Issue:

"I'he installation guide interval indicated that the standard was five business days for loop
orders with 1 to 8 lines, There were several Covad UBL orders, which had § lines or less,
for which the requested interval was 6 business days or more, yet Qwest reported the
order. This appears to be caused by human error in completing the order information that
is then used for performance reporting.

Empaet:

Reporting of OP-4 for May through July 2001 did not conform to the PID.

Page 1 of 1



Exhibit B-8

MEMORANDUM

2 Jamuary 14, 2002

e ROCTAG

Bob Stright
The Liberty Consulting Group

wation 1033 stated that, during the period being covered by Liberty’s data
ilintion, there were instances where Qwest personnel determined AT&T’s order
shication date/time incorrectly for OP-4 LIS trunk performance measurement reporting
: .¢s. In some instances, Qwest failed to change the application day to the next day.
gven though the ASR was received after 3:00 p.m. MT. In other cases, it appears that
west used the wrong application date because of uncertainty as to whether or not the
application was “complete and accurate” as is required in the definition section of the

h‘: its response to the exception, Qwest stated that the net effect of its errors was minimal,
a one day difference during the period being reconciled. Liberty believes it is pure
idence, and irrelevant, that Qwest’s errors may net out to a small number for the
period, The important fact is that Qwest committed human errors in a third of the LIS
trunk orders for which the parties agreed on the denominator but not the numerator.
Liberty has submitted data requests to assess Qwest’s retraining activities.

in addition, Liberty determined that for several Covad UBL orders in Arizona received
gfter 7 pm were dated the same day, rather than the next day in accordance with the PID.

UBL AZ
Covad
PON Qwest Order #
May
10684663 N50411873
1046895 N50406160
1045828 N560426097
1078413 N50438753
1040880 N50429353
1041602 N50409227
1051520 N50429347
1051871 N51160193
June
1403340 N514906876
1121507 N54292580
1129400 N54588152

11056912 N527838582



N54588152
N55456904
N542928690
N57067207



Fxhibit C

MEMORANDUM
DATE: 10 December 2002
TO: ROC TAG

FROM: Bob Stright
The Liberty Consulting Group

RE: Reply to Qwest’s Response to Observation 1028

nary

west acknowledged the problems identified in the Observation report, however it
isidered the errors in mean-time-to-repair (MTTR) cited in the Observation to be
m“flati.d cases. Qwest proposed no new action, and instead stated that it would continte to
conduet semi-annual compliance reviews and continue its random review/coac hirg
program for technicians.

L Fig,

Ona and Nebx aska may be typlcal 1athex than 1solated e\amplcs of errors.
fmmd significant indications of two types of errors, the cumulative effect of which:
be unreliable historical MR-6 results.

Diseussion

Observation 1028 reported that there was a significant error rate in the MTTRs, or repdir
durations, used by Qwest in calculating its MR-6 measure for AT&T in Nebraska.
Liberty specifically discussed three trouble tickets in the report, which translated: into an
error rate of roughly 15 percent based on the total number of Nebraska tickets exa
Qwest acknowledged in its response that the mistakes were due to human error; butv
considered these errors to be isolated instances. Qwest added that it conducted se A=
annual compliance reviews in all five of its Design Service centers, reutinely fi
srror rates of less than 1 percent. Qwest also noted that its center managers conduet
random checks of trouble tickets on a weekly and monthly basis. and provide coaching
whenever discrepancies are discovered.

In the course of its review of AT&T trouble tickets for the April through June 2001
period for Arizona and Nebraska, Liberty reviewed with Qwest log information on repair
duration for 42 tickets. Qwest found sizeable errors in the MTTR in four of “them, an :
rate of nearly 10 percent. Also as part of its analysis, Liberty reviewed instances in which.
AT&T tickets had been assigned multiple Qwest trouble ticket numbers. benrt\:
reviewed with Qwest 120 AT&T trouble tickets from these two states, specifically
focusing on whether individual tickets were or were not included in the MR-6 mw&uzc
Qwest found probable human errors in at least four tickets ( roughly 3 percent), w hc*"b\-




-

the code assigned to the ticket by its technicians precluded it from being included in
measure.'

the

Liberty believes that the routine reviews and training are positive steps. At this point.
however, Liberty cannot ascertain whether such training and review programs have been
effective, nor whether they were designed to capture the types of errors found during the
audit. Further investigation is warranted to determine whether Qwest’s prociaimed 1
percent error rate is accurate. Similarly, Liberty’s analysis may have been based on too
small a sample to provide a reliable estimate of error rate. Liberty therefore suggests two
areas for further action:

1. Qwest should provide further information to Liberty on its semi-annual
compliance reviews and its ad hoc review/coaching programs. including plans,
scope, results and follow-up.

Liberty will expedite the reconciliation review of AT&T trouble tickets in
Oregon, which would provide additional data on the nature and frequency of
errors.

Tod

Liberty will inform the ROC-TAG when its review of the above two items is complete.

" Specifically, if a trouble ticket were closed to. for example, a customer premise equipment (CP
would correctly not be inciuded in the measure. In these four cases, Qhwest reviewed ity Jogs and Tound that
some repair work had been done on each ticket, so the trouble code assigned was in arror. In enels
trauble ticket should have been included in the measure but was not.




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the original and 10 copies of AT&T’s Brief on Liberty Data
Reconciliation Report in Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238 were sent by overnight delivery on
Jammary 18, 2002 to:

- Arizona Corporation Commission
. Docket Contrel — Utilities Division
~ 1200 West Washington Street
- Phoenix, AZ 85007

and a true and correct copy was sent by overnight delivery on January 18. 2062 te:

Maureen Scott Mark A. DiNunzio

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

Phoenix. AZ 83007

Ernest Johnson Christopher Kempley
Director - Utilities Division Arizona Corporation Commission
Arizona Corporation Commission Legal Divigion
1200 West Washington Street 1200 West Washington Street
~ Phoenix, AZ 85007 Phoenix, AZ §3007

Jane Rodda

Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission
400 West Congress

Tucson, AZ 85701-1347

~ and a true and correct copy was sent by U. S. Mail on January 18, 2002 1o

Thomas F. Dixon Terry Tan

WorldCom, Inc. WorldCom, Inc.

707 - 17" Street, #3900 201 Spear Street, 9 :
Denver, CO 80202 San Franeiseo, CA 94015
K. Megan Doberneck Bradley Carroli

Covad Communications Company
7901 Lowry Blvd.
Denver, CO 80230




Michael M. Grant Penny Bewick
Gallagher and Kennedy New Edge Networks

25735 East Camelback Road 3000 Columbia House Blvd., Suite 106
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 Vancouver, WA 98661

Gena Doyscher Andrea P. Harris

Global Crossing Local Services, Inc. Senior Manager, Regulatory

1221 Nicollet Mall, Sutte 5300 Allegiance Telecom. Inc.

Minneapolis MN 55403 2101 Webster, Sute 1580

Qakland, CA 94612

Traci Kirkpatrick Karen L. Clauson
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP Eschelon Telecom, Inc.

- 1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue 730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200
Portland, OR 97201 Minneapolis, MN 33402

Michael W. Patten Joan S. Burke

Roshka Heyman & DeWulf, PLC Osbom Maledon, P.A.

400 North Fifth Street, Suite 1000 2929 N. Central Avenue, 21 Floor
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906 Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379

Joyce Hundley Eric S. Heath
United States Dept. of Justice Sprint Comymunications pany L2

Antitrust Division 100 Spear Street, Suite 930
1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000 San Francisco, CA 94103
Washington, DC 20530

- Daniel Pozefsky Charles Kallenbach
Residential Utility Consumer Office American Communications Services, Ine
2828 North Central Ave., #1200 131 National Business Park

Phoenix, AZ 85004 Annapolis Junction, MD 20701

Mark N. Rogers Jeffrey W, Crockett
Excell Agent Services, L.L.C. Snell & Wilmer, LLP
2175 W. 14th Street One Arizona Center
Tempe, AZ 85281 Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001

Mark P. Trinchero Tadd C. Wiley

Davis Wright Tremaine Gallagher & Kennedy, PLA.
1300 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 2300 2573 Bast Camelback Road
Portland OR 97201-5682 Phoenix, A7 §5016-0228

tud



Michael B. Hazzard

Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP
1200 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Daniel Waggoner

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

Tinothy Berg

Fennemore Craig, P.C.

3003 North Central Ave., #2600
- Phoenix, AZ 85012

Raymond S. Heyman
andall H. Warner
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf

“Two Arizona Center
- 400N, Fifth Street, Suite 1000

" Phoenix, AZ 85004

Wi ~ Diane Bacon, Legislative Director

Communications Workers of America
Arizona State Council

District 7 AFL-CIO, CLC

5818 N. 7th Street, Suite 206
Phoenix, AZ 85014-5811

Andrew Crain

Qwest Corporation

1801 California Street, Suite 4900
Denver, CO 80202

Janet Livengood

Regional Vice President

Z-Tel Communications, Inc.

601 S. Harbour Island Blvd.. Suite 220
Tampa, FL. 33602 :

Charles W. Steese

Qwest Corporation

1801 California Street. Suite 4900
Denver, CO 80202

Bill Haas

Richard Lipman ,
MeLeodUSA Telecommunications
Services, Inc.

6400 C Street SW

Cedar Rapids, 1A 34206-3177

Brian Thomas

Vice President — Regulatory
Time Warner Telecom., Inc.

520 S.W. 6th Avenue, Suite 300
Portland, OR 97204

Executed on January 18, 2002, in San Francisco, California.

Lad

Shirley 5. Woo
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Second Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation -~ Culoradn

Second Report on Qwest Performance Measure
Data Reconciliation — Colorado

I. Imtroduction

The Liberty Consulting Group (Liberty) conducted an audit of Qwest's m{hmmn” 4
For the ROC, and issued the final report from that audit on September 25, 2001, Ag ¢

_to the audit, and through its Change Request process, the ROC requested that
“data validation to resolve any debates concerning the accuracy of performe
from particular ROC PIDs.” (ROC Change Request #20.) Certain CLEC
concerns about the accuracy of Qwest’s reported performance resubts as th
that they have been receiving. The ROC decided to conduct this data reconcilintic
to test those concerns. Liberty’s performance measures audit applied x”. of %5
with the exception of Arizona. Nevertheless. Liberty was requested to include An
scope of its data reconciliation work. The report that used Arizona data was lssucd
3,2001. This report provides the resulis of Liberty’s review of data from Colorado.

Liberty conducted multiple discussions with state commission personnel, Qw
in order to secure their comments on the scope and objectives for this
determined that the objective for the data reconciliation process solicited by the
to-answer the following question:

Does the information provided by Owest demonstrate acguracy i
performance results under the measures defined in the PIE
information provided by the participating CLECs demonsteate inscoursey in
reporting of performance results under the measures defined in the PHD?

[AT&T Comment ~ AT&T suggests that the above additions]
Liberty should conduct this data umnuhatmn and %utur\: mia”'
above guestion, the issue was essentially, “Is there any gvide

Under that question. it becomes the CLEC s burden to mm ic
wrong, Under the question as posed by Liberty, Qw gy

to support data reconciliation or an audit and that refs
the question as posed. Owest could refuse to coopers
audits and there could be a finding that there was no_ind;

In addition to the issue of whether there is anv nformation (o
this and future data reconciliation efforts and audits
Owest was able to provide information to demongstrate §
As Liberty discovered during the reconciliation process. b

CLECs may not have the information 1o demonstrate thag O
situation does not mean that Qwest is right.  There should be
demonstrate that its performance results are aceurate,  Furt
the PID was unclear or silent on a n:-u'ticul"xr i%ue Owes
clearly inconsistent with the language of the PID
This appeared to_be the conclusion gven i (}u
inconsistent with a CLEC s reasonable reading of a less-th

January 3, 2002 The Liberty Consniting CGroug




Second Report on Qwest Performunce Messure Data Siv::mcsh HHi

the job that they were hired to do: giving unsupported presumptions thin
accomplish this.]

The question presented is an important, but narrow one. It allowed the exchuston of ac
would have substantially expanded the scope of this test. For example. L iberty w
to determine whether CLECs could reproduce Qwest’s performance results
jnformation, or what changes would be required to allow such reer g:m ML
situations in which Liberty found that Qwest and a CLEC zm:.mmnd Teqereme
had different understandings of how interactions with Qwest ot the informat
them should be treated. In those cases, Liberty did not seek to determine whe
was wrong, or who reflected the better practice. [AT&T Comment - f{?
a professional audit opinion. Why did Liberty believe that the parties
wha was right. who was wrong or who reflected the better pt:
to determine whether in cgmideratian of ih'e recm;irm“neﬂtg

dbi:

leertv had an mbhuumn to mﬂclmk. More vt.l an. ma{ QX‘L?Q '3
inconsistent withi_the PID language.} Therefore. in the case of data
required an affirmative showing of Qwest error or omission before
observation. However, in order to make clear the detaily of #s <
the cases where it found the information provided by the parti
of its data reconciliation work, if Liberty found aamuh’-*f‘; VEE)
performance results, regardless of the information provided | m i%
problem.

In its comments on CR #20, AT&T described what it thaught shoukd be the pro
been referred to as “data reconciliation,” as follows:

1. The CLEC identifies what it helieves are discrepancic
results it has produced and the performance resulls that |
CLEC should identify the pariicular performanee e

the evidence that lead the CLEC 1o cone Fiiele thot a e

2 The auditor takes the CLECs information awnd confirms e exisfence st
discrepancy.

3. After confirming the discrepancy, the anditor deternsiney and idest
source of the discrepancy.

at a htgh evel wzlh fhe / ICJ 1 ize spec z[!z (ﬁ:r"
shared by the auditor privately with the specific CLEC

5. If the sowrce of a discrepancy is Qwest ard thert o
problem  with  Qwest’'s raw  data, the  tu
Exception/Observation per the Exceplion and Cibser:
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ROC OSS test. In the Exception/Observation, the auditor will meake
recommendations as to whether the identified deficiency is likely to affect maltiple
services and/or multiple CLECs. The auditor will alse identify what it believes s
the period of time that Qwest may have been producing questionable performance
resulls.

6. After the Exception/Observation has been created, it should follow the wormal
process for closure, as would any other Exception or Observation.

In general, the process described by AT&T reflected how the data reconcilinton etfort
proceeded.

“Three CLECs, Covad, WorldCom, and AT&T, chose to participate in data reconcibintion, The
participating CLECs had identified numerous discrepancies. In conneetion with this epor
Liberty has separately supplied specific ‘nformation about the CLECs sources of digerepanc
as well as proprietary information concerning specific records and volumes. Liberty 3
prepare this report to inform the interested participants about the test and its results,
revealing confidential information. For example, the report generally refers to percenta
total -orders instead of the actual number of orders. The specific performance measure
products that the participating CLECs wanted included in the data reconciliatic, being widely
known, were therefore not considered proprietary.

ght to
Frowt
s of

As a result of its data reconciliation work for the state of Colorado, Liberty has or will be i
several Observation Reports, each of which is discussed below.

s

Qwest, the CLECs, and Liberty spent significant time and effort resolving the specilic
the performance measures to be included in data reconciliation. It took considerable ad ,
to digest and process the information provided by CLECs and match it with data provided by
Qwest. Liberty began this data reconciliation test with a significantly greater familiarity with the
structure and nature of the Qwest data, with which Liberty worked extensively during
audit activities. Gaining a similar kind of familiarity with CLEC data structure arxdl
formed a more significant than expected part of this test. During the conrse of its duta
reconciliation test work, Liberty was able to match a significant portion of the ap
contradictory data presented by CLECS and Qwest. This success in data mtching was iup
but the discrepancies remained very large even after it was completed.

Jemuary 3. 2002 The Liberty Consulting Groug
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II. Overall Summary of Findings

This report presents more detailed, non-confidential results in later sections that are organized by

CLEC. This section provides Liberty’s overall conclusions, which have been formed on the |
of the reconciliation of Colorado data.

Several process errors significantly affected Qwest’s reported performance results.
problems are documented in Observation reports 1020. 1027, 1029, and 1030, (Qwest w
retail line-sharing orders as wholesale orders, orders were repeated B consed
because of different completion codes, orders were not reported because the CLEC desi
was “unknown.” and records were excluded because of no state code. Qwest has mdicated that o
has either correcied or is investigating these matters.

While the problems discussed in the four Observation reports listed above caused reported
results to not reflect actual performance, they are the type of problem that can rather « fv ¥
fixed, and at least in some cases, performance results can be re-calculated. OF more con
Liberty because it may not be so easily corrected is the number of apparent human crrors tha
occurred in the processing of AT&T LIS trunk orders. This matier has been reported o
Observation 1031, In addition, human errors were apparently the cause of some
orders not being excluded from OP-4 in cases where the requested interval was fon
standard (Observation 1032), and application dates and times were incorrectly det
Qwest personnel on AT&T LIS trunk orders ( Observation 1033}

As a result of its data reconciliation work for Arizona data, Liberty found that Q
errors that affected performance results. However, those errors were generally it
kind and at levels to be expected at the front end of the performance muasuremont
where people must manually enter vast amounts of information. IATET Commer
Liberty consider to be “the front end of the performance meagire
Iiberty’s expectation as 1o what error percent should be expected
cater vast amounts of information?”  Tlow did Liberty arrive st
expeclation of an acceptable level of errors? Did Liberty condust apy s :
repardine what other companies_experience in the way of datg enry ¢
expectation as to_what level of dala entry errors should be expegto
nercent of errors that Liberty atiributed to being a resuit of manual

of data? OGS
appeared to be honest errors in judgment. ATAT Conumen
were “honest” or something else is irrelevant to this analy

accurately reports performance data. What Liberty considers
afforded no special treatment in comparison to other types ol griors.
did not mitigate or exclude any of its findings because it considere
udement.”  Whatever the source of. or reasons for. the errors, |
what those are.] The amount of these errors in relation to the tofat amuo
required for the performance measures did not exceed what Liberty consi
levels, even under a carefully operated set of measurement activities. |A
did Liberty quantify the amount of Qwest errors that it found? Whatw
percent ol Qwest errors_that_Liberty found?] The Arizona work also v
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problem associated with measure OP-15 (Exception 1046) and a failure to repor a group of Firm
Order Confirmations in June 2001.

For the Colorado data, there were three primary factors that drove to different conclusions. First
Covad provided support information for the performance measures that were to be }cum\:ﬁa i
Second, the scope of the AT&T reconciliation was smaller and so Liberty was shle to nvestig
a higher percentage of orders in more depth than had been accomplished for the f\rimm iﬁ"eii‘i
Finally, Liberty did not need to spend effort on issues that had been investigated in Arizo
in learmning about how data were stored and processed. Qwest has indicated that there 5}

be differences among the states in its region as to how data are collected and process
reporting performance measures. Therefore, Liberty views the results of its data reconciliation
work to be cumulative and that overall conclusions should be made after its work for the *»Mk\ n{
Washington and Nebraska is complete. JAT&T Comments:  First, the scope of Libe
also includes Oregon. Minnesota and Utah. The cumulative wark and overall conclus
take into account the findings in all seven states.

trunks that have an AT&T switch in Orepon and a Qwest switeh in Waslington
reported _and_ related provisioning performance measured,  This is a known c\*mu
diserepancy that is not found in Arizona or Colorado. In addition. durine the A i
reconciliation_discussions for Nebraska, AT&T asked if the problem with dupt

showine up at the end of the month and then at the hrst of the next month was region
it applied to all services. The partial response at that time from Qwest was that this
be limited to Qwest’s old Northwestern Bell states because of the dmm source,
examples indicate that there will be both state and region specific differences in Qwe
collection,]

January 3, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group
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III. Results of Data Reconciliation — AT&T

A. lIssues
The scope of the data reconciliation work for AT&T and Colorado was:

® The denominator of PO-5D for Local Interconnection Service (LIS) trunks.

& The numerator and denominator of OP-3, OP-4, OP-6, and OP-15 for LIS trunks.

The reconciliation period was from January 2001 through June 2001. Qwest stated, however, that
it did not report CLEC-specific state results for LIS trunks for OP-15 for January or February:
therefore, Liberty could not reconcile data for those months. In addition. Qwest was unable to
provide the data necessary to reconcile OP-15 for LIS trunks for May; therefore, data for that
month could not be reconciled.

Human Error

Liberty noticed several types of human error that caused inaccuracies in Qwest's performance
measure reporting. Liberty discovered instances where the Missed Function Code (MFCJ applied
by Qwest to an order in WFAC was inappropriate, ¢.g., when Qwest applied a €01 jeopardy

- cases when the jeopardy should have been to Qwest. The MFC is entered by Qwest personnel
who are supposed to choose the code that represents the reason for a miss. 1t is used by other
(ywest personnel as one factor in determining the Service Order Miss Code (SOMC) in RSOR.If
tite SOMC is to the customer, then the order was excluded from OP-3, OP-4, and OP-6 during
the period being reconciled by Liberty. Numerous orders were, in fact, inappropriately excluded
from these measures because of this type of human error. This issue is the subject of Liberty's
Observation report 1031.

In addition, Liberty noted instances where Qwest’s completion date was 01/01/01, which meant
that the completion date was blank or invalid and the order was legitimately excluded from the
measure. In other cases, the application date to entry date interval was greater than 31 days. and
{he order was legitimately excluded from the measure. However, the underlying cause of invalid
completion dates and excessive intervals is also human error on the part of Qwest personnel.

Application Date/Time

Liberty noticed instances in which Qwest personnel determined AT&Ts order application
date/time incorrectly. This application date/time is used in OP-4 calculations. [AT&T (
The application date/time is also used in PO-5 and possibly other PID caleulatons, ] The PID
requires that LIS trunk applications received after 3 p.m. MT are to be counted as received the
next day. In some instances, Qwest failed to follow this rule. In other cases, it appears that Qwaest
used the wrong application date because of uncertainty as 1o whether the application was
“complete and accurate” as is required by the definition section in the PID. This issue is the
subject of Liberty’s Observation report 1033.

In a 12/28/01 e-mail from Qwest, Liberty learned that Qwest apparently does not always have a
record of the application times for LIS trunks. It is the responsibility of the Qwest Wholesale

Jaruary 3, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group e 6
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Service Coordinator (WSC) to determine the correct application date by looking at the
application time and following the process for writing service orders. This process includes
recording the application date as the next day when the application time is after 3 p.m. MT on a
LIS trunk order. This is consistent with the definition section at the end of the PID. The only
times that are logged by Qwest, however, appear to be the time when the WSC enters the
application date into the EXACT system and the time the most recent application/ mppkmu’z‘i
was received from AT&T. [AT&T Comment ~ AT&T will often send a supplementy o
Cwest to_change information that has no effect on the due date. For example, the el
number of an AT&T contact may change. How is Qwest able o distinuuish due dat
supplemental orders from supplemental orders that have no effect on the due date for the
ol determining the appropriate_application date_and_time?  Does OQwest ever subst
supplemental order daic for the_application date and time for the purpose of PiD calculat
These times need not be the same time as the application time. Thus, Qwest cannm atw
support the application times it used in developing the performance results for OP-4.

Service Order Completion Date

For LIS trunks, Liberty found that Qwest and AT&T have different operational definitions of
when an order is considered to be completed. In most instances, AT&T views the order as
completed earlier than Qwest does. AT&T believes the order is completed when a first test is
done, but Qwest does not consider it completed until an additional test is completed as well. For
many orders a due date is established, i.e., the date by which both parties expect to complete the
order. When a test is successfully completed on that due date, AT&T considers the order
completed. AT&T therefore includes the order in the relevant performance meagsures as
completed on the date of that test. However, Qwest believes another test is necessary. {e.. a test
for which AT&T is often not ready on the due date. Accordingly. Qwest classifies the order
completion as having been missed for customer reasons, and therefore excludes it from many
measure results. This disagreement about the meaning of order completion accounts some of the
discrepancies between the parties. For example, it accounts for seven of the dii;cmp*mc:itzs
between the parties for LIS trunks for OP-4 for the months of January to Iunc e ¢ mf fis.
(AT&T Comment: It should be noted that the seven orders referenced ab '

L1 1% of the wotal number of orders reconciled in Colorado for the time period from Janu

June 2001, AT&T s detinition of a completed order is a more inclusive ¢ kimmm’ Mmo Uy
definition_excludes orders that AT&T includes,  In addition. AT& T s '
completion favors Qwest. In all of the orders affected by the delinition of op dcr« (¥
AT&T counted the order_as Qwest meeting its_completion date for putp
measurement, Owest excludes the order entirelv {rom the ca{uzhmnns Libertv's v\; ,
AT&T s position regarding the right date to use in measwring performance is incomplet
thus iaccurate. For a further explanation please see AT&T Response to the Novenber 9 ¢
Provided Explanation, PID Due Date Explanation. For ease of reference, o copy of that
is attached to these comments. ]

Both AT&T and Qwest have reasonabie justifications for their definitions of order completis
Their difference is an operational one, which cannot be resolved in either party’s favi
referring to the language of the PID. Liberty did not consider this test as including 2 L
determination of which company applied the better or most correct operational interpre
Rather, Liberty sought to determine whether Qwest's approach wag out of conlormity
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PID. Liberty concluded that Qwest’s definition and use of a service order completion did
not be judged to be out of conformance with the PID.

Data Processing Error

Liberty’s analysis of LIS ll’Llkab disclosed that many orders being reported in -
appear to be Qwest “misses.” even according to Qwest’s own data. The canse of the ¢
a data transfer error. The Detailed Data Set that Qwest uses for the OP.15 me
data from the Integrated Data Repository (/DR) Pending data source. e

piece of this data is the miss code, which determines whether the vide
15, and whether it will be included in OP-15A or OP-13B. LIS ¢

service; therefore, they have three-digit miss codes. Misses for customer rea
letter “C.” For example, CO1 is the miss code for the category of “Custon
the data transfer step, the third digit of the miss code was often (a

mmcated The Wholesale Reguhmr\' Repox ting px ogram bﬂﬁiﬁ up k‘hn :

Qwest as the default cause of the miss. Ihcrc.torc,, ali ni th { !\ Er%,mi\ orde:
miss codes were being reported as Qwest misses, even though not alt of thes
stated that it knew about the problem, and has already fixed it. but the I“*» fwﬁmg e
the months being reconciled. and the data provided by (gu,m that ¢ Ao \{mi Ehui . B
error, Liberty issued an Exception Report 1046 addressing g this
four of the LIS trunk service orders. [AT&T Comment; 1 sl
nrovide data for analysis for 3 of the 6 months in dis recon
OP-15 analvsis was limited 1o 10 orders for March, ‘;pr
truncation problem resulted in a 40% error rate in (Uwest s

This problemn could exist (for the period being reconeiledy for desi
Trunks. Accordingly, an investigation would be appropriate tor de
of products affected. and the months involved.

Use of Reference Date

Several performance measures use the number of orders mmplum in %h
denominator. Qwest’s service order database does not wnmm ar '
activity. Liberty’s review during the performance mvas:
updated close to the time of the activity involved. such a
tag of a couple of days, [AT&T Comment Vo the
analyvsis of AT&T orders. the fag between order commgig
AT&T considers this period more than e um;,h: 7]
only the report month, Qwest could miss a substantial @
There should be no question of 7if the performance measires
The PID clearly requires the performance meagures 0 ise
the OP-3 PID measurement requires that, “lalll imward o
tvpes) assigned a due date by Quwest and which are “mngﬁﬁf
period are measured.” (PID Version 3.0, 1. Mav «i “’fzm
is defined as “one month.” (PID Version 3.4
as “[tlhe tme in the order process when the sm 'y

available.” (PID Version 3.0, Mav 31, 2001} (f@'h}fﬁ’.ﬁlﬁi_&?l’iii‘s,
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dppcm,s lhcu leu ty | ound Q\\ est to he m_m-compliam with zil P of H*tf: I-"If}?'«: thiatt roqguirg ro
of orders completed in the reporting month. AT&T requests that Liberty oreute
document this {inding.

7
e
it
b

In its below comments. Liberty attempts to explain away Qwest’s non-campliant s
results by stating that “Owest solved this potential problem bv calculating miea ,
in which the database reference date is the repor tung month.” As an initial matier, the
“reference date.” “database reference date” or anv like term cannot be found in the P
requests that Liberty define the term “reference date.” Owest’s cquating of “comoplet
with “database reference date™ is unsupported by any PID language and should have
for an Exception to be created. [iberty further states that it - does not consider this
a material one.” AT&T considers Owest's method of cquating, the databas
the comipletion date a material problem in that the method | 1$ non-compiang

In _the below paragraph Liberty succinelly and clearly states the problem; “ord
completed in onc month [mav] be reported in a later calendar mnmh Az 1§
determine. Liberty’s Arizona reconciliation report is the frst thne this problem h
explained and identified. Althouch both the PID release for OP-3, QP-4 OP-6
Final Report include the followine language.

1o begin the process for reporting these provisioning HICRSUICE, 4 DIOCTan o
rsorext. sas extracts data from PANS for the current month and
(sic) months. This is done to ensure that all records with areferer
current month are captured. QWEST reported that a test had ¢
ensure that it need not go back further 1o capture relevamt rece v

Measurement Release Report. OP-3. QP-4 and OP-6. p. 2 and I xzz:«'_if' R
Audit of Qwest’s Performance Measures. September 235, 2001 p. bl

Shes s o

the conclusion that Qwest’s reporting does not comply with the PHY requirement fis ¢
report data in the reporting month for those orders completed in the re o tonth i
not found until this audit report.

Rather than blessing Qwest’s noncompliant process of reporting results in iy
also contain orders completed in earlicr months, AT&T would Shggest 1
compliant solution would have been for Owest to wait for whay Liberty chy
“a lag of a couple of davs” before running the rsorext.yds proeran,  This w
well-defined and consistently_applied process that ensured hat_every ¢
accounted for in the month it should be accounted for, A T&ET s sure thit 1

PID compliant solutions that could have been implemented insten
compliant solution. |

Qwest solved this potential problem by calculating measures for records i which the da
reference date is the reporting month. This method he! ps ensure that all reeords are reported. b
may cause orders that are completed it one month to be reported my & hater cudendar m
[.iberty does not consider this problem to be a material one, because:

January 3, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Groun
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o Every order is eventually accounted for
o The process is well-defined and applied consistently

e The overall impact (including an order in a future month’s performance report) =
minimal.

However, a CLEC would not know the reference date: it would only know the actu
completion. The reference date matter accounted for about 13 percent of the
discrepancies for OP-3 for the months of January to June 2001, [ATET Comme
also be noted that this problem affected 9.3% of the total number ol LIS frunk arde
for the months of January to June 2001, This reference date issue affects all produe

et

Lengthy Completion Intervals

In response to data request 30-2, Qwest told Liberty that it is unable to include i its p
reporting any service orders that are not completed within eight months. This probiem ae
for six percent of the discrepancies in both OP-3 and OP-4 for LIS trunks for the e
January to June in Colorado._[AT& T Comment -~ AT& 1 requasts that Lib
Exception on this problem. In no nlace do the OP-3, OP<d and QP06 prov:
permit orders 1o be excluded because the order was not completed withis
improper exclusion of orders completed in longer than eieht ne
Owest’s OP-4 Average Installation Interval results for LIS Trug
an undeserved improvement of its OP-3 Commitments Met res :

back further than 8 months was negligible and .
servine reasons. there is no reasonable explanation as w how (s
Owest's improper exclusion impacted a significant numher o
exclusion accounted for 4.2% of the AT&T LIS Trunk orger:
been included for OP-3 calculation purposes. [ the AT&T
intervals loneer than cight months were ncluded iy Chwes
have added at least 10 dayvs o the OP-4 Average st
through June 2001 period. In the monihis) the vrders ¢ :
average would have been significantly higher. An unproper o
orders and adds at least 10 davs 1o the average installation |
statistically significant. 1t should also be noted that i (s
request 30-002 Qwest provided no reference 1o any PIP b
imnroper exclusion,

Why did Liberty decide that & svsiematic and improper exglusion ef
loneer than eieht months did not warrany the issuance of
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B. Reconciliation Results

For the measure OP-3, Qwest and AT&T agreed on 47 percent of the orders. For the orders that
the companies disagreed on, Liberty found that:

AT

21 percent were likely caused by Qwest’s errors in assigning jeopardy codes and
customer-miss exclusions. In addition, another 9 percent of the orders contained
01/01/01 completion date, which meant that Qwest's program properly excluded
the orders but that there was likely human error in failing to enter a corredt
completion date. (Observation 1031)_[AT&T Comment - It is Tue REIC
PIDs do_permit Qwest 1o exclude orders with invalid completton dates §
provisioning measurements.  During the PID discussions on_ the

orders with invalid completion dates it was understoad that invalid

dates would result when Qwest somehow lost or damaged othery
was acrced that a situation where Owest lost or d it W
and could point to a problem of inadequaic v v
However., Owest asserted that the amount of sych

minimus and consequently there was 1o lareer proc
that while the exclusion would be permitted. i the amoss ¢
date_exclusions became excessive, the exclusion might hees
Owest excluded 4.8% of AT&T's LIS Trunk orders from Jan
01 because of sloppy_tecord keeping,  For afl of the orde
completion dates Liberty noted. SAT&T s ASRE shows a clear comp
Fxcluding 4.8% of the LIS vunk orders because of sloppy (west ¥
s hardly 2 de minimus level. Sctting aside the et that
orders with invalid completion dates to be excluded e

Libertv's opinion_on the amount and percentage of orders |
applied the invalid completion date exclugion?  Does Liberty |
amount of LIS Trunk orders with invalid completion dates poin
Owest's data collection and reporting procg wex?  Ind the level @

Jo—y

that resulted in invalid completion dates excees what Liberty exp

6 percent were not counted by Qwest because the order took mo
months to complete._ [AT&T Comment - As previousiy g
believes that this finding warrants that an Excention or Dbservatd

For 61 percent, Qwest's treatment was correct. o
for not counting orders with a customer miss. In a quarter of thes
discrepancy was caused by Qwest using the reference date
completion. In 40 percent of these cases, the discrepancy
disagreement as 10 when a LIS trunk order completes.

12 percent of the discrepancies contained conflicting inforaration
unable to resolve.

ceonciled fro

(AT&T Comment - Viewing the OP-3 results from the totality of AT& LIS
I

m January throush June of 2001, Liberty s conclusions can be cateang

follows:

— e e e
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° Owesl correctly treated | the order e
° Owest’s treatment of the order was Heerrect
e Liberty reached an inconclusive finding

For measure OP-4, the base results are the same as those presented
however, the companies disagreed on most of the interval num
agreed that the order should be included. For many of the aumerat
not given information that resolved the conflict. In some Cases.
correctly determined the numerator for OP-4 and AT&T did n
discrepancies were caused by errors in Qwest’s application date. (¢

For measure OP-6, Liberty found that there was no actual &
orders, Qwest was incorrect on 27 percent of the orders for th
analysis, Qwest was correct in 18 percent of the diserepansi
conflict.

AT&T Comment — Viewing the OP-0 results from #
reconciled from January through June of 2001, Libert
follows:

o Owest correctly L sated the order
® Owest's treatment of the @

® Liberty reached an inconciugty

For the few orders that could be analyzed
actual disagreement in 24 percent of the records,
records, Qwest was correct on 29 percent of the rec
but one of the Qwest errors related to th data e
Exception 1046. The other case was one i which &
position that an order was pending for Qwest re

[AT&T Comment - Viewine the OP-15 v
econciled from January thraush June o

follows:
L Owest correctly wedl
~ Owesl s reatment ¢
s Liberty reachs

For PO-5, Qwest and AT&T agreed on ¥6 p
percent of the discrepancies, (Jwest wis <
discrepancies could not be resolved with the availabhe i
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TAT&T Comment - Viewing the PO-3 resulis
reconciled from January through lune | 2001
folloy

e Owest correctly treated the ovder .
2 Owest's treatment of the order wias mearreet
° Liberty reached an inconclusive Hnding

[AT&T Comment; Commernts on the
part of its recongil iation will be s
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IV. Results of Data Reconciliation — WorldC

Liberty's scope of work associated with WorldCom (WComi and
Installation Commitments Met, and OP-4. Instaliation Inter
unbundled analog loops. The time period under gonsideralion W
The data provided by WCom did not contain sufficient ek
numerator, which is the actual installation interval, The t
orders with customer-requested due dates fhat are greater H
could only determine these excluded orders on a limi d b
determine whether WCom’s information on the totat ordesr cou
numbers reported by Qwest far OP-3 and OP-4,

For LIS trunks, Liberty found that Qwest and WCon agie
orders. After receiving additional information from Wlo
percent of the orders. In 24 percent of the arders. (W
customer miss. WCom information either confirmed 18
information to make Liberty think that (west

However, Liberty did not have the information that wo
type of human error problems noted ahove i the AT&T

more than one service order with one being the Geitis
administrative record. Qwest excluded such records *hat I
often included that order. This situation accounted
Qwest will report an order that was completed iy one ¢
of the database reference date. (Refer to the Ao
accounted for 7 percent of the total records, Fi
reconciled because WCom lacked either a PLIN or e
unable to trace the other informuation that
accounted for 29 percent of the orders, Later,
had been completed at various dates in the you
examination. This brought the total down to 21 pe
should not be a major concern given the quality of th

For unbundled loops. the companies initiafly @ seped o 3
information was obtained from WorldCom, the orde
62 percent. Qwest excluded the remaining orders for ¢
outside the period of the reconciliation. The informat
Qwest’s information.

On December 19, 2001, Liberty sent detailed amd pre

on the analysis of OP-3/4.
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V. Results of Data Reconciliation — Covad
A. lssues

The agreed upon scope of the data reconciliation for Covad was & 23 percent sample of &
(installation interval) for line-sharing and unbundled loops and of POS3 (Firm €
Confirmations on time). Liberty chose the sample and received Covad's agrecomes
method of drawing the sample. The time period for the review was the months of BMay,
July 2001.

Liberty found several problems with Qwest's performance reporting for Covad. Frrgt, It
reported some retail orders as wholesale. For line sharing. Qwest pray generats TWo Braees
for the CLEC data side and another to account for Qwest’s voice service. Al GHEEEG
orders of the second type were incorrectly reported as wholesate orders associal
CLEC. Liberty documented this problem in Observation 1026, In response to the £
Qwest said that it had implemented a code change that looks at_orders that cont
USOCs for line sharing and reviews all line-level USOCs to identify those with
and excludes them from the results. Qwest said that this change would prevent fu
of the retail orders as line sharing activity and effectively reduce volumes previous:
July 2001, Liberty found that this problem affected 5 percent of the sa
discrepant records that Liberty reviewed. Qwest indicated that the revise said Do
executed on historical data starting from January 2001 and be reported with perlorman sserlls
that include December 2001.

Liberty also found that Qwest reported some of the same iems in two consecutive months, This
problem was documented in Observation 1027 and for Covad affected both UBL and K
sharing orders. While Liberty has not received Qwest’s formal response © the

Qwest has indicated that this problem was known and has been corrected. Qwest

the problem had to do with different completion status codes given to some orde
effect was minimal. However, for the UBL records, this probiem accounted for 2

sampled number of discrepant records that Liberty reviewed. |- ; ;
OP-3 and OP-4 PIDs. there are other provisioning refated Pis
date 1o perform the req uired PID caleulations. The M !
PIDs also use completion date, AT&T unde stands that e
OP-17 PIDs were not the subject of the Colorado_data re i
conceivable that the double counting | problem could also atl '
any reason to belicve that t_l}_g._gi__(m_\ﬁc_ﬂgggg]}_g_\_gp_;@hl:; !
OP-8. OP-13 and OP-17 PIDs? Does Liberty have any [!
if"?i.;Q,E:.:LLE:EFJLDALF,Q_(QJ_’:J“Z.,l,’.‘DS are also likely aftected by the t

Liberty found that some line-sharing orders were not reported by Qwest because the
designated as unknown. This problem was documented in Observation 1020, A T8
- 1t would seem that the. problem of netidentifying line sns

would apply _to more than the OP-4 P

did nat also affect the OP-3, and OP-6 results? !

likely that the QP-3 and OP-b results were also affected by th

{

Dogs 1iberty

Losrrery 3 2007 The Liberty Consulting Group
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opinion_on_whether_the disassociatiof
would have affected the mainte
application and completion dates cn these orders wit
Qwest could not report the orders because the CLEC 3
This problem affected 70 percent of the orders that Liberty e
category of included by Covad but not by Qwest in the reporting of July Hne-sanng
Op-4.

Covad’s information provided to Liberty for data reconciliation included 1
did not report for PO-3. Investigation of these arders reveuled that L
excluded them because of an invalid or missing state code. There ‘
with Covad’s orders. This problem accounted for about two-thi
reviewed and that were the category of included by Covad but 5o b
July PO-5 results. This matter was documented in Observation “

CRM data that was the source of the PO-3 mroblem als:

and PO-4 results. The PO-2. PO-3A-1. PO-33-1. 1

results reporfing. I IMA was failing 1o auto-log st

that the PO-2. PQ-3 and PO-4 resulis are giso o

results. oes Liberty have any reason o belie:

not be affected by Qwest's inability to aute-loe the s
on the likelihood of the PO-2. PO-3 and PO-4 results In

Qwest included some unbundled loop orders that should have B
requested provisioning interval was greater than the then curren
This problem, which appears t¢ be one involving human

1032, [AT&T Comment - While the Covad dats hemg
Jaop orders. the filure of Owest to exciude 084
apply to any type of producl of service. Dioes i
with customer requested due dates jonger th

QYPRL. W

Es

of this Observation would ¢
CLECs?

intervals longer than the s
Jonger interval orders could have €3

existed after July o {2001 upto:

B. Results

Liberty prepared spreadsheets showing the resalts of s anal
May, June, and July 2001, These documents contain

% SEEERL

therefore, Liberty made a limited distribution of theny,

For OP-4 and unbundled loops. the companies agreed on oy 16
another 8 percent of the orders. the companies agreed o nels
measure but disagreed on the interval for the numerater. I

orders for which there was disagreement and found for those ¢

January 3, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group
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® Qwest was incorrect on 31 percent of the discrepancies. Most of these { 22
percent) were reported incorrectly for the second time by Qwast {Observation
1027). Qwest also included orders (about 0 perceit) that should have been

excluded because the requested interval  was  longer than  the standard
(Ohservation 1032).

e For 61 percent of the discrepancies. Qwest correctly reported performance andd
Covad’s information supported the way in which Qwest treated the orders. ¥
example. several cases Covad did not take into account the 4% of July hofl

when counting interval days. In other cases, Liberly found nothing wiong W
Qwest's reporting and Covad’s information did not show otherwise. tn some of
the records, there furned out to be 1o real discrepancy ather than Covad included
the order in the Wrong month.

e For 8 percent of the records, the information was either conflicting of Liberty wWits
unable to determine which company was correct.
(AT&d Comment - Viewing the OP-4 results. from the 1€
e -oncijed from May through | uly of 2001. |iberty s cone
E
t
. : i
I Q):YE—L&B@L&@&LLLYE@ELL@ADLQ{QQL ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, L
e Ywest's treatment of the order was nearrect 264
. . . - . &
fLw,,,,Lﬂl@i}ﬂﬁﬂ@iﬂﬁlﬂ‘}ﬁ&El‘.‘ﬁj}i‘illﬂﬁlﬂ%__ww_,,.M_g
For OP-4 and line-sharing orders in June and July. the companies agreed on onty
percent of the orders. For another 30 percent of the orders, the COMpanics agreed on nelt Ao i
the denominator of {he measure but disagreed on the interval for the numegatar. Liberty §
the 86 percent of the orders for June and July and for which there was disagreement and tound
for those discrepancies that:
® Qwest was incorrect in 20 percent of the records. Retail tine
reported incorrectly by Qwest (Observation 10263, Qwest incorrectiy T
orders in two separate months (Observation 1027). Qwest ¢ cluded omd
pecause the CLEC designation was “unknown’ ( Observation 18,
@ In 55 percent of the records, Qwest was correct of Covad Jdit not pravide aBy
information to show otherwise.
o In 19 percent of the records there was conflicting information that Liberty was
unable to resolve. Many of these were cases in which the PUrtes disag
day on either the applicatior: O completion dates.
[AT&T Comm ent - Yiewlng the QP-4 resulis i |
. - . ~ e . 4
!1..,..,,,..”_ﬂgigﬁ,mmmu;euum__igb;ﬂi«gﬁ.}&LL.J,4129.11. _ !
o Qwest ?jl‘l@.":‘.ﬂ.‘zﬁllﬁ;‘:‘jXE,QQ,,,thj%’,ESLCL_.._M...ﬂ.,, A &
Jl\,\,xi_s,uumwmtlbwduL\Jfgmw N S ‘
o Liberty reached an inconclusive finding_ e

e e

Y T NN
anuary 3, 2002 The Liberty Consuiting (Group
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Second Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconcilintion ~ £

For PO-S, the companies agreed on only about 10 percent of the orders. Liberty sat
ercent of the orders for which there was disagreement. For June and July, Liberty
those discrepancies that:

o Qwest was incorrect in 38 percent of the recoris. Most ali of these were exclud !
by Qwest because of the problem with the state cade {Observation 10 T
were some (PQ-5C) fax orders that were not included in the daty pro

Liberty, although Qwest claimed that these orders were accounted for

® Qwest was correct or Covad did not provide any information 1o shpw otitery
for 44 percent of the records.

® 18 percent showed conflictng information that Liberty was unable to 1

TAT&T Comment - Viewing the PO-3 results from the ity of Covad ord

in June and July of 2001, Libeny's conclusions can be calegor

i

& Owest's treatment of the or¢e

8 Owest correctly treated the order
Iy

- was ineorrect

o |iberty reached an inconciusiy ¢ finding

12 T&T Comment = In conclusion, Liberty’s analysis in this seport |
problems with the accuracy © [ Qwest’s data collection and rego
identified by Liberty indicate that Owest's reported :
depict Qwests actual perfornance. AT&T oxpeets
data for the states of W ashington, Nebw
confirming the existence of nroblems alres
collection and reporting processes will be discos

As Liberty pointed out in this report, “Liberly views
be cumulative and that overall conclusions should be 1
Washington and Nebraska is complete.” AT&T suppo
should wait until after the entire analysis is ot

fndings in the Arizona and Colorado Reports point out e wisds

analysis is completed before reaching any overall conglt o
11S trunk orders. and Covad unbundicd loop and line sk seders i Arisesm el :
different than the conclusions tor the same services 1 G ' ‘
solelv on the Arlzona Report would come to very dilicren
reviewed only the Colorado Report.

...... 1y D he e ANTY
of its Arizona experic the Coloy
gnable 0 ex
experience will permit it to perform mors. cxpeditious and m
results and for other services. Liberty’s subsequent anadysis of

ies of “new find

Liberty built upon, {he experience it pained in the Arizom audit i the

more_depth than the Arizona analysis. 1L is v

confirmation of “old findings  and discos

of more and more sk
irming Cold findings.

analysi
conf

January 3, 2002 The Libertv Consulting Group
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DRAFT DRAFT BRAFT

PID DUE DATE DEFIN ITION

AT&T’s DRAFT RESPONSE TO CHUCE STEESE 11/9/01 EXPLANATION

On November 9, 2001 Brent Levy provided to Liberty. AT&T and other CLECS an explanation
of the Completion Date for LIS trunks. Chuck Steese prepared this response after discussions
with Paul Hlavac (Liberty) and Stephen Kail (AT&T). Thisis ATE&T s response to Mr. Stepse’s
explanation and a further discussion of the PID measurement Due Date definition as related to the
Completion Date,

Mr. Steese explanation of the actions of AT&T and Qwest toward completion of a LIS order is
consistent with AT&T’s understanding except for some very important difference. Like Ohwest
AT&T considers the trunk fully provisioned when the final test and turn up is completed. AT&
considers Qwest acceptance testing as the Qwest’s completion of Qhwest’s portion of the trunk {in
AT&T terms this is called the LCDD or LEC Completion Due Date). As indicated by M. Steese.
there is further AT&T own network and circuit testing and then a final testing of the entire frunh
(Called by AT&T and Qwest Test and Turn up)- The Qwest/AT&T SGAT lays owt these tosts as
legal obligations in section 7.4.8.

The PID measurement Due Date is identified by the Qwest FOCU response. As part of the FOU
response Qwest provides the date on which they will complete their portion of the L trunk. The
FOC date is solely dependent uporn Qwest’s performance and is not dependent o AT i
anyone else’s performance, except for the final testing refated to acceptance. The FOU date s the
same as the PID Due Date that Qwest performance is measured against. That date is the
acceptance test completion date (LCDD). It is not the completion date required by the SGAT.
The completion date required by the SGAT is the Test and Turn up date.

Qwest should not be measuring its Due Date performance by using the Test and Turn up date tor
several reasons. First, Qwest is not in sole control of its performanee to meet that date, By
measuring Due Date performance based on the Test and Turn op date, Qwest become
on AT&T (and other CLECs) to perform. Second, the Test and Turn up date is not
ahead of time. 1t is determined at the time AT&T calls Qwest 1o complete Test and Turn ap aned
not by Qwest’s FOC date. And third, Qwest has no ability to commit & CLEC to Qavest's
completion date and no ability to define the Test and Turty date.

AT&T’s and Qwest’s process of first testing Qwest’s portion of the trunk, then ATET tosting s
portion of the trunk and then jointly completing Test and Turn up requires tme, To start aned
complete these three stages of testing on the same day is quite difficult because the provesses
sequentially interdependent and in most instances requires multiple orgattizations o sUeCe dutly
test multiple aspects of the trunk. Any problem along that sequence of testing reguiring
problem isolation and repair and then a retest, which would detay the next step and impact
timing of final test and turn up. To always commit resourees o ~gpand by’ for this testing
sequence would not be wise. AT&T has recognized this and requires LODD to be pompleted
hefore PLDD testing and PLDD to be completed before Test and Torr up. (Cevest has 1
AT&T on several occasions to wait until the committed Due Date 1o test because Lwest had ot
completed its tasks or was not available to test early. This means there is no ass ; ¥
can’t be completed prior to the Due Date and no reasonable expeotntion that Test e Tart ugk
could be completed on Qwest’s Due Date).

d
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Qwest’s process described to close out the order by “contacting the customer again for order
acceptance” is a legal requirement in the SGAT and is independent of the performancs being
measured, Qwest’s performance must be measured against the FOC date. the onty d
advance for which to measure performance. The ROC clearly would not hav '
designing a performance measurement PID that was doomed to have exclus
And it is difficult to imagine Qwest agreemg to a performance measure outs .
Thus it is clear that the Due Date identified in the PID is Qwest's acceptance date. not the
Test and Turn up date. (During the AT&T/Owest Nebraska reconciliation elis s A
understood Qwest representatives to have agreed that Qwest's acceptance date est
FOC response is the PID Due Date).

Qwest’s documents provided by Mr. Steese confirming their processe: S truink
order are relevant to meeting their legal obligations. They alse contribuse to d
Date for performance measurernent by reinforcing Qwest's dependency an L1
and Turn up date is used as the performance measurement Due Date. Libe
agreement with the Quwest’s process document during the Perforamnee
not automatically mean that Qwest’s use of the Test and Turn up dute for the
correct. The Liberty review may not have addressed this specific issue since it is no
discussed in its most recent report.

With respect to exclusions for customer reasons (CO1Y i AT &T fndls to w
timely manner to test and accept Qwest’s portion of the LIS trvnk. then Qw
assign a jeopardy to AT&T. That assigned jeopardy should result i ¢
CO1 assigned by Qwest after LIS trunk acceptance. i.c., Between (we
and Turn up, is not applicable to and daes not impact measuring Qv
not be the basis for exclusion of the order for performance measH

Mr. Steese comments in the aside that using the Qweest processes
results. The basis for CLECs. Liberty and hopefully Qwest's p ticip
process is to assess the accuracy of the input data used to determnne px
performance results are Crelevant to this effort and should not bias in any wig
process.

Prepared by Stephen L. Kail
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Data Reconciliation Update

On January 3, 2002, Liberty issued its second report on data re coteitiation. Tha
the tesults of reconciling data from CLECs and Qwest for the state of Colon
the work reflected in that report. and on reconciliation efforts that used data t

Nebraska, Liberty issued one exception and ten ohservation roports. This ref
summary and the status of each of the exception and observatinn reports.
correction and updates the status of ar: open issue from the Colorade report.

In summary, Liberty has identified and reported ot several problems
measure reporting. One-half of these issues appear o require progran
has indicated it has already made. The other half of these fssues involves b
indicated that it has conducted training or taken other sleps to jmprove
Liberty has closed five of the eleven reports.

Exception 10646

Exception 1046 stated that, during the period being covered by L
Qwest’s systems sometimes runcated the third digit of an arder’
was being transferred from the Imegrated Data Repasitory pep i
Data Set used by RRS to calculate QP-15 performanes meas
Regulatory Reporting program Jooks up the gode i a miss code table ¢
should be handled. If it fails to find the code. it defaults the miss
trunk orders showing two-digit miss codes were being repotted
not all of them were.

In its response to the exception. Qwest stated that it had abready identitiod
the programming code had been corrected in the August 2001 rel
Qwest also stated that the problem affected all results pro ]
designed service products for the period of January throvwgh July 2004,

Liberty issued data requests for the old and new programining code fe
Qwest’s documentation of how it identified the problem. devel
requirements, and solved the problem. Liberty reviewed the ri
telephone interview, and concluded that the code was no longer to
code. Liberty also reviewed the PEND data files for the mont
2001, the period after the fix was reportedly in place. Liber ,
all three characters of the missed function code, i.¢. there wi
the files to determine how many orders should have been g i
for these months and confirmed that the published performance repor
number of orders. Liberty considers this exception to be closed.

Observation 1026

wholesale orders. Qwest indicated that the process of provisinn
Qwest issuing a separate retail and wholesale order. The whelesuie ¢
included in the RRS calculations. However, because there was no relan

the
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order was being defaulted into the wholesale category, resulting in a double count {west
implemented a code change to ook for orders that contain billing U'SOCs with retail aet nd
then exclude such orders from the measure. Qwest indicated that this action p
reporting of retail orders as line-sharing activity. The code changes were implemented
with the November 2001 release of performance resuits. Qwest indicated that the
2001 release corrected the results for all months in 2001.

Qwest provided data files that contained the orders idemified by Liberty that were affected by
this observation. Liberty has reviewed these files and found that the appropriate c¢hs
been made for orders affecting July measures onward. Also, during its re-audit of the P 4
measures, Liberty reviewed the code that is used to identify orders with retail activity. |
conducted an interview with Qwest on this matter and received responses to e
requests.

Liberty found that for months before July 2001, Qwest’s revised code eould not e
problem. Qwest acknowledged this in a supplemental data request response. Li
this observation to be closed. To ensure that the record is clear, Qwest should supplen
observation response to clarify that only results from July 2001 and forward are free of
problem.

Observation 1027

Observation 1027 identified various orders that were included and counted in more than one
month, Qwest acknowledged the problem and indicated that it occurred when an order was
completed in one month and then passed through completions again in a second month. If
order was passed through with a completed status (CP) in one month and goes throug
completion as a billing post (PP) in another month then i was double coun )
implemented new code that reviews the record for the previous seven months and, if the ¢
has been previously counted, it is omitted from the current month’s calculations.

AT&T filed comments on this observation noting that measures other than OP-3 and OP<4 could
be affected. AT&T also questioned why this problem was apparent when earlier, in a response o
the problem identified in Arizona. Qwest indicated that prior results would be re-gene
the fix in place. Qwest stated that corrected data could not be made available
reconciliation because the problem was not yet resolved at the time Liberty w
reconciliation data, Qwest also stated that the problem affected OP-3, OP-4, OP-3
PO-8 and PO-9, and all disaggregated products. Qwest provided documentation showing tha
same issue that had been identified in the Arizona test had been closed.

Liberty conducted an interview with Qwest on this matter and received responses to e
requests. Liberty reviewed the data files and the revised code provided by Qwest to con
the problem has been resolved. Liberty considers this observation o be closed.
Comment ~ Did Qwest recaleulate the OP-3. OP-4, OP-3, OP-0, OF-15, PO-8 and |
for the monthg prior to the fix thal were alfected by the double couming proliem? by
review verily that the recaleulation was securately performed?}

Observation 1028

February 2, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group
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{Observation 1028 reported that there was a significant error raté (about 15 percent) in the mean-
fe-to-repair (MTTR), or repair duration, used by Qwest in calculating its MR-0 measure for

1

AT&T in Nebraska. In its earlier reconciliation work, Liberty found that Qwest’s overall error
rite of about 3 percent in Arizona, when viewed alone. was within the range of a reasonable
Wurran error rate. However, when Arizona and Nebraska results werc combined, the error rate
was 6.5 pereent, which in Liberty’s opinion could be problematic. Liberty has therefore begun an
amalysis of AT&T trouble tickets in Oregon to obtain additional data on the nature and frequency
of errors. Liberty has also requested information on Qwest’s compliance review and coaching
programs 10 ascertain whether such programs should be effective. This observation cannot be
eloged umil Qwest provides the required ‘nformation and Liberty has completed its analysis.

{hservation 1029

Ofsservation 1029 noted the exclusion of certain CLEC 1

was unknown. AT& T Comment - How, does_Liberty

eIy aho; Tall into what Liberty has categorized as @ progt

syroblem, how could it <;gﬁ3;ﬁgﬁgg;»"ccrmm CLI b 1

I of the CLECS that order ling sharing? Does it mean that U i

ted some CLECS | that order line sharing but not others? 1 {ow_wa < i that (et %

ihﬁlﬁ;&%ﬂmw_ﬁﬂp}.-Lh. ar_did not_affect all CLECs that ordet 1 _Qwest |
acknowledged that it was unable to report the majority of line-sharing orders in the months of

ing forward for certain CLECs. [AT&T Comment = How does Liberty use hg X

) Does the ~majority of orders” reference me: o

ted and for other CLECS none of their_orders f;

ilic (!;:LQ.-:?&}I}JS_Mﬁbékﬂﬁg.ﬂ@ﬁ._\;\il‘ be_affected but | %

writing process did not capture the Jata used to identify CLECs,
(ywest was not able to report line-sharing results for the majority of the orders at the CLEC-
specific level for this time period. Beginning with the December 2001 data and going forward, a
new detail field was added to PANS that addressed this problem. Qwest indicated for the period
from July through November 2001. 2 wwork around” solution had been implemented.

AT&T filed conuments on this observation noting that measures other than OP-4 could be
affected. AT&T also requested that Qwest identity the specific perfornzance measures for which
CLEC-specific reporting was not available as a rtesult of the problem identified in this
abservation. Qwest stated that measures OP-3, OP-4, OP-5, OP-6. OP-15, PO-8 and PO-9 were
affected, but for line sharing results only. Qwest also indicated that the problem did not affect the
s4&R measures because the relevant information was retrieved from other sources.

{.iberty has conducted an interview with Qwest on this matter and received responses 10 its data
requests, The data responses included revised computer code, updated July RSOR data files with
the “work around” solution in place, identification of other mcasures affected by this problem.
and information on the development of the new data field. Liberty compared the original test
July RSOR file sample with the corrected July RSOR data file sample and was able to confirm
that the improperly excluded orders were included in the new July RSOR data s T&T
Comment = 1Lis U nelear why, Libsm;wm\diégmi@_m@t the origing SOR

o
i

{

e si

erly e cluded orders.” ywests response Lo this

fhors i i e e

> aswgiﬂ-;l_lg,\_mﬂ.&.\;ng,zi“

vays included in i 1hg,.»il'c..\l_‘s:izggxgg;ﬁsw!:gw,i.l_.:,-f,__,,,;j i
data hile samples or staig avorevrate datn Gile sampiss.

rerrereema e TR T
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tpdate to the Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Colorado

wamined were stale aggregate data file samples. it would appear to be a different
- ~improperly excluded orders.”] Liberty considers this observation to be

¢ 130 noted that Qwest failed to report a number of Covad Firm Order Commitment
hecase the state code was not automatically logged for those transactions. Qwest
fhat there was a problem. However, Qwest stated that only a small percentage of
s were not recorded, Qwest indicated that the issue was caused by a code break in
& to unbundled loop processing, Qwest indicated that customers were moved off

1 August and September and EDI 6.0 was retired in December 2001, so the problem for
¢ it had been addressed with the new technology. IAT&T Comment — What actions did
o o verify that Qwes('s asseriion of the problem only affecting EDI 6.0 was accurate”

Torm ony analysis to confirm that the problem did not exist for CLIICs using

1 and 8.0 of EDIY) For those records that are not auto-logged with the new
-, Cxwest will run an ad hoc report to identify them and will manually populate the state

4

" commented that, since PO-2, PO-3A-1, PO-3B-1, PO-3C, and PO-4C all require state
it seas highly likely that these results were inaceurate. AT&T also expressed concern with
 <hreak” oceurred and whether, in months prior to Tuly, the CLECs using EDI 6.0 had
e performance results for PO-5 because of this problem. Finally, AT&T requested that
ss ensure that all transactions affected by the omission of the state code were

- hiad coneerns with Qwest’s de minimus argument because a significant percentage of
arders sampled were affected by having no state code, while Qwest claims that the
feets less than 1 percent of orders. Qwest also indicated that the problem affects PO-2,
1. PO-4, and PO-5, and that it primarily affects unbundled loops, but also affects line

Lo dAaTE T Comment AT&T would expect that if Liberty's analysis determines that
le minimus argument is incorrect, that Owest would recaleulate the performance results
the problem, |

vy hias requested additional in formation on the number and percentage of other performance
s affected by the code problem and the percentage of EDI 6.0 transactions. Liberty
ts 1o be able 1o close this observation after reviewing that information.

agion 1031 reported that the Service Order Miss Code (SOMC) in the RSOR data for

« was incorrect, leading to errors in performance measurement reporting. Liberty
a) different types of anomalies regarding the information in WFAC, the SOMC, and
¢ ure used in performance measure reporting.

I sove

i

1 responded 1o this observation on January 24, 2002. Qwest stated that it had re-evaluated
A T& T LIS trunk and unbundled loop order for the reconciliation period from the states of
sy nd Nebraska and found that no LIS trunk orders evaluated by Liberty in Arizona were

The Liberty Consulting Group page 4
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wed a8 customer caused misses and that only one of many unbundled loop orders evaluated
Lilsarty in Arlzona were miscoded as customer caused misses. Qwest also stated that. in
iy the data from the three states collectively (Arizona, Colorado and Nebraska), it found
111 percent of the unbundled loop orders, and 6.12 percent of the interconnection trunk
¢ wore niscoded as customer-caused misses. [AT&T Comment - Belore Liberty has had the
ity 1o complete 1S review, Qwest has admitted that its analysis showed that 6.12% of its

son trunk orders were miscoded as customer-caused misscs, What this means is that
(i3 Commiuncnts Met results are overstated by at least 6.12%. I Owest properiy
ors l@_Qg;ﬁg];g_‘:_}uscd misses. Owest's commitments met results would be worse by
o, An overstatement of QwesUs commitments met results by 6.12% is significant.
: ypsponsg o Ohservation 1031, Qwest has provided no explanation of what it will or will
bilitate_the questionable OP-3 nterconnection trunk results prior to November
Bould indicate whether it will be rehabilitating the suspect data or recommending

ya [or interconnection trrunks prior 1o November 2001 be discarded.

an, the misapplication of customer miss codes also affects the OP-4 and OP-6 results.
4 the 1723 results Qwesl should indicate whether it will be rehabilitating the suspect data

sanending that any QP-4 or OP-6 data for interconnection trunks prior Lo November 2001
i .

¢ of Owest's response should cover the entirety of the fourteen states as well as all of
S ECs that order interconnection trunks.] Qwest stated that it had clarified the MFC coding
s documentation, conducted a review with the Network Organization to ensure that
svees correctly complete the MFC field, and individually reviewed SOMC coding with
IS0 representatives responsible for the coding errors identified.

{iberty discovered that it had mis-categorized one order and thus overstated the effect of this
problem in the Colorado report. The correction is described in detail at the end of this report.

iborty hae wot completed its review of Qwest’s response o Observation 1031, Liberty has
eevizwed the attachments Qwest provided with its observation response and evaluated the

wmer in which Qwest improved its procedures and retrained its 1ISC representatives. Liberty
| also complete its own evaluation of the LIS trunk orders from Arizona to validate Qwest’s
qatement that none of them had been miscoded. Liberty submiited follow-up data requests on
pary 29, 2002, and Liberty expects to be able to close this observation after receiving and

jewing that information. [AL&T Comment - ICis likely a misstatement that the abservation

» closed simply_upon receipt and review of Qwest's response 10 follow-up data requests. It
b more reasonable o state that the closure of this observation is dependent upon receipt

s responses to Liberty’s follow-up_data_requests. additional Liberty analysis and a
w Liberty that the actions taken by Owest have appropriately remedied the identified

ervation 1032

~ation 1032 noted that Qwest included some orders in OP-4 that should have been
uded because the requested provisioning interval was greater than the then-current standard
aflation interval. Qwest's response indicated that out of a very large number of orders.

v found only a few PONS for which this had occurred. In fact, however, Liberty performed

22002 The Liberty Consulting Group puage 3




Ugndate to the Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Lolorado

s oaly & sumple of the orders and found that this improper exclusion affected over 8

miple. Liberty is now beginning its analysis of data from the state of Washington

«¢ this problem, [AT&T Comment = ]iberty’s diligent and approprale
i)

sonsirates why iU s necessary 10 verily Owest agsertions about the

{ that it had improved its documentation in an effort to prevent this problem from
ament - Owest's response o this ohservation provided no_guidance on
wstorical data thal were alTected by this problem up until the time Qwest
et the problem from occurring on_a_going forward basis (assuming that

ive actions taken by Owest produce the intended effect,  Owest
ill rake to correct the suspect data.] Liberty requested a copy of
Liberty also requested that Qwest address what measures.
« frames, and which CLECs, were affected by this type of error. Qwest has not yet
s duta requests, which asked for a detailed explanation of Qwest’s solution to
i support for the error rate Qwest reported as resulting from this problem. This
sannot be closed until Qwest provides the required information and Liberty has
ralyais,

1733 stated that there were instances where Qwest personnel determined the order

datedtime incorrectly for OP-4 LIS trunk performance measurement reporting
In somie instances, Qwest failed to change the application day to the next day, even
e AST was received after 3:00 pm. MT. In other cases, it appears that Qwest used the
tian date because of uncertainty as to whether or not the application was “complete
as is required in the definition section of the PID.

om, Liberty determined that several Covad UBL orders in Arizona received after 7 p.m.
he same day, rather than the next day in accordance with the PID. This resulted from
view of the data Covad provided too late for inclusion in the Arizona report.

» 10 the observation, Qwest stated that the net effect of its errors was minimal, i.e..a
rence during the period being reconciled. Liberty believes it is pure coincidence,
i, that (Qwest’s errors may net out o a small number for the period. The important
itted human errors in a third of the LIS trunk orders for which the parties

copmments on this observation, questioning whether other performance measures and
. prodacts could be affected by the problem, whether there could be both systems errors and
4 errors mvolved, and whether prior results could be re-stated.

wajting for the responses (o several data requests to Qwest regarding this issue. This
ion cannol be closed until Qwest provides the required information and Liberty has
1 its analysis,

The Liberty Consulting Group page 6




Update to the Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Colorado

4 1034 identified various line sharing orders that were incorrectly excluded as loops
sl intervals of 72 hours, Liberty identified the problem in the Covad’s Colorado
3 performance report and did not find this problem occurring in the months of June and
ity s response concurred with Liberty that a number of line sharing orders for May
tuded from the performance report because the orders had been assigned a non-
* interval of 72 hours. Qwest indicated that the problem was human error and that
of the line sharing orders were improper. Qwest stated that their processes
e that the 72 hours interval should be manually selected only on specific
ed Toop products where the CLEC has a special non-standard FOC agreement. Qwest
is that this process should and did address the concerns raised in the observation.

ptified for Covad's May performance report 23 line sharing orders in Arizona, 29 line
srders in Colorado, and 91 line sharing orders in Washington excluded because of the

gment of a non-standard interval. Qwest provided ad hoc files for each month from May
i December 2001, Liberty has reviewed each month and does agree that Qwest has

4 the magnitude of the problem in Arizona, Colorado, and Washington. Furthermore,
thety confirmed that the line sharing non-standard interval assignment did not occur during the
months from June through December 2001

Ty an interview, Qwest pave a plausible explanation for why this problem only occurred during

il of May 2001, JAT& T Comment - AT&T requests that Liberty identify and explain
tausible explanation” provided by (Jwest as Lo why the problem only occurred during the
. of May 2001.] Since Liberty has confirmed that the problem has not appeared after that

monith, this ohservation is considered closed.

ssprvaiion 1035

sservation 1035 reported that there were errors in the OP-3 and OP-4 measures prior to June
M because Qwest included cancelled orders in the measures. According to Qwest, the
blem affected only orders coming through the SOLAR system, which processed service
yr the (ive castern states (lowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota).
T&T Camment -~ OwestUs process of automatical lv assiening any new order a completion date
the due date is problematic. As was identified in this Observation. when Qwest fails o
popylate the actual completion date. the order is considered a met commitment,
faile 10 nopulate an essential data element, the result should be some sort of exception
ywest manyally handles the order. Instead. Qwest rewards itself for failing (0 pop
pletion date field with a “met commitment.” I Owest failed to populate the completion
on an order, haw would Liberty be able to distinguish that failure from an order that traly
ssmpleted on the due datg? While the cancelled order issue identified the folly of Qwest s
of pre-populating the actual completion date, it would seem reasonable to expect that the
fd also uflect orders with missed commitments where Qwest misses a commitment, fails
the_sctual_completion date ficld and counts the order as a met_commitment,  the
e suspect data could include more than the orders that were cancelled,  Does Qwest's
suming mean thal (completion date = original due date for orders where the completion
not changed once the order was actually completed)? Was Liberty able to deternung if
shlgm was_only limited_to_cancelled orders?  Why wouldn't the problem also_inelude
o populate the actual completion date? 1f this was a svstemic problem. why was Qwest

suceessiully_populate some cancelled orders with a L1/11/1111 completion date and

ey 2, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group puge 7




o  Update to the Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Colorado

et swith the original due date as the actual completion date? Was there any patiern
iy eoneclled orders did_get the 117111111 completion_date and_which did not? in
440 1o Observation 1035, Qwesl provided information that purports 10 show that
tied arder problem did notalfect a high percentage of orders. However. Owest does not
1 the results it provided represents, Are the results a mix of CLEC and retail orders?
= anly inward orders as defined in version 4.0 of the PIDs or do the results also
changee type orders? 1F the resulls are a mix of CLEC and retail orders. what are
amounts? Does the cancelled order nroblem affect CLEC orders more ofien than
9 Apswers o (hese guestions need to be addressed belore any weight is placed on
sl reported in Observation 1035.] Qwest has indicated that the problem was
s of May 12, 2001, but all results prior to June 2001 for the five states were affected.
gl Liberty saw no evidence of the problem in Arizona or Colorado, Liberty has not vet
ded that the problem was limited to these five states.

seently provided a response that indicated only about 2 percent of the eastern region
re affected by this problem and that the problem did not occur after May 12, 2001.
i« niow reviewing the information provided by Qwest.

{¥her Issues
Lengihy Completion Intervals

gpture the data required for completed service orders, Qwest extracts information for the
1 and the prior seven months. Qwest performed a test showing that this method captured
sercent of the completed orders. During the data reconciliation for Colorado, Liberty found
LIS gunk orders that were not reported because they were over eight months old. Liberty
neemed that Qwest’s test may not have been valid for orders that are typically more
« than average, such as those for LIS trunks. Liberty requested that Qwest conduct

test limited to LIS trunk orders to determine the percentage captured during the eight-
y interval, Qwest has not yet responded to Liberty’s request.

3, 0OF-4 and QP-0 provisioning-related PIDs permit orders to be excluded because the

vas net completed within cioht months. Qwest’s improper exelusion of orders completed
¢ than gight months has the effect of reducing Qwest’s QP-4 Average Installation

§ resulis for LIS Trunks and will likely also produce an undeserved improyement, of s

" Capyment - AT&T requests that Liberty issue an Exception vn this problem. _In no place

.

pmitments Metresults, Qwest's admission that it excludes any service order not
i within eight months appears W be @ systematic problem,

demental response to data request 30-002 Owest indicated, “the impact of not going
wer than 8 months was negligible and statistically insignificant,” Other than for sell-

g, there 15 N0 reasonable explanation as to how Qwest came Lot
Hproper exclusion impacted a sienificant number of orders. Owaest s improper

counted for 4.2% ol the AT&T LIS Trunk orders that Liberty concluded should have
aded for OP-3 caleulation purposes, If the AT&T LIS Trunk orders with completicn
nreer than cight months were included in Qwest's QP-4 results. those orders would

The Liberty Consulting Group [wga A




Update fo the Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Colorade

10 davs Lo the OP-4 Average Installation Interval results for the January
2001 peried, In the month(s) the orders completed, the impact on the monthly

1d have been significantly higher, An improper exclusion that impaets 4.2% ol

Ads at least 10 days to the average installation interval is mosi certainly material and

4 o

Gl el

onificant. 1t should also be noted that in Owesl’s supplemental yesponse 1o data
12 Qwest provided no reference 1o any PID language that would support this
ety

ELS10TY,

than cight months did not warrant the issuance of an Dxception or Observation?}

‘v adid Liberty decide that a systematic and improper exclusion of orders thal are comple

Report Correction

berty recently discovered that it had mis-categorized one of the LIS trunk orders about which
ke parties disagreed in Colorado. Liberty had categorized it as a Qwest error in assigiing
jeapardy codes and customer-miss exclusions, but it should have been categorized as a Qwest
srene because Qwest did not support the due date it believed to be correct. After issuance of the
“slorado report, Qwest did provide support for the due date, and the information about this order
shonld now be considered inconclusive because AT&T provided support for a different due date.
Accordingly, the beginning of the reconciliation section of the AT&T part of the Colorado report
should read:

i Reconciliation Results

w the measure OP-3, Owest and AT&T agreed on 4 7 percent of the orders. For the arders that

s companies disagreed on, Liberty found that:

e 18 percent were likely caused by Qwest's errors in assigning jeopardy codes etrud
customer-miss exclusions. In addition, another 9 percent of the orders contained
a 01/01/01 completion date, which meant that Qwest 'y program properly exchided
the orders bul that there was likely human error in failing to enter a correct
completion date. (Observation 103 1)

o (i percenl were nol counted hy Qwest hecause the order took more than eight
months o complete. ‘

o For 61 percent, Qwest's [reatment was correct, or Owest followed its procedures
for not counting orders with a customer miss. In a quarter of these cases., the
discrepancy was caused by Qwest using the reference date to report order
completion. In 40 percent of these cases. the discrepancy was caused by
disagreement as fo when a LIS trunk order completes.

s 15§ percent of the discrepancies contained conflicting information that Liberty was
unable to resolve.
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cpori on Qwest performance Measure Data Reconciliation for MNebraska

July SRR

% st oot

Third Report on Qwest Performance
wMeasure Data Reconciliation - Nebraska

yetion

alting Group (Liberty) conducted an audit of Qwest’s performance measures
he final report from that audit on September 75,2001, As an extension

ixsued 1
wrgh its Change Request process, the ROC requested that Liberty conduct a
o resolve any debates concerning the accuracy of performance data emanating
ROC PIDs.” (ROC Change Request #20.) Certain CLECs have expressed
he aceuracy of Qwest's reported performance results as they relate to service

. receiving. The ROC decided to conduct this data reconciliation work in order

hiy Process was designed to determine whether any of the information
wonstrated inaccuracy in Qwest’s reported performance results as these
4 in the PID. The detailed process has been discussed in prior reports and

st data reconciliation report, which used data from Arizona, on December 3.
1 report on data from Colorado was issued on January 3, 2002 This report

resalis of Liberty’s review of data from Nebraska. In addition, this report provides
of ohservations and the exception issued as a result of all of the data reconciliation

_MMMW—MN”_,A e i
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i1. Overall Summary of Findings

b the course of its initial data reconciliation work in Arizona, Liberty found that

Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for MNebraska

et

Qwest did

make some errors that affected performance results. However, those errors were generally either:
{a) of the kind and at levels to be expected at the front end of the performance measurement
process, where people must manually enter vast amounts of information, of (b) appeared 10 be

houest errors in judgment. The amount of these errors in relation to the total

amount of

information required for the performance measures did not exceed what Liberty considered o be

expected levels, even under a carefully controlled set of measurement activities. Moreover, ther¢
was o cvidence that Qwest purposely took steps to make its performance figures appear better
than they actually were. With the exception of a programming problem associated with measure
OP-15 (Exception 1046) and a failure 10 report a group of Firm Order Confirmations in June

(1, the errors were not systemic, nor did they apply to @ significant percent

Bt

performance measure results. [AT&T Comment: Liberty's findings are now cqnsidercg. i be

ape to the summary_of this report and Al subscquent 1Eports which_

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ARSIt

LD dR

of performance results for that state.

fative; that 1s. o 1| reports affect all states, With this understanding Liberty shoul

age of the

ol

L1

ports for an individual state should not stand alone as the sole assessment o " tht

Contrary 1o its conclusions in Arizona, Liberty found that several process errors significantly
affected Qwest's reported performance results for Colorado. As documented 1n Observation
raports 1026, 1027, 1029, and 1030, Qwest had: (a) reported retail line-sharing orders as
wholesale orders. @) repeated orders in consecutive months’ measures because of different
completion codes, (3) not reported orders pecause the CLEC designation was “unknown,” and
(4} excluded records because of a missing state code. Liberty also found that performance
measures had been affected by human errors. For example. human errors (1) occurred in the

processing of AT&T LIS trunk orders (Observation 1031), (2) caused some Covad 1

IRL erders

o not being excluded from OP-4 in cases where the requested interval was longer than the

standard (Observation 1032). (3) caused line-sharing orders 10 be classified as UBLS
incorrect reporting of PO-5 (Observation 1034), and (4) occurred in determining the
dates and times on certain orders (Observation 1033).

causing an
application

{sing data from Nebraska, Liberty found an additional process-type problem. As documented in
Observation 1035, Qwest’s system allowed cancelled orders 10 be incorrectly included in the OP-
3 and QP-4 measures as completed (and on time) orders. The error occurred only for orders

through the SOLAR system serving the eastern states (lowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota
1 § e

1t should be noted that Qwest's inapproprl

LRBRRA AT A- A it LI W Nt et e

-3 Commitments Met and OP-4 1y

ate

clear whether ot not Liberty

Byl W AR

Iy is based on Qwest's

information
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Report on Qwest Performance Measurc Data Reconciliation for Nebraska
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¢ was not changed once the order was ; actually compis
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i the problem was resolved as of May 12, 2001, but all results prior o June 2001 for the tive
glos Were affected. |AT&l Comment - (Qwesl s IESpONSE to this absery yigugﬂmg_[g;lmic; that there
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1iberty also found that human errors affected performance measure results using the Nebraska
duta. Qwest bad an €rror rate in calculating mean-time-to-repair (MTTR) for MR-6 of roughly 13
parcent. This was reported in Observation 1028.

s

As first mentioned in Liberty's report on Arizona, Qwest had a programming anomaly that
Wflected results for PO-5 results the month of June 2001, whereby orders for multiple loops werc
excluded from the measure. The same programming problem existed for Nebraska, whereby both
orders Jor multiple loops and those orders that had a duplicate entry in Qwest's system were
excluded. Qwest corrected the programming problem such that results for July 2001 and forward
are no longer affected. Qwest had already reported this problem in its October 5, 2001, sunumary
of notes o the regional results report.._| AT&T Comment: Liberty should clearly. ;«L\_twt_)\ixatiz

- e LY e

i} 1;_,;}_1:99,1‘331111@; anomaly affected all states, including Colorado.]
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e arerst A T

111, Results of Data Reconciliation — AT&T

A. Introduction

After some discussion between the parties, it was ultimately determined that the following
performance measures were to be reconciled:

8 The denominator of PO-5A,B.and C combined for unbundled loops (UBL).

# The denominator of PO-5D for Local [nterconnection Service (LIS) trunks.

» The numerator and denominator of OP-3D and E combined for unbundled loops
and for LIS Trunks.

® The numerator and denominator of OP-4D and E combined for unbundled loops
and for LIS Trunks.

@ The numerator and denominator of OP-6A and OP-6B for unbundled loops and
for LIS Trunks.

® The numerator and denominator of OP-13A and OP-13B for unbundled loops.

e The numerator and denominator of OP-15A and OP-15B for unbundled foops and
for LIS Trunks.

#or unbundled loops. the period to be reconciled is April 2001 through June 2001. The LIS
Trunks reconciliation period was from January 2001 through June 2001. Qwest stated, however,
that it did not report CLEC-specific state results for LIS Trunks for OP-15 for January of
Pebruary: therefore, Liberty could not reconcile data for those months. In addition, Qwest was
unable to provide the data necessary to reconcile OP-15 for LIS Trunks for May; therefore. data
for that month could not be reconciled. [AT&T Comment: Owests inability © provide OF
i for January, February and May is of little consequence in Nebraska because there we

rvo 118 Trunks completed in January during the entire six month reconciliation period, ¥
preciuded any orders from being part of Owest's OP-15 performance measurement{or AL
Heowever, this may not be the case for other Nebraska CLECs. Becausce of such 1

' LIS reconciliation results from other states (Arizona and Calorado so tury shoy

ery helpful in_more sroadly understanding the accuracy of Nebraska's LIS performs

5
Iy

Jiberty should put the Nebraska LIS order analysis into an approprigle comt

rlv provide guidance 10 these other Liberty reconciliation reports on the

Iiberty compared the unbundled loop trouble tickets provided by AT&T with the trouble tickets
provided by Qwest. Where Liberty had data about a trouble ticket from both parties, Liberty
compared the repair intervals reported by the two parties. Liberty also analyzed situations
identified by AT&T where AT&T found one trouble ticket, but where more tharr one (Jwest
trouble ticket applied. |

R
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconcilintion for Nebrasks

B. Reconciliation Results

Unbundied Loops

the measure OP-3, Qwest and AT&T ultimately agreed on 89 percent of the orders. Forthe

11 pc;i:t_, st of total orders that the compan ies disagreed on, Liberty found that:

w

E

©

¢ In 7 percent, Qwest did not include orders in the measure that AT&T bd o

In roughly 3 percent, Qwest incorrectly included cancelled orders initsn
These errors were the subject of Observation 1035. As noted in the Obs
Qwest made a programming change effective May 12, 2001 that now pre
cancelled orders from being included.

In | percent, Qwest had counted the same order in two months: this’ dgx_gsbl’e
counting error was the subject of Observation 1027. o

{
should be included, These were cases in which the CLEC supplemented ‘
and moved the due date past the original due date [AT&T Comment: T é
to_supplements issued prior 1o the original due date.]. This matter was :

in the Arizona report, wherein Liberty concluded that it was approp
Qwest to exclude such orders. It should be noted., however, that the s Ay
instance in which both AT &T and Qwest included sach an order in themn
and thus the parties agreed, but Qwest later clarified that it had x
included the order._ [AT&T Comment: AT&T disagrees  with
conclusion that Qwesl appropriately excluded orders for which the €]
the due date past the original due date. During the development of th
Owest indicated that it plan_was to count as a met comnuiment iy
which the CLEC pushed out the due date. Qwest indicated that 1t wo /
itself with a met commitment even if it turned out that the new COMpHm
uliimately missed. The CLECs arpucd that it was unfair to automall
every order for which the CLEC changed the dug date as @ niet comn
CLECs proposed the more fair method would be o measwre Qwest
against the new due date.

AL that time (late 1999 and carly 2000). Qwest indicated that s dat
and reporting processes would not nermit it to measure itselt agains
due_date: it could only measure_itsell_aeainst the orfeinal due de "
proposed _that since it could not measure itsel{ against the changed
would measure itsell asainst the original due date and count as A nigs i
results calculation any order for which the CLEC or its retadl custome
the dug date. _Qwest ndicated that it would count it as a miss ¢
met_the pushed out due date. The CLECs recounized that Qwes
would, in cases where the CLEC or Qwesl’s retail customer pushed <
date. cause Qwest 1o take undeserved hits againgt_the OP-3 resul
ndicated that while the absolute QP-3 results would suffer, sing
the same process for both retail and CLEC ordets and pority was the standi
a relative basis, the practice would not hurt Qwest. '

Jemary 27, 2002
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the due date as d miss Or Measuring itgell azainst LM
Instead. the data reconciliation effort identified that €
CLEC or retail order for. which the CLL or retait ¢ i

date.

ywest has been considering an_order for which the

Lo SN et

pushed out the due date a8 d | cuslomer-cause

ue aatc go b
customer miss_code ol “customer hold_for_paymet

gnammunccd decision to lreat orders with due date ¢
misses s inappropriate. As an_initial_mater. (s

revised due date. In that situmic)11.MQ1\;g"‘tlgmggﬂ‘n

penefit of a met commitment, _(Qwest may also miss the p

those _situations. by excluding _the ;
conclusion that a customer - changing & due date 154
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riate exclusion were clear. !
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as inclipible orders tor whic
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" : »V, O [

requested a later due date whe
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While 1t may scem unrealistic 1o hold (s

that ils_customer ret uested 2 later one, Owest was

rally
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rsion 3.0, Libe

LA Sl S

es] 18T ot _applicable  und

performance Measures.

those orders against an *Ap plicable Duc Date.
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unreligble and should not be grusted.

For measure OP-4, the same issues arose as those presented above for OP-3. In addition,
however, Qwest incorrectly excluded roughly 3 percent of the orders that should have been
included in the measure because of human error in coding the order. Specifically, the orders had
been coded as being longer than the standard interval. when in fact they were not. This issue
concerning miscoding of the order interval was addressed in Observation 1032.

For measure OP-6, the orders the companies disagreed on were limited to those where AT&T
supplemented the order and moved it beyond the original due date. These discrepuneies
accounted for roughly 33 percent of the total orders examined and Liberty found that Qwest
handled these orders correctly. [AT&T Comment: Please see AT&T s varlier <o s

3 3 O
appropriate reayment of orders for which the CLEC pushed out the due date.] The parties had no

disagreement on the OP-13 and OP-15 measures.

For PO-5, Qwest and AT&T agreed on 90 percent of the orders. All of the discrepancies were
due to Qwest errors. ‘Roughly Z percent of the orders included Qwest’s errors due to the fact that
it had included orders where no FOC was ~ssued on the initial LSR but one was issued for the
cancellation. The remaining 8 percent of the orders had errors because of a programming
problem that existed during the month of June. Orders that were either for multiple loops or ware
duplicated in the Qwest system were left out entirely. Qwest has since corrected  this
prcsgraunming error, effective with July 2001 results. According to Qwest, the error was |

the result
of programming changes made to move 10 PID 4.0. [AT&T Comment: Did this problen:
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LIS Trunks

Working together, Qwest and AT&T were able to reduce the number of Nebraska LIS trunk
requiring reconciliation to One. For that order, Qwest stated that it was inappropri,aliely
weeluded from the measures because of human error (Observation 1031). Because only one LIS
ek order required reconciliation, Liberty is not including any LIS trunk spreadsheets with this
wort, [AT&T Comment: During the analysis interval. there are twWo AT&T LIS trunk orders

fihut¥oct i R

- completed in January, with 1o other orders occurting during the rest of the anal

o thas WL TV M e Ml L.

1 two, Qwest 1 iy handled 50%. However, because of

i

LIS reconciliation e

x

prope such limited
sults from other states “Arizona and Colorado 0 far) should be
i more broadly ynderstanding the accuracy of Nebraska’s 1.IS performance
A iberty should put the Nebraska 115 order analysis into an apprap riate_context, and
v mgyj@gauidance to these other Liberty reconciliation reports on the accuracy of LIS

e results.]

¢, Trouble Tickets

[iberty’s work scope included a review of AT&T’s and Qwest’s Nebraska trouble ticket data for
upbundied loop products for the April to June 2001 period. Liberty conducted this review to
determine whether Qwest had correctly reported its performance measures. particuiarly MR-6 ~
Mean Time to Repair (MTTR). Liberty received summary information in spreadsheet form from
bath parties, as well as a hard copy of many of the AT&T and Qwest trouble tickets.

{iberty identified several issues inits preliminary analysis:

o There was a large discrepancy in the population of trouble tickets provided by
each party.

& [n many cases, AT&T had logged more than one Qwest trouble ticket number in
connection with a single AT&T repair request.

» In 50 percent of the tickets in common, the MTTR or repair duration recorded by
each party did not match.

There was @ significant digparity in the population of relevant Qwest trouble ticket numbers that
gach party provided. All but one of the Qwest irouble tickets appeared in the AT&T data (AT&T
could not locate this ticket), but one-third of the tickets in the AT&T data did not appear in the
Owest data. Qwest stated that all these tickets (except for one that it could not find) were

r,,.,,,_,,,.c,.ﬂwmm__.,...'——-——"'___—.———

f 1o its spreadsheets, Qwest provided data including, among other things, trouble ticket number, product code, repair
duration, and received date; there were ho clear dates or start/stop times provided. AT&T provided. for each of s
swn wosble tickets, the corresponding Owest trouble ticket number(s), the open and restore date and time of the
£awest Lekets, and a short description of the problem and treatment by Qwest.

e T et e TSIy
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“rotail™? tickets, and were not included in the measure IAT&T Comment,  AT&T s troubly
et records do not indicate whether or not the service provided is via a retail or wholesale
affering, Did Liberty confirm that Owesl's indication that the tickets were retail was aecurate?
[f g0, then Liberty should so indicate in the text of this report. It not. Liberty should confirm
Owest's findings].” Liberty found that Qwest had ireated these tickets consistent witly its

pmt:ediufes and consistent with the PID.

Roughly 15 percent of AT&T repair orders had multiple, i.e.. two, (Qwest ticket numbers
associated with them. Qwest had assigned more than one ticket number to an AT&T repair order
for {wo reasons:

@ The AT&T repair order included two or more different circuits, and (Qwest
assigned the circuits separate Qwest trouble ticket numbers.

® There was more than one repair performed on the given circuit, and these repairs
were performed on different days or at different times. Qwest typically opened
and closed the original tickets and opened new ones for the later repairs.

Liberty developed a summary chart itemizing the reason for multiple Qwest tickets, angt
submitted it to AT&T for comments. Liberty found that, for each of the trouble tickets in
guestion, Qwest handled its trouble tickets consistently with its stated procedures and with the
PID. AT&T accepted Liberty’s analysis in all of the cases. All of these tickets were included in
{he MR-6 measure by both parties.

For 50 percent of the ‘ndividual Qwest trouble tickets that the two parties had in common, the
MTTR reported by each party did not match.® Of these, the durations differed by more than 1
hour for 60 percent and by more than 12 hours for 40 percent. At times, Qwest had recorded @
longer MTTR than did AT&T, but in the majority of cases, the time recorded by AT &1 was
significantly longer than that recorded by Qwest.

s

[iberty held discussions with AT&T and Qwest to determine the reasons for these di fferences in
duration, During the course of the discussions, both parties revised their data or reinterpreted the
information on their ticket logs. Liberty found that:

@ There was a 1-hour difference between the system clock used by Qwest and that
of AT&T (this difference would not affect net duration, however).

® In 70 percent of the cases, Qwest and AT&T had recorded the same (or roughly
the same) open time for the ticket.

2 Qwest indicated that some AT&T customers’ produgts are under the wholesale tariff and some are not; only those
under the wholesale tariff are included in the wholesale measures.

PAT&ET providcd data on some tickets outside the relevant time period, which Liberty excluded froms the anadys
The trauble ticket number that Qwest could not find was likely a typo, since the number was aot in the same fomt

alt of the other tickets.

4 Liherty considered instances where the parties disagreed by 20 minutes or less 10 be *matches.”

January 27, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group page ¥
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e In 30 percent of the cases, Qwest and AT&T had recorded the same (or roughly
the same) open and restore time for the ticket.

® In 20 percent of the cases, there was “no access” time that AT&T did not remove
from duration.

The net results of the duration reconciliation were as follows:

® In 60 percent of the cases, the parties ultimately concurred that Qwest had
properly handled the ticket duration.

© In 10 percent of the cases, the discrepancies could not be explained.
° In 30 percent of the cases, Qwest had made administrative errors or did not totlow

its own procedures, which led to durations that were significantly different from
those recorded by AT&T.

] The adjustments to MTTR for the Qwest tickets in error anged  from
approximately 20 hours shorter to roughly 9 hours longer.

The population of tickets analyzed above constituted half of those used by Qwest to derive
MR.6 measure. Assuming the error rate in the other half is zero (since the parties agree :
Qwest had significant errors in 15 percent of the total ticket durations used to caloulate the
measure, Although the sample analyzed by Liberty was small compared to Qwest’s entire wouble
ticket population, the human error rate was higher than Liberty believes is acceptable for a
process of this type. Liberty issued an Observation report {#1028) on this subject PATY
Comment — The root causc o f the problem appears to be that {Jwest was i |
the trouble tickel close time. The trouble ticket close time is a kev piege of ke
than the MR-6 PID. The MR-3 Out of Service Cleared within 24 houys, MR
(leared within 48 hours. MR-5 All Trouble Cleared within 4 hows, ME-9 Rey

Met, MR-11T NP Trouble Reports Cleared within 24 hours atd MR-12 LNE Trous |
Mean Time to Restore PIDs all require the trouble ticket close time in their catoul %
Liberny agree that Qwest problems with recording of wouble ticket close B !
the aforementioned maintenance and repair PIDs?]

i

Qwest’s response 10 Liberty’s Observation maintained that the mistakes identified by
were isolated human errors and not typical, and that no corrective action was tequired. €
added that it conducted semi-annual reviews at its service centers. routinely finding crroy rates o
1 percent or less; Qwest center managers also reportedly conducted random cheeks and '
coaching to technicians whenever discrepancies were found.

Liberty believes the errors it found during the AT&T trouble ticket analysis speska mmaty be
typical. rather than isolated instances, particularly when coupled with the results of Libery's

Arizona trouble ticket audit. In Arizona, Liberty found: (1) an efror rie of roughly 2 porcent in

Qwest’s MTTR, and (2) an error rate of roughly 3 percent in coding, which resulied in ord
being excluded from the measure. Liberty found that Qwest’s overall error rate o aboul
percent in Arizona, when viewed alone, was within the range of a reasonable human v
However, when Arizona and Nebraska results are combined. the MTTR error vale was 5.3
percent, which in Liberty’s opinion is problematic.

ey o~ F1EY Y
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irionu} investigation was warranted to determine whether Qwest’s proclaimed 1 percent error
vate is sceurate. Liberty has therefore begun an analysis of AT&T trouble tickets in Oregon t
shiain additional data on the nature and frequency of errors. Liberty has also requested additional
fnlormation on Qwest's compliance review and coaching programs to ascertain whether such
programs have been effective; this information has not yet been provided.

et = {14}
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s of Observations and Exceptions

Exception 1046

Expeption 1046 stated that, during the period bem,
{Iwest's systems sometimes truncated the third dig:
was being transferred from the Integrated Data Rep
Data Set used by RRS to caleulate OP-13 performance
Regulatory Reporting program looks up the code in & miss code &
should be handled. If it fails to find the code, it defaults the nuss &
grunk orders showing two-digit miss codes were being reporied as
not all of them were.

In its response to the exception, Qwest stated that it had already idemified the
the code had been corrected in the August 2001 release of performance results, (3w
that the problem affected all resuits produced for OP-15A and OP-13B on ali des
products for the period of January through July 2001.

Liberty issued data requests (set 45) for the old and new programming code for OP-13
for Qwest’s documentation of how it identified the problem, developed revised business
requirements, and solved the problem. Based on Qwest’s responses. Liberty issued follow-on
data requests (set 59), but has not yet received a response. Liberty has also not vet received a
response 1o one of the earlier data requests (45-1). When those responses are received. Liberty
will review them and determine whether the exception can be closed.

Dhbservation 1026

Observation 1026 identified retail orders that were being included in performance reports as
whalesale orders. Qwest indicated that the process of provisioning a fine-sharing order imvol
Jwest issuing a separate retail and wholesale order. The wholesale order was being correctly
ineluded in the RRS calculations. However. because there was no retail Hine sharing, the sece nd
srder was being defaulted into the wholesale category. resulting in a double count
implemented a code change 1o look for orders that contain bifling USOCs with retail as
then exelude such orders from the measure. Qwest indicated that this action preven
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: i orders as line-sharnng activity. The code changes were implemented elie Ty
- Movember 2001 release of performance resuits. (Qwesl indicated that the December
corrected the results far all months in 2001.

e

shservation. Liberty has reviewed these files and found that the appropriate changes had
nade. Liberty conducted an interview with Qwest on this matter and recently received
ces to related data requests. Liberty expects to complete its review and close this
spvation within the next couple of days.

1 provided data files that contained the orders :dentified by Liberty that were affected by

Observation 1027

Oibservation 1027 ‘dentified various orders that were included and counted in more than one
month. Qwest acknowledged the problem and ‘ndicated that it occurred when an order was
completed in one month and passed through completions again in a second month. Il an order
was passed through with a completed status (CP) in one month and goes through a second
completion as a pilling post (PP) in another month then it was double counted. Qwest has
implemented new code that reviews the record for the previous seven months and if the record
g been previously counted then it is omitted from the current month’s calculations.

AT&T filed comments on this observation noting that measures other than OP-3 and OP-4 could
he affected, AT&T also questioned why this problem was apparent when earlier, in a response t0
the probiem identified in Arizona, Qwest indicated that prior results would be re-generated with
the fix in place. Qwest stated that corrected data could not be made available for the
reconciliation because the problem was not yet resolved at the time Liberty was given the
reconciliation data. Qwest also stated that the problem affected OP-3, OP-4, Op-5, Op-6. OP-1 3,
PO-8 and PO-9, and all disaggregated products.

Liberty conducted an interview with Qwest on this matter and recently received responses (o
yelated data requests. Liberty is now reviewing the RSOR data files provided by Qwest to
confirm that the problem has been resolved. Liberty expects to complete its review and close this
observation within the next couple of days.

(bgervation 1028

Observation 1028 reported that there was a significant error rate in the mean-time-to-repair
(MTTR), or repair durations, used by Qwest in calculating its MR-6 measure for AT&T i
Nebraska. The status of this Observation is discussed above in the Nebraska-specific section of
this report.

(bservation 1029

Observation 1029 noted the exclusion of certain CLEC line-sharing orders because the CLEC
was unknown. Qwest acknowledged that it was unable to report the majority of line-sharing
arders in the months of July and going forward for certain CLECs. Qwest indicated that its order
writing process did not capture the data used to identify CLECs, and thus Qwest was not able to
report line-sharing results for the majority of the orders at the CLEC-specific level for this time
period. Beginning with the December 2001 data and going forward, a new detail field was
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3 ed this problem. Qwest indicated for the period from July through
sk arompd” solution had been implemented.

1 onm this observation motng that measures other than OP-4 could be
ested that Qwest identfy the specific perfonmance measuies for which
was not available as a result of the problem identifled in this
west siated that the affected measures arc (P-3, OP-4. OP-3, OP-6, OP-15. P38
line sharing only.

believes that Qwest's sclutions (interim and permanent) will permit it to pr
CLECS and related orders for the periods identified and will provide proper rey
wiewed the changes to the field details that provide the required information. Liberty &8
satistied with the interim solution but has not completed its review of the new data freld used w
the permanent fix.

Ohservation 1030

Observation 1030 noted that Qwest failed to report a number of Covad Firm Order Conmmitment
(FOC) records because the state code was not auto-logged for those transactions. Owest
acknowledged that there was a problem. However, Qwest stated only a small percentage of the
(ransactions were not recorded. Qwest indicated that the issue was caused by a code break i LY
6.0 related to unbundled loop processing. Qwest indicated that customers were moved off’ EL
5.0 in August and September and EDI 6.0 was retired in December 2001, so the problem for the
most part had been addressed with the new technology. For those records that are not atito-
lopged with the new technology, Qwest will run an ad hoc report to identify them and will
manually populate the state code.

AT&T commented that since PO-2, PO-3A-1, PO-3B-1, PO-3C, and PO-4C all require state
codes that it was highly likely that these results were inaccurate. AT&T also expressed concern
with when the “break” occurred and whether, in months prior to July, the CLECs using EDI 6.0
had inaccurate performance results for PO-5 because of this problem. Finally, AT&T requested
that Qwest’s process ensure that all transactions affected by the omission of the state code were
recorded.

Liberty agrees with AT&T that the results of other measures may be affected by this problenm.
However, Liberty had no specific knowledge of such an effect. Moreover, Liberty had concerns
with Qwest’s de minimus argument because a significant percentage of Covad arders sampled
were affected by having no state code. Qwest indicated that the problem affects PO-2, PO-3, PO-
4, and PO-5. Qwest also said that it primarily affects UBLs, but also impacts line sharing. Qwest
claims that the problem affects less than 1 percent of orders during the period from January
through May 2001.

Qwest stated that it has implemented a manual process {0 fix the problem, and that this
correction would work for all measures. Liberty needs more information on the percentage of all
relevant orders submitted via EDI that had the problem, and expects to be able to close this

abservation after reviewing that information.
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Observation 1031

Cisgrvation 1031 reported that the Service Order Miss Code (SOMC") in the RSOR data for
sptnie ordders was incorrect, leading to errors in performance measurement reporting. Liberty
oid several different types of anomalies regarding the information in WFAC, the SOMC, and
hey are used in performance measure reporting.

vest responded to this Observation on January 24, 2002. Qwest stated that it had re-evaluated
¢ AT&T LIS trunk and unbundled loop order for the reconciliation period from the states of
st and Nebraska and found that zero of the 33 LIS trunk orders evaluated by Liberty in
were miscoded as customer caused misses and that 1 of 827 unbundled loop orders
uated by Liberty in Arizona were miscoded as customer caused misses. Qwest also stated
. 1 evaluating the data from the three states collectively (Arizona, Colorado and Nebraska).
i1 found that 1 of 890 (0.11 percent) unbundled loop orders, and 6 of 98 (6.12 percent)
nsterconnection trunk orders were miscoded as customer caused misses. Qwest stated that it had
rified the MFC coding process documentation, conducted a review with the Network
Jrganization to ensure that employees correctly complete the MFC field, and individually

vivwed SOMC coding with each ISC representatives responsible for the coding errors

ified.

has not completed its review of Qwest’s recently received response to Observation 1031.
iy will review the attachments Qwest provided with its observation response and evaluate
manner in which Qwest improved its procedures and retrained its ISC representatives.
erty will also complete its own evaluation of the LIS trunk orders from Arizona to validate

3

et s statement that none of them had been miscoded.

Chservation 1032

Ghservation 1032 noted that Qwest included some orders in OP-4 that should have been
: wded because the requested provisioning interval was greater than the then current standard
tidlation interval. Qwest’s response indicated that out of a very large number of orders.
Liberty found a few PONS for which this had occurred. In fact, however, Liberty performed an
iabysis on only a sample of the orders and found that this improper exclusion affected over &
percent of the sample.

vt

Liberty is now beginning its analysis of data from the state of Washington, Liberty is finding that
lis problem occurs in both UBL and Line Share orders. Although Liberty’s analyses are
preliminary, to date Liberty has found this problem in 7 percent of the UBL orders, and in 11
pereent of the line-sharing orders, assessed to date.

Lwest indieated that it had improved its documentation in an effort to prevent this problem from
reeurring. Liberty requested a copy of the improved documentation. Liberty also requested that
Chwest address what measures, products, time frames, and which CLECs, were affected by this
type of error. Qwest has not yet replied to data request (set 54), which asks for a detailed
mation of Qwest’s solution to the problem and support for the error rafe Qwest reported as
Hting from, this problem.

{bservation 1033

Sy 17, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group page 13



Oibeervation 1033 stated that there were instances where Qwest rersonnel determined the order
ion doteftime incorrectly for QP-4 LIS trunk performance measurement reporing
{ <. In some instances, Qwest failed to change the application day to the next day, even
though the ASR was received after 5:00 p.m. MT. In other cases, it appears that Qwest used the
vrong application date because of uncertainty as to whether or not the application was “complete

snd sccurate” as is required in the definition section of the PID.

11 addition. Liberty determined that several Covad UBL orders in Arizona received after 7 p.m.
were dated the same day, rather than the next day in accordance with the PID. This resulted from
Liberty's review of the data Covad provided too Jate for inclusion in the Arizona report.

in its response to the observation, Qwest stated that the net effect of its errors was minimal, f.e., a
ane day difference during the period being reconciled. Liberty believes it is pure coincidence,
andl jrrelevant, that Qwest’s errors may net out to a small number for the period. The important
fact is that Qwest committed human errors in a third of the LIS trunk orders for which the parties
agreed on the denominator but not the numerator.

AT&T filed comments on this observation, questioning whether other performance measures and
other products could be affected by the problem, whether there could be both systems errors and
haman errors involved, and whether prior results could be re-stated.

[iberty is waiting for the responses to several questions (set 33) to Qwest regarding this issue
and needs more information on Qwest’s ability to rehabilitate historical performance data and on

which performance measures have been affected by this problem.
Observation 1034

Ohservation 1034 reported that Qwest failed to report many Firm Order Confirmations for
Covad because it incorrectly identified line-sharing orders as unbundled loops with a non-
standard interval of 72 hours. Qwest does not report records in cases where the interval is non-
standard. Covad currently has a special contract with Qwest that requires delivery of UBLs
within 72 hours. a non-standard interval. Line-sharing orders have a standard interval of 24
hours. Line-sharing orders that are misidentified as UBLs arc therefore excluded from the
measure,

Liberty has submitted data requests to Qwest regarding the time period involved with this
problem and the changed its processes to correct the problem.

Observation 1035

Cshservation 1035 reported that there were errors in the OP-3 and OP-4 measures for states in the

gastern region prior to June 2001 because Qwest included cancelled orders in the measures. This
Observation is discussed above in the Nebraska-specific section of this report.

Janyary 27, 2002 ' The Liberty Cansulting Group
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Product Listing

Local Number Portability (LNP)
Product Description

Local Number Partability (LNP) Is defined hy the Telecomnmunications Act
of 1996 as: "the ability of users of telecommunications services to retaln,
at the same location, existing telecommunlcations numbers, without

Impairment of quality, reliabllity, or convenience when $witching from one
telecommunications carrier to ancther,”

LNP is also referred to as Service Provider Partabliity, because LNP
cnables end-users to retain the same telephone number(s) when the end-
users change from one local service provider to another; The Narth
American Numbering Councll (NANC) recommended Industry standards to
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) which adopted a further
definition of Service Provider Portabllity allowing end-usiers fo move within
a Rate Center and retain their telephone number,

Service Provider Portability differs from Location Portability, which is the
abliity to keep the same telephone number when moving to 2 new
location outside the rate center. It also differs from Service Portabliity,
which is the ability to keep the same telephone number when subscribing
to new services, e.g., from Plain Old Telephone Service (POTS) to
Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN), Neither Location Portabllity
nor Service Portabliity have been defined or deployed within the Industry.
However, LNP does sometimes allow end-users to-stibsciibe to risw
services when they move from one local service provider to another or
when thelr service is maved from one swich to another. LHP also allows
geographic portability within a rate center.

LNP fundamentally changes call processing in the public switched network
and has been deployed In compliance with FCC and industry guidelines,
LNP impacts all telecommunications providers, Including Interexchange
carrlers and wireless carriers as well as wireling local service providers.

This LNP Product Catalog primarily addresses the interactions between
Qwest and CLECs as end-users choose a new local service provider and

also addresses the cali processing Impacts for other telecommunications
providers in an LNP environment,

If terms and conditions for LNP are Included in the CLECs Interconnection
Agreement (1A), and those terms differ from those set forth In this
Product Catalog, then the terms of the IA wiil prevall,

This Product Description section provides information about the various
aspects of LNP, induding the following toplcs:

Backaround

LNP Network Architecture Overviaw
LRN Assignment

Single LRN per LATA

Service Restrictians

LNP Query Services

NPA/NXX Migration or Reasslgnment
LNP Administration

Managed Cuts

eoooB8QOC
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Background

Congress recognized the inability of end-users to retajn their telephone
numbers when changing locat service providers, a circumstance that
would hamper the development of local competition. To address this
concem, the U. S. Congress added Section 251 (b)(2) to the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 that requires al| Local Exchange Carriers
(LECs) to provide, to the extent technlcally feasible, Local Number
Portability,

The FCC's First Report & Order In the Telephone Number Portabliity
dotcket {CC-95-116), dated June 27, 1996, required that all LECs
complete the deployment of a long-term service provider Local Number
Portabillty method In the 100 largest Metropolitan Statistical Arpas
(MSAs) by Decernber 31, 1998, The Commission estabiished a separate
LRP Implementation schedule for Commercial Mobile Radlo Service
(CMR3) providers. All cellular, broadband Personal Communication
Service (PCS) and covered Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR} carriers were
reguired to have the capability of querying the appropriate number
portablitty database systems In order to deliver calls from their network to
ported numbers anywhere in the cauntry by Decemnber 31, 1998, On
February 9, 1999, the FCC granted the Cellular Telephone Industry
Assotiation's (CTIA) request for forbearance from CMRS LNP
requirements. The new deadline for wireless LNP is November 24, 2002.
However, this extension does not relleve the CMRS carviers from the
querying responsibilities that became effective on December 31, 1998.

Under the network architecture and the North American Numbering Plan
(NANPY which was In effect before the Implementation of LNP, a telephone
number functioned like a switch address. Each number was associated
with an Individual switch that was operated by a particular facal telephone
campany In a spedific geographical area, The area code, also referred to
as the Numbering Plan Area (NPA), identified the general gengraphlcat
area within which the switch provided service, The next three digits of the
telephone number, referred to as Numeric Numbering Pfan (NXX), also
known as the Central Office Code Identified the switch serving the end-
user, The last 4 digits identified the specific telephone line serving the
end-user's location,

Without number portabllity, if an end-user changed local telephone
tompanles and recelved service from a different telephone company
providing service from a different switch, the new provider typically
assigned the end-user a new seven-digit telephone number. That new
telephone number was directly assoclated with the new switch and the
new telephone line, Without LNP technology, end-users were not able to
retain thelr telephone number(s) when they changed local service
providers.

Click here for Information abaut Acronyms,

LNP Network Architacture Overview

The industry solution for long-term number portability Is a Location
Routing Humber (LRN) architecture. Under the LRN architecture, each
switch Is assigned a upique 10 digit LRN that identifies the location of that
switch. The first 6 digits identify an NPA and NXX cade that is assigned to
that switch and the last 4 digits are In line number format. It is important
to note that the LRN Is not a telephone number; It Is merely the Identifier
of the switch to which a telephone number is ported. However, bacause
the NPA and NXX identify a particular switch, the four-(4) digit tine
number may be an assigned working telephone number in that switch.

Each ported end-user's telephone number Is matched In a regional
Number Portabliity Administration Center (NPAC) database with the LRN
for the switch that currently serves that telephane number, I the
telephone number is not ported, the telephone number does not appear
In the Local Service Management System (LSMS) number portabiiity
database and the call is routed to the switch that was originally assigned
the NPA-NXX.

In an LNP environment, it can no longer be assumed that the NPA-NXX
cede holder actually serves the end-user, During call setup, an LNP
database in the Signaling System 7 (557) network Is quariad to
determine which switch actually serves the dialed number. If the number
Is ported, the Called Party Number (CdPN} field is maved into the Generic

hitp/fvorw, gwest.com/wholesale/ peat/Inp.html 10/8/2601
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Address Parameter (GAP) field, and the LRN information is overlaid in the
CdPN Field so the call can be routed to the proper terminating switch. The
terminating switch then completes the call tg the end-user based on tha
data contained in the GAP.

LRM Assignment
In order to assign an LRN, you must obtain an NPA-NXX from the North

American Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) for each LNP capable
switch.

The Industry LRN Assignment Practices were developed by the Industry
Numbering Committee (INC) and issued by the Alllance for
Telecommunications Industry Solutions {ATIS) on July 13, 1998, and
Technital Requirements No. 2 prepared April, 1999 by the T1S1.6
Working Group on Number Portabllity and Issued by ATIS.

Specifically, the INC practice states that an NXX will not be assigned to a
service provider for the sole purpose of establishing 2n LRN unless that
service provider's switch or Paint of Interconnect/on {POJ} does not yet
have an LRN for the Local Access Transport Area (LATA) where they
intend to provide service". The T151.6 technical requirernent state: "only
one NPA-NXX is needed for the first six digits of an LRN per LATA ta
Identify the switch™,

Qwest had previously recommended an LRN be assigned for each rate
center that you Intend to serve. However, all carrlers, including Qwest,
have concerns regarding number conservation and In some cases
asslgnment of new NPA-NXXs at a rate center level may ot be
neceassary.

Therefore, to ensure conservation of numbering resources, and to comply
with the INC practice, Qwest allows the ability to use one LRN to serve
multiple rate center locations.

If you have already established an LRN for a particular rate center, you
may continue to use that established LRN. However, if you have no need
for NPA-NXX codes that have been assigned at a rate center lavel, you
may notify Qwest of your desire to change from thie LRN(8) assigned at a
per rate center level to LRN(s) assigned at a per switch, per LATA levef or
far some lesser geographic area. Qwest will make appropriate netwark
rearrangements to accommedate such change(s) and you may return the
unused NPA-NXX codes to the number administrator,

In those instances where you have not requested and have no need for
an NPA-NXX for a particuiar rate center, you may notlfy Qwest of your
desire to establish an LRN per LATA, or for some lesser geographic area.
This natification must occur as soon as reasonably possible, but no latee
than at the time you first arrange for your POI, Local Interconnection
Service (LIS) trunking, etc,

Single LRN per Switch, per LATA

Single Location Routing Number (Single LRN} per switch, per LATA i an
optlon that cnables Qwest to route traffic to your network with a
minimum of one LRN per switch, per LATA. This alfows you to daplay one
LRN per switch, per LATA or une LRN that serves multiple rate centars
within the LATA. Qwest has provisions that support Single LRN per LATA,
With these provislons, If the LRN Is toll to the end office, the traffic will
route over the access tandem to the CLEC. The routing of local tratfic via
the access tandem and toll trunks occurs aven if you have dlrect LIS
trunks in place.

Qwest also offers additional routing configurations that will route your tolt
LRN traffic to your existing lacal LIS trunks. In locations where LIS runks
are not avallable, your toll LRN traffic will be routed aver the Qwest
network via a tandem using existing Interoffice facilities. Local LRN traffic
can only be routed to a new or existing local LIS or SPOP trunk group.
This solution will incorporate a 10-Digit routing scheme in Qwist switeh
translations. Your existing 1A requirement for establishment of a POT and
direct trunking to end offices remains in effect.

Single LRN can be deployed in the same network configuration with Singte
Point of Presence (SPOP) or LIS Jointly Provided Switched Access
arrangements.

hnpeffwww.qwest.com/wholesale/peat/Inp. html
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Servico Restrictions

LNP Triggers are not expected to be placed on Service Codes or Service
Access Codes (911, 411, BOO, 866, 877, 888, 900, 500) 50 querias will
not be performed on these call types. In addition, queries will ot be
performed In the originating switch for 0+, O-, or 1+ calls routed to an
InterExchange Carrier (IXC).

he porting of certain telephone numbers will not be provided when
clrcumstances or services exist for the following:

@ Across an NPA boundary in Minnesota only, based on Public

Utllities Commission (PUC) mandate

555, 960 and 976 NXXs

500, 700, 800, 866, 877, 888, 900 services

911 service

Other N11 cedes, e.g., 411, 511, etc.

Cellular/moblle numbers

Qwest Public Coin or Semi-Public Coln

Numbers used for mass calling events - Refer to North American

Numbering Council (NANC). Once displayed, click on *LNPA

Working Group*, then select "Documents”. When this page is

displayed, click on “High Volume Call in Networks Report,

5/7/98".

8 Reserved Numbers

O Qwest's palicy regarding the porting of reserved

telephone numbers Is to allow parting If the reserved
numbers are identifled on the end-user service record.
Porting orders will not be taken on unassigned,
previously awned, disconnected, disconnected following
suspenslon for non-payment, or vacant telephone
numbers,

6 e00060

LNP Query Sarvices

Qwest provides Default Query Services whenever we receive ungueried
cails from other telecormunications providers, including CLECS,
Incumbent Lacal Exchange Carters (ILECs), Interexchange Carrlers
(IXCs), or Wireless Service Providers (W5Ps), which require a query in
order to be terminated efficiently. Qwest also offers Direct Query access
to the LNP database.

NPA/NXX Migration or Reassignment

When you pian to provide service for all assigned telephone numbers in a
particular NPA/NXX, you should request reassignment of that NPA/TXX in
the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) In lieu of porting. In this
situation NPA/NXX migration supports network efficiency and is the
preferrad industry method.

LNP Administration

There are seven regional databases that serve specific geographic areas.
The Western Reglon database serves Qwest's 14-state local service area
plus Alaska, A neutral third party, called the Local Number Portability
Administrator (LNPA) administers these regional databases,

The FCC adopted the NANC recommendation that the adminlstrative
functions of the LNPA Include all management tasks required to develap
and administer the reglonal databascs, called Number Portabllity
Administration Centers (NPACs). NPAC responsibilities Include:

e Administrative functions include all management tasks required
to run the NPAC

@ NPAC will work with the users to update data tables required to
route calls for ported local numbers or required for administratlon

® NPAC is responsible for NPAC SMS log on administration, user
access, data security, user notifications, and management and is
the primary contact for users who encounter problems with NPAC
system features

® The user support function should also provide the users with a
central point of contact for reporting and resolution of NPAC
problems

& The system support function wllt provide coordination/resoiution
of problems associated with system avallability, comemunications
and related capabilities

hitp://www.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/Inp.html 13 0/81‘;:;{(}_0}
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NPAC standard hours of business for LNP are 7:00 AM to 7;00 PM
(CS5T / CDT), Manday through Friday

@ NPAC personne! are available outside of the LNP hours of
operation on a pager/call-out basis

® NPAC must meet the service level requirements as established by
thelr respective L1Cs

8 NPAC will provide reports to regulatory bodles as required

Click here to refer to North American Numbering Councll,

Managed Cuts
Managed Cuts are avallable for LNP In the followlng arrangements:

e Qwest Initlated Managed Cut
@ CLEC Inltlated Managed Cut
& LNP Coordinated Cut with Unbundied Loop

When a Qwest Initlated Managed Cut or CLEC Inltlated Marnaged Cut is
ordered, Qwest will initiate a telephone call and/or arrange a meeting
with you to discuss detailed informatlon regarding the Managed Cut.

Qwrest Initiated Managed Cut

Qwest will inltlate a Managed Cut when the 10-digit uncanditional trigger
ar Line Side Attribute (LSA) cannot be set or when the port request for an
account exceeds 2000 Telephone Numbers (TNs) ar 200 trunks, Qwest
Initiated Managed Cuts scheduled within the normal business hours are
provided at no additianal charge, 1f the CLEC requests a Frame Due Time
(FDT) that Is outside the normal business hours, the terms, conditions
end prices of the LNP Managed Cut offering will apply.

CLEC Initlated Managed Cut

A CLEC Initiated Managed Cut is available under the "LNP Managed Cut
offering, If the LNP Managed Cut offering Is not included in your 1A,
contact your Service Manager to request an LNP Managed Cut
amendment.

This offering allows you the abjlity to request coordination of a cut for LNP
with a CLEC-provided loop (i.e., standalong {NP). LNP Managed Cuts are
offered on a 24x7 basis. You may request any FDT when the mechanized
10-digit unconditional trigger can be set for the TNs being ported.
Howeaver, {f you request a coordinated cut for LNP with a CLEC-provided
loop, even though the mechanized 10-digit unconditional trigger can be
set, and/or if you request a coordinated cut outslde normal business
hours, the terms, conditions and prices of Qwest's LNP Managed Cut
product offering will apply.

LNP Coordinated Cut with Unbundied Loop

A LNP Coordinated Cut with Unbundled Loop is available if you request to
have your LNP cut coordinated with Qwest's Unbundied Loop groduct. LNP
Coordinated Cuts with Unbundled Loap will follow the Unbundied Laop
process and charges assaciated with the Unbundled Loop praduct will
apply.

Technical Publications
Design requlrements are specified In Technical Publicatlon 77342,

Other technical publications can be found on NANC,

Availabllity

The FCC addressed spedfic requirements for providing number portabllity
on an Interim basls, known as Interim Number Portability (INP) as well as
development and deployment of the long-term solution known as LNP,
Qwest has deployed LNP In nearly every end office.

To determine LNP availabllity, refer to Network Olsclosure.

Qwest has offered INP since 1996 utllizing Remote Call Forwarding, Direct
[nward Dialing service and Directory Number Route Indexing. INP is only
offered In those few locations where LNP is net daployed. You may
continue to request INP in a non-LNP capable switch,

hitp/fwww.qwest.com/wholesale/peat/Inp.html
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1f you want LNP capability In a switch where Qwest has not deployed LNP,
yau may submit an LNP Bona Fide Reguest (BFR) letter ta Qwest at any
time. The LNP BFR pracess Is separate from the BFR process for
Interconnect services, and no charges apply for the LNP BFR prociss.

Any cartified CLEC with an approved 1A may submit an LNP BFR letter to
raquest LNP capablilty In a switch where LN has nat yet been deployed.
The request must include the 11-digit CLLY code of each Qwest switch
heing requested to become LNP capable.

The following outlines what will take place upen Qwast's receipt of the
LHP BFR letter:

Confirm received letter within 10 business days

Deployment dates communicated no later than 45 calendar days
The timeline for converslon Is within 180 days

Qwest switches selected through the LNP BFR process will be
posted on the network disclosure web site

ges e

When submitting an LNP BFR letter, please provide caoples to:

9 Lorna Dubose
Qwest LNP Product Manager
1801 California, Room 2360
Denver, Co 80202
Telephone Number 303-896-0227
Fax number 303-896-9022
Idubose@qwest.com
@ A copy should also be sent to your Qwest Service Manager,

Pricing
Rataz

Cost Recovery Charge
The FCC-approved charge for LNP cost recovery, contained In FCC Tariff
1, Is to be assessed an Qwest end-user services inciuding alf resold lines
and unbundled switch ports. The charge per line per month Is §.43 with
the following exceptions:

@ The rate Is applicd five times per ISDN facility ($2.15 per
month); and

@ The rate (5 applled nine times per Private Branch Exchange (PBX)
trunk ($3.87 per month)

¢ The rate will not be assessed on Ufeline Assistance Program end-
users

@ The rate will not be assessed on local loops that you purchase as
UNEs under Section 251

Charges for the LHP Managed Cut Offering
LNP Managed Cuts are offered on a contract basls, and the prices are not
included in FCC Tarlff 1.

The charges you will incur for the LNP Managed Cut are dependent upon
the FOT, The rates are based upan whether the request is within or
outside Qwest's normat business hours. Qwest's normal business hours
are 7;00 AM to 7:00 PM, local time Monday through Friday. The rate for
LNP Managed Cuts requested during normat business hours is the
standard rate. The rate for LNP Managed Cuts requested outside normal
business hours, except for Sundays and Holidays, s the overtime rate,
and the rate for Sundays and Holidays is the premium rate.

Charges for LNP Managed Cuts will be based upon the actual hours
worked In %1 hour increments multipiled by the aumber of Qwest
parsonnel actively participating in the cut.

In those situations where Qwest determines a need to manage a cut,

wiww, gwest.com/wholesale/peat/inp htm|]
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{e.g., the 10-digit unconditional trigger cannat be set) those LNP
Managed Cuts would be scheduled during normal business hours and
there would be no charge. The foliowing matrix provides examples of
when charges apply and when thereg Is no charge.

Mon-Fri 7 AM l yon Fel 7 PM. to 7

;‘63:;; AM,, or Sut. Sun.
Managed Cut Activity Normal & Holldays
Ausiness {Cutside Normal
Hours) Businegs Hours)
LEC requests an LNP Charge Charge

Managed Cuot

. Charge {CLEC
Qwaest requires a Managed Cut
for DID in the pMS10 and No Charge requests the cut

outside normal
Ericsson switches business hours)

Qwest recommends a Managed Charge (CLEC
Cut for more than 2000 No Charge requests the cut
Telephone Numbers and/or 9 outside normal
more than 200 Trunks business hours)

Qwest will schedule the appropriate number of employees for the cut,
pased upon information provided by you during the coordination meeting.
If such information changes and requires modifications during the cut,
and as a resuit, non~scheduted employees are required, you will be
charged a three-hour mirimum catlout per each additional nan-schedulted
employee, If the cut Is gither cancelled, or @ supplemental order Is
submitted within 24 hours of the negotiated FOT to change the Due Date
(DD}, you will be charged a three-hour minimum,

NOTE: Charges are rounded up. For example, if an LNP Managed Cut
requires 2 hours and 10 minutes, the rates wilt apply for five Y2 hour
increments, per person.

Charges will be calculated based on actual Ya hours required for the cut,
times the number of employees required for each ¥ hour of the cut,
multiplied by the appropriate rate based on the day and time of the cut.
Managed Cuts during Qwest's normal busin€ss hours of 7:00 AM ta 7:00
PM, Monday through Friday, will be charged at 8 Srandard rate of §27.38
per 4 hour. If the EDT Is outside Qwest's narmal business hours on
Monday through saturday (excluding holidays), the charge will be at an
Overtime rate of $35.43 per V2 hour, Jfthe FDT Isan a Sungday ora
Haliday, the charge will be at a Premium rate of $43,49 per ¥ hour.

Rates for LNP Managed Cuts

Managed Cut - standerd § $27.38 per 14 hour, per person

Managed Cut - Overtime | $35.43 per % hour, per person

Managed Cut - prermium § $43.49 per 2 hour, per persofn

Example: You and Qwest. preplan a 10:00 PMcuton a Monday (outside
normal business hours). The cut takes 1% hours, and three Qwest
employees participate. The applicable charges are as follows:

435.43 times 3 {people) times 3 (1/2 hour ncrements) =
$318.87

Tariffs, Regulations, and Policies

LNP cost recovery i§ in the federa! jurisdiction. The end-user charge for
NP cost recovery and the rates for LNP Query cervices were filed and
approved under £CC Tariff 5, now FCC Taritf 1. LNP Managed Cuts are
offerad on an XA basis.

Qwest's LNP deployment and federal tariff filings were completed i
compliance with orders resufting from CC Docket No. 95-116 and include,

ht.tpz/./wvww.q_west.com/wholesale/pcat/lnp.html 10/8/2001
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but not limited to, the followling:

@ First Report and Order and Further Motice of Proposed
Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 95-116, RM 8535, In the Matter of
Telephnne Number Portabllity, FCC 56-286, relessed July 2,
1996, ("LNP Order")

e First Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, CC
Docket 95-116, RM B535, In the Matter of Telephone Nuniber
Portability, FCC 97-74, released March 11, 1997 (*First Order”)

@ Second Report and Order, CC Docket No, 95-116, &M 535, In
the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, FCC 87-289,
released August 18, 1997, ("Sacond Order”)

e Third Report and Order, CC Docket No, 95-116, RM B8535, I the
Matter of Telephone Number Portabliity, FCC 98-82, released May
12, 1998 ("Third Order")

e Comman Carrler Bureau's Memorandum Opinton any Qrder, CC
Docket No, 95-116, RM B535, In the Matter of Telophone Number
Portabllity Cost Classification Proceeding, DA 98-2534, released
December 14, 1998, ("Cost Classification Order™}

e Competitive Pricing Division's Order, CC Docket Na, 95-116, #M
B8535, In the Matter of Telephone Number Partabllity Taziff Fifings,
DA 59-128, released January 8, 1999, ("Filing Ordar™)

Features/Benefits

Foaturas Benelits

End-users can retaln their present § Easler to attract new aind-users
telephone number whain they de not have:to change
their telephorie number

Qwest has widespread deployment § Widlespread deploymient glves
of LNP throughout its 14-state CLECy more efficiént market entry
local service region capabilities

numbers to move from switch to for future number cansérvation
switch within a rate center through riumber pooling

BackioTon]
Applications

Please contact your Qwess Sales Executive for information.
Implementation

Porting Process Overview

When an end-user changes from one LEC to another and wants to vetala
thelr telephone number(s), the CLEC who "wing” the end-uger witl “part”
the end-user's number from the former CLEC. Cotrdinated order activity
by the previous and new local service providers removes the end-user's
telephone number from one provider's recorids and establishes it iy the
records of the other, establishing the new LRN for call routing purpases.
This order activity is electronically transmitted {uploaded) cammtinteating
the new LRHN to the administrator of the refevant régional database. This
will pair the end-user's original telephone numbér with the LRN for the
switch of the new CLEC, allowing the end-user to retain the originat
telephone number. The regional database administrator (NPAC) wilk then
electronlcally transmit (dawnload) LRN updates to CLEC-opesatsd LEMS |
Each CLEC will distribute this Information to Service Control Polats {5CPs)
or Signal Transfer Polnts (STPs) that CLECs will use to store and process
data for routing calls to ported numbers,

Following is & diagram of the basic netrork elements that are requirad for
all LECs, including CLECs in an LNP environment:

http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/Inp.html
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LNP - Basic Network Elensest Diagram
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LNP Call Routing Descriptions

For you to raute an Interswitch telephone call to a location where number
portabliity is available, you must determine the LRN for the switchy that
serves the terminating telephone numbar of the call, Once number
portability Is avallable for an NXX, you must "query” all interswiteh calis
to that NXX as appropriate, to determine whether the terminating: end-
user has ported the telephone numnber., You will accaraplish this by
sending a signal over the 557 network to retrievs from a SCP ge ST the
LRN assodiated with the called telephone number,

The FCC has endorsed an *N minus one” (N-1) dguerylng protocsl, Under
this protacol, if you are the N-1 CLEC, you will be responsibie fie g
query, “where 'N° {s the entity terminating the calf to the endryser, or
network provider contracted by the entity to provide tandem access. Thus
the N-1 CLEC {1.&, the last carrier befare the terminating carriery for a
local call will usually be the bliiing owner of the calf, Tha &-1 CRIFiEE Far an
Interexchange call wiil usually be the calling end-user's IXC ¥ o are the
M-1 CLEC vou may perform your gwn querying, or you may arrimye far
other CLECs or third partes, or far Qwest to provide querving sirvives an
your behaif.

Ta better understand when queries are performed, dowrload Lip Call
Flow Diagram.

Following is 3 simplifed frunking andg 557 diagram for CONnELYORE within
a ported area:
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Click here to refer to NANC.

LR Trunking, Slgnailng snd Dialing Plans

An LRN looks just like 2 telephane number to a switch that is uging the
LRN for call routing purposes, It Is very important to understand your
signaling requirements and the result of the LERG Inputs to sat up your
networks appropriately for LNP.

An LRN definttion was provided to the industry via tha NANC LNP
Architecturs and Administrative Plan {Issue 2, Revision 0, April 14, 1998%:

“LRNs are 10-Digit numbers that are assigned to the
retwork switching elements {Central Office - Host and
Remotes as required) for routing of cails in the nebvork.
The first six digits of the LRN will be one of the assigned
NPA NXX of the switching element. The purpose and
functionality of the last four digits of the LRN have not
yet been defined but are passed across the network to
the terminating switch."

This definition can potentially create some confusion reqarding whether &
7 or 10-Digit LRN Is to be transmitted between Service Providers for LNP
calls. A 7, 10 and 7 or 10-Digit LRN transmit option will work based on
how the participating Service Providers have set up thelr trunking and
signaling network. It Is vital that Service Providers on both entds of &
Trunk Group understand what Is being sent and recelved. 1t1s alsy
important to understand that the 7 or 10-Digits are counted: from right (o
left.

Technically, an LRN In a signaling message looks just iike 8 telephane
number. The switch uses the LRY for routing purposes, snd handley the
LRN just like a called party talephone number, Therefore, the switch
determines where to route a call by the NPA NX¥ included in the LRN.
This routing informatton provided in Saction 4.6 of the LERG dstarmines
where and how (signaling) that the NPA NXX should be routid. The LERG
input Includes the number of dighs signated, whother 557 or Muftl-
Frequency (MF), on trunk groups that are used by the complai
translations routing group to compiete the transiations for & particular
switch.

Timing and Coordination of Changes i the LERG and Switch
Changes that are entered Into the LERG, intended for the netwark, have
the potential to affect the and-user's telephone service, Therefore when
signaling changes are required, itis critical that the timing consigerations
for LERG changes be fully understood and adhered ta, Incitding the
Maintenance Window Policy.

These Hming considerations are jdentified In the Centrat Office Code
Asstgnment Guidelines, These guidelines also discuss minimurn tiening
requirements for LERG changes. In viewingthese quidelines; you wilt be
able to lecate INC Document Number 95-0407-008, Tiths £O Code {(NXX)
Assignment Request & Confirmatian Form, Part 3. Upot consideration af
the timing guidelines, campleta this form and submit your LERG changes.

Changes to LRNs also require this sames type of planning oy
coordination, as well as coordination with the HPAC tu perior rauting
changes and mass updates. Chariges to LREs msay be caused by various
reasons, such as switch replacement, reassignment of HOA-NYX codes
from one service provider to another and/or HEA salits.

For CLECs, the Interfacing company's Service HManager must be notified of
the LERG updates, including 7 to 10-digi, LRN or other types of changes
so thiey can be schedyled and coordinated with the Routing Transiations.

h*,a;p:;/www.qwest.comlwholesale/pcat/!np.hmi
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groups In both companies. As a resyult of this coordination and planning
for the minimum clapsed time, as prescribed In the Industry Guidelinies,
the involved Service Praviders will be able to make the necessary changes
to their respectlve networks on the "EFF DTE" shown In the LERG without
disruptlon of end-user telephone services.

Dlaling Plans

The Information In the previous section addresses 7-Diglt vs, 10-Digit LRN
Trunk Signaling in the signaling network. A signaling plan differs from &
dialing plan for a local calling area. Signaling plans are determiined by the
individual service provider, whereas dialing plans are determined by the
state utilities commission.

Signaling changes may be required as a result of state-orsdered dialing
plan changes. Changes to a signaling network resulting from-dialing plan
changes may require coordination between CLECs, and this coordination
is addressed In the ATIS Guideline referenced above,

Click here to review Dialing Plans within Qwest territory,

Following are examples of sarne speciﬁc Digling Plans:

Minneapolis, ¥N Seattle, WA  Danvar, CO
- Muitiple NPAs In the ~ Multiple: NPAs, not' | < Muitiple
¥inneapolis Metropolitan overald, NFiks; this Is
Statistical Area (MSA); NPAs - If dialingwithin -anoverfay
are geographically assigried to a J your own-NPA, 7 or - -
particular munidpality and 10-Digit-dialing s g
there may be multiple NFAs permilssive:

within a rate center. ialin L

- Cammission orderad TN of your gwiNPA,

porting cannot occur between 10-Digit-diating is

NPAs. mandatory but riot

- If disling outside of your own | necessarily & talt

NPA; 10-Digit dialing is call.

mandatory but not necessarily a

tolf call,

Impiementation Plan for Single LRN

When you are ready to deploy Singfe LRN, centiict your Qwest Service
Manager, The Qwest Service Manager will send you the NPA NXX Code
Request Routing Form for completion, This form asks yoti to itantify the
appropriate trunk groups (using 2-6 codes) for Single LRN traffic.

Your Qwest Service Manager will schedule & Single LR plansing meatiag
ta clarify where and how the Single LRN will-be applied withis & Locs!
Calling Area (LCA) or LATA. If you have an existing LIS netwark, your
current network configuration will be shared at this meeting. Tri this
meeting, both you and Qwest personnel will fainthy establish the fntervale
and implementation date for deployment,

Prarequisites

If you are a new CLEC and are ready to enter the interconnection
business with Qwest or an exlsting CLEC wishing to atmend your A, you
can find additional information in the Getting Startad weh page.

The following are actions that must hie completed by you priar to
submitting a Lacal Service Reguest (LSR) to port a tefephonie nambery

® Provide after hours contact persannel, who will bie responsibie for
general problem resolution

@ Provide a valld FAX number that is operatianal Monday-Friday, §
AM to 10 PM, Central Time Zote ,

@ Test LSMS and the Servize Order Administration (SOA) finctions

Establish S87 Requirements
Your 557 network must adhere to the industry standards establishued for

http:/ferorwv.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/Inp.html
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LNP. Additionally, there are impacts to the Line Information Data Base
(LIDB), Calling Name {CNAM}, Custom Local Area Signaling Service
(CLASS), and Inter-Switchoed Volce Messaging services as o result of the
industry standards. It is critical that each company's SS7 technical
experts review the requirements and your spedfic deployment plans as
related to S§7 message queries, The use of an independent S57 network
and/or SS7 hub provider couid introduce additional requirements. I there
is another provider of SS7 service involved, they should be a part of the
requirements review.

Establish E911 Requirements

All Carviers are required by state or munidpality to connect to the ESi11
network. This includes specific trunking arrangements, default routing and
data generation, The state or municipality should be contacted by the
CLEC to determing the requirements for the metro area or state,

All carriers must adhere to the National Emergency Number Assoclation
(NENA) requirements for LNP. This requires that the Company ID be
passed to the E911 database, along with the Service Provider Comparny
1D and other data elements from the service order. There Is a particular
data structure that Is to be foliowed elong with specific furiction indicators
(Unlock, Modify, etc.) that are to be used.

Dexermine Testing Requirements

If you wish to perform testing to ensure that your signaling, switching,
databases, systems and processes are functioning propery prior to
submitting LNP orders, you may want to contact your Qwest Salss or
Service Manager.

When contacting Qwest, pleasa provide information abou your testing
requirements:

& The serving area you plan to test within

The switch(es) involved in the testing

@ How many test numbers you need Qwaest to estabiish and in what
tocations

@ The timeframe you prefer to do the tasting

-

Also, please provide as much Information as possible about the type of
testing you intend to perform. For example, are you planning to:

® Perform call processing tests only, to ensure that your network
and signaling databases are capable of delivering calls to ported
and//or non-ported numbers? (This type of testing may be
applicable to wireless carriers and Interexchange Carrlers {IXCs),
as weli as wireline Local Exchange Cartlers (LECS.)

@ Perform Intra-company tests only, to-ensure your switching,
signaling and databases meet the LNP operatignal requirements
and that you have the systems and processes in place to
accommodate the porting of TN&?

@ Perform end-to-end, inter-company testing that inciudes:
submitting LSRs to port test numbers bstween Qwest-and your
company?

Qnce you have provided your initial testing Information to Qwest, your
Sales of Service Manager will establish a meeting with you to furthier
define your testing requirements, to identify the key personnel for
conducting the test, from both your company and from Qwest, and to
establish the testing a timeline, Additonal meetings may need ta oceur
prior to the testing, and may Include identiftcation af tast scripts, {f
appropriate,

Quiest will initiate service orders to establish test accounts, based un your
testing requirements, and will provide information about the test
zecounts, including the account name(s), telephone numbaer(s), and due
date of the new connect service order(s). 1f Inter-cornpany testing is
required, critical dates will be jointly established snd may include dates
for:

LSR cxchange

FOC exchange

Porting of the TN(s)
Disconnecting test account(s)

&8 00
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Durng inter-company testing, you will be responsible for:

® Ensuring the subscription Is sent to the NPAC

e Verifying actlvity on subscriptions at the NPAC (i.e. T1 and T2
timers)

@ Completing the provisipning on your switch for the test account

(s)
& Sending the activation to the NPAC to port the TH(s) on the
requested due date

Upon completion of intra-company testing, vou will notlfy Qwest that the
test accounts may be disconnected. For inter-company testing, you wili
need o disconnect the Qwest numbers from your switch and return them
to Qwest, the original code holder. If test numbers have also been ported
from your switch to Qwest, Qwest will nead to disconnect the numbers
and return them to you.

Provisloning - Single LRN per LATA
The provisloning process for Single LRN per LATA Is outlined In the
following steps:

® Contact your Qwest Sarvice Manager with Single LAN request

@ The Qwest Service Manager wilt explain the process and wilt
supply the NPA/NXX Code Request Routing Form to you

% Provide the completed the NPA/NXX Code Request Routing Form
to your Qwest Service Manager for distribution prior to the
meeting

@ The Qwest Service Manager will schedule and chalr Qwest/CLEC
meeting (including Qwest Routing Technical Managers) to review
the proposed natworl configuration, gain cladification and
establish jointly negotiated due dates

& Qwest internal groups will perform necessary internal work

e Translations are complated for your trunk groups (2-6 code) by
an established jolntly negotiated due date

Pre Qrdering

The: following actions must be completed prior to submitting a LSR to port
a telephone number:

@ Obtaln Letter of Authorization (LOA) from the end-user to act as
thelr agent to transition and provide ported number service.

® Review the end-user's Customer Service Record {CSR) verifying
alt numbers to be ported, including-any numbers for alarm
services, custom ring numbers or off premise extensions. Your
request for port activity orily addresses porting of ‘telephione
numbers.

Single LRN par Switch, per LATA

1f you are establishing a newr LIS network In a given LCA, you may order
Local Interconnection Service trunking any time befora the establishment
of Single LAN per switch, par LATA functionaiity. Orice alf the new LIS
trunking has been ordered and you have a confirmed DD, you will need to
flit out the NPA/NXX Code Request Routing Ferm to Identify the
appropriate trunk groups (2-6 Codes) that Single LRN per switch per LATA
traffic will be pointed to.

Click here for general information about Pre Ordering,

Ordering

Ordering standards are developed at the natlonal Ordering and Billing
Farum (OBF).

hitp:/fwwwr gwest.com/wholesale/peat/inp.htm} 10/872001
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Complets LSR along with the following forms:

EUI - End User [nformation

NP - Number Portability Service or

LSNP - Loop Service with Number Portabllity
DSR - Directory Service Request

L R

LNP orders are placed using a LSR,
To cbtain these forms contact Telcordla.

The Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA) Reference Gulde specifically
detalis the information available for ordering functions.

Pravlsichlng Interval guldelines are found in the Service Interval Guide
(51G).

For Infarmation on completing forms, refer to Manual Ordering/Process
Forms General Information.

Additional ordering guldelines can be found in the general Ordering
Infarmation.

Hours of Operation

NPAC has defined their standard hours of business for LNP as 7:00 AM. to
7:00 PM, (CST/CDT), Monday through Friday. Non-business hours/days
are defined as 7:01 PM to 6:59 AM Monday through Friday, and al-day
Ssturday and Sunday. §PAC holidays include New Years Day, Memoriat
Day, July 4th, Labor Day, Thanksglving Day, Christmas Eve Day and
Christmas Day,

Qwast's normal hours of business coincide with the established NPAC's
standard hours of business. Narmal hours of operation for activating
subscription DD and Frame Due Time (DD/FDT), submitting orders to the
NPAC, error resolution, cancellation, confiict settihg, and resolution will be
‘Monday through Friday during the NPAC standard hours of business.
Qwest's standard hours of operation for LNP are:

Hdurs States

7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Towa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Central Time South Dakota

7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Arfzona (during M5T), Colorado, Idaho,
Mountain Time Montana, New Mexico, Utah, Wyorning
7:00 AM to 7:00 PM

Paciflc Time Arizona (during MDT), Oregon, Washington

Based on the above chart, by time zone, Qwest's hours of operation far
the Interconnect Service Center (ISC) are 6 AM to 8 PM Mountaln Time,
Monday-Friday, Qwest also has staff available from 7 AM to 5 PM
Mountaln Time on Saturday to support the following functions:

Telephone

Name/Group/Title Nurmber

Functiong

® LSR/Order Status,
Inquiries on Completion,
Due Dates, FOCs,

@ Assisting with LSR
Preparation

e Resend FOCs/Rajects

Call Center 888-796- @ Missed FOC Intervals,

Representatives 5087 Due Date Expedites, Cut
Overs, Qut of Service,
Emergency Cancels or
Due Date Changes

o Migsed Due Dates

@ Faature Discrepancies

hitp:livww.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/lnp.html 10/872001
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If you require any additionat assistance, please contact your Service
Manager directly. If you do not have the number of your Service
Manager, the Call Center will contact them for you.

Diractory Listings

You are responsible for contacting a listing service and astablishing
Hstings for your end-users.

Qwest has Implemented unigue non-OBF entries in the LSR ACT fizld, To
ensure end-user listings are sither retalned or discontinued one of the
fallowing entries is required:

& An ACT entry of “Z" will retain the current listing('s)
o An ACT entry of "V" wili discontinue listings associated with the
port activity (all listings are removed)

If you wish to have Qwest listings retained, then the Directory Service
Request (DSR) form should be forwarded to Qwest 83 follows:

® Qwest Usting Service System (LSS) FAX Number 503-242-1653
© Qwest LSS Contact Number 503-242-7822
8 Qwest LSS Alternate Number 503-242-7856 or 503-242-7873

The DSR form Is required and must be forwarded to the Qwest LSS {f the
ACT fleld on the LSR has an entry of *Z" and the listing(s) of the ported
telephone number(s) Is to be retained.

Supplemental Input
Supplemental Input to an LSR to add number(s) will not be accented. You
will need to Issue a new LSR for the additionat number to be ported.

Supplemental input to change the NSP ID or the QSP 10 will not be
accepted. You will need to cancel the incorrect activity and Issue & new
LSR.

Due Date Changes

You must: notify Qwest via LSR supplement or a call to the ISCif you
require a DD change for your port gctivity. Notifications of (i changes
should be made as soon as possible on the DD and prior to §:00 PM
Mountain Tirme, Late notification of DD changes wilf raquire that you, call
the ISC prior to 12:00 noon on the day after the DD (In the end-users’
time zone) and issuc a LSR supplement via IMA or IIS to conflrm the
request. Late DD change notifications after 12:00 nton the day after the
DO, will require you ta contact the Call Center Representative at 898-
796-5087 to initiate an escalation ticket for these |ate changes.

Cancels

You must notify Qwest via LSR supplement or a call to the ISC if you
require a cancel of the port. activity, Notifications of OO cancels shauid be
made as soon as possible on the OD and prier to B:00 PM Mountain Time.
Late notification of DD cancels will require that you call the 15€ prior to
12:00 noon on the day after the DD (in the end-users ime zoney and
issue a LSR supplement via IMA or IIS to conflrm the request, Late carcp!
notifications after 12:00 noen the day after the DD wil) require you te
contact the Call Center Representative at 888-736-9087 to initiate an
escalation ticket for these late cancels.

Managed Cuts

@ LNP Managed Cut Scheduling
Up-front planning and coordination with Qwest 15 reguired to
establish the date and tima for an INP Managed Cut, Al reguests
will be processed on a first come, first served basis and are
subject to Qwest's ability to meet a reasonsbie demand. Qwest
will coordinate with you for an agreed upon FDT and Firm Qrdpr
Confirmation (FOC) prior to issuing the FOC. Generatly the FOU
date will not exceed the standard interval,
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® LSR Entries for LNP Managad Cuts
You may request an LNP Managed Cut by submitting an LSR and
designating the order as a "Managed Cut® in the Remarks section
of the LSR form. Specificaily, LNP Managed Cuts require a
notation in the Remarks and DFDT sections of the LSR, e.g.:

Remarks = Managed Cut
DFDT = Anytime 24x7

When submitting an LSR in the IMA GUI or EDI, you must
populate the Manual indicator field with the letter "y,

All negotiated requests must be scheduled on the LNE Operitions
schedule In 30-rninute tme slots,

@ CLEC Responsibilities You will need to schedule the appropriaie
personnei for the negotiated FDT for the LNP Managed Cut, You
are alsc responsible for NPAC coordination if a Maraged Cot is
scheduled outside the NPAC's normal business hours.

Ordering Prucess (Single LRN per Switch, par LATAY

For new US trunking arrangements, Qwest Service Delivery Coordinatoes
(SDCs) recelve an Access Service Raquest (ASR]) from you. Tiers are
some changes In the ASR eptries for Single LRN. The current ASHR pracess:
normally requires a local NPA-NXX for & trunk group-order, however for
Single LRN per Switch, per LATA this Is not required. You witl submit th
ASR with the following two entrjes:

© In the ASR the Remarks field will contain *Single LRN Routad
Only - See NPA-NXX Cade Requast Routirig Form*,

@ On the Transfations Questionnaife (TQ; the Remurk with coritain
“Single LRN and the NPA-NXX-X3XXX (10<Digit LRNY™ and the NPA
NXX Field wil rernain hlank,

Provisioning
General Refect Reascns are found In the general Ordering information,

There are some additlonal specific reasons why the LSR reguest for LNF
may be rejected. To view those reasons, download LNP LSR Refect
Reasons,

Standard Intarvals for LNP Service ntervals for LNp arie dogerthod
below. These Intervals include the time for FOC. Osders recalved affer
7:00 PM (Mountain Time) are considered. the nest busitiesy day. Tha
following service Intervals have been estabiflshad for LNI:

Quantity of nterval (Intarvsls iar
Telephona LMP without unbundisd |
Numbers to Por? 1o6ps) ;

Product Type

-3 Business days (iciudes

Simple (1FR/1FB) | 1-5 FOL 24 b, Interval)

o= 4 Businiess days (Includes
FOC 24 br. Interval) ‘

51 or more ' i Ffmjé’itt Basiﬁvv, B
Complex (PBX  Husinpes ¢ .
lusiness. dayy Gacludes
trunks, ISDN, 1-25 Ak Mp Fbsera
Centrex) ‘ F(}C 2&4 hr. vlnterva’.}
26 or more Project Basls

For the Standard Interval Guide, please see tfie guidelines o the Qwast
Whalesale Markets web site.

http://orww.qwest.com/wholesale/peat/Inp. htm|
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Lsted below Is an example of the steps taken in the potrt cut process for
1-5 lines, simple, standard DD request. The steps for & or more fines or
complex services will be the same, however the timing Intervals will be
based on standard intervals for the specific product type.

Step § Procass Result
CLEC completes sale to new ) i
1 [ customer, validates CSR and (Céfc oy s LR to Quest
completes LSR forms Y
Quiest provides FOC &
2 Quwest receives LSR and processes § CLEC and sends orer,
request  Subscription Is crested at
NPAC, (Day 1) ‘
CLEC recelves FOC and sends 8&%%»533;&;;3;@;; calls
3 create message to NPAC to match WS missing
subscription activiry subscription activity,

conflict or trors.

Qwest sets 10 dight uncenditional
4 trigger no later than 11:59 PM the 10 digit trigger set (Day )
day before the DD, (Day 2)

CLEC sends activation to NPAC to 'ama_dcast necaived,
5 port number on DD/FDT, NPAC number is pured oy CLEC.

broadcast sent to all Sarvica Qwest service srder is
Providers, (Day 2) completed. (Day 3y
Data transmitted to E91t
6 Service Order completed it daity batel fife afver

service order e:bmmeﬁm ‘

Disconnect and removal of switch
7 transiations is completed In Qwast
switch no earlier than 11159 pM
the day after the DD

LNP Proactive and Escalation Prucens for Falled Porr

Qwest will place a eaif to you on LNP order activity iF we fing tfssing
subscription activity, an error qr conflict situation. This eall wiif be placed
up to 24 hours prior to the due gata,

If you require manual concurrence of your subscription, contact the 15¢
prior to the sctieduled port activity. You may contact she 1815wy ter an
business hours prior to the scheduled DD/EOT to request a mancst
cancurrence,

Falled Part Activities
If you have any problems during your port activity ared detavming the

need to have the end-user restored on Qurest facllitles, you st contace
the Qwest ISC Immediately and open an escaigtion tcket,

Any reguests to cancel or withdraw a "port procoss” that sre in pragragy
will need to be addressed on an individual case basic, The New Service
Provider (NSP) conirols the part activation. Once Gie brosdeass hus ey
sent from the NPAC to all Servica Providers nnd the subseription 1y
‘active”: the number has been ported ta the NSR. A% this polnt, Qunst, as
the Qld Service Prayider {0OSP), does not have cantral of the giattad
number and cannot change any par of tha subseripiion i tha, HEAL, 1f
You are having problems with the broadcast, Qwest will work
cooperatively to assure the fouting Informiation I correct,

Qwest will require a supplemental LSR or a now LS o st rouests to
restore service for the end-uger In the Quvest Switch. If & pow 1SR &
required then add a2 "WB” to the end of the original LSR POY Humbaer g
submit the new L5R Tequest.

You must contact the ISC in the event that the endeuser's sewvics has
been disconnected, and you are requesting restoration of the service Gty
Qwest faclities. The escalation representativg in. the 152 wiiy ranuast thas
You send 2n LSR indicating in the Remarks soction, "Restore Erd-Usar

h\ttp://WWw‘qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/lnp.html
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Service, cancel or change port DD", whichever is appropriate.
Additionally, when submitting the LSR in IMA GUL or EDI, you must
Populate the manual Indicator field with the letter *v", Qwast will begin
the restoration pracess for the end-user's service upon receipt of the 1SR,

Timeframes to Contact the Interconnect Service Center or Repair Center:

® Up to 48 hours Prior to the Due Date:
O Service Affecting Problems - Contact Retali Repair 8ap-
954-1211
O Any order changes ({e.q., due dute changes; change fn
order content) - Send a supplament
® WIthin 48 Hours of the Due Date (Before or After):
O Service Atfecting Problems - Contact ISC 1-88B-795-
087
@ Beyond 48 hours afer the Due Date
O Sepvice Affecting Problems (after numiber{s) has been
ported by you) - Contact Account Malntenance Suppore
Center (AMSC) (Repair Service} 1-800-223-7881

Qwest's Interconnection Servica Centar Hoursare 6 AMto g PM, Monday-
Friday; and 7 AM to 5 pM, Saturday, Mountain Tirmne. Please contiEct a Calt
Center Representative or a Customer Service Inquiry and Education
Group Representative based on the following escalation steps:

Steps of

Telephona
Escalation

Name/Group/Title Number

Function

“LSR/Ordar
Status, Inquires
ury Completion,
Due Dates, EOCs
“Assistiriy with
L3R Preparation
-Resend
FOCs/Rejects

g -Missed FOC

1st Step of § Call Center 6RA-796~ Intervals, Goe

: Escalation  § Representatives 5087 - Date Expodites,
Cut Quers, Qut of
Service,
Emargenty

- Caneels or Due
Date Changes,
“Mizsed Bue
Distes

“Feature
Blserephincios

~Any Missed

See product § 0 .
Customer Service sheet for gcr:'rzzitg:‘egw o !
Inquiry and Education § your support e opS,

Group Representative § tearn list and !g?‘i“ Team with
™s | Bsues and
Escalations

2nd Step of
Escalation

If you require any additional assistance, please contact your Servics
Manager directly. If you do not have the number of your Service
Manager, the Call Center will contact them for you,

Return of Disconnected Ported Numbers

When a perted number Is completely disconnected, yYou must cetuon the
number to its original cade halder or block haldér. Qwest numbers wili
return to Qwest on the effective refease date, You shalf age ported
telephone numbers that have been disconnected based on the ECCs
requirements, prior to raturning them to Qwest. These requiremants e
be found in CC Docket No. 99-200 "Numberlng Resource Ontirization”
orders,

3

Maintenance

http://wmv.qwest.com/wholcsalc/pcat/lnp.html
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More information Is available in the Maintenance andg Repair Overview
web page.

Trouhle Reparting

You are responsible for resolving trouble Feports from your own ond-
users. Misdirected repair and Customar Service calis from the e User te
Qwest will be raferred to You as the new service provider,

Qwest will work cocperatively with you to resolve trouble epants whien g
trouble condition has besn Isolated and determined to e within the
Qwest network,

If your end-user calis the Qwest Repalr Center o Customer Service
because they have experlenced trouble an thelr line, they will be referveg
to you, as the provider serving their accoumt.

The AMSC is open 24 hours a day and can ber reached ab 1-800-221-
7881,

Refar/Open Customer Trauble Report (CTI)

® You will call the AMSC @ 1-200-323-7481

& You will provide the Portad Talephine Nimber In trauble,
Including the ofd arid new service provider

® Qwest Repalr Service Attendant (RSA) wiif verlly portad TN

@ You must test and isolate the troubls to the Chuwast network

Following Is the type of detalled informastion Your wilt be gskad s
provide: )
O State the full troutle description, I therg sre AR
call” or "can't bie calleg” repants, be sure AN Stabe e

terminating umbery) expedencivg probfams,

State the name sng numbar of the parzon b e
contacted for cooperative testing, clostnig the Heket, oig
State your test calf rasuits

i trunking is Involved, state the Identifving sunk sidi
or trunk routing

Identify the 557 pravidar and provide S5% trapped
messagas from your Sesting tacluding i o Bavg g 580
hub provider

State the home tandany (85 kiatifiee In tha Lawsf
Exchanges Routing Guilde: {LERGY )

State whother officn danslitions have tean Wagined
\Jauda;e and provide the: Lecstion. Routhiy Membiey
(LEMY

o 00 o

C 00 o

I¥ the: troutie nveives Customer Loyl Al Shonaling

Service (CLASS), Uns Informtion Data i [iatudy?

andfor Caller 10 with Muine FERAMY You shisold ks

who the Seevice Provider is amd If you have Brr

Intercannection {Slanwitrigy Agretmant

State the Daatinutisy Point Cades (DPCE) for tye

switeh, cmsfuwfcmﬂ

O If the problem is poiting to Loy Bitanee {LE0), tnetieaty
the Long Distance carrier Lhat TS shoss b it G5 T
probilem of terminating calig i Yhir Crirest nstwek, Al
provide the same and number of thie parson i 1
company with whasm you worked o Eie LU truuity,

O Ifyou are recelving a recardisg, shgae ot sty
what the recarding 58Y5 and tha specine tralbee,
applicable ‘

O If the problem is In an seey Tnvoling a 0K sl vy

A

® Qwest RSA needs tg know of sny exenm oedar Scttity, Yo
should include the any C(west arder rumBae and s date,

@ Qwast represontative will give cormmitment te basad o
standard intarvals )

® Test results are not glven by the f8A ¢ ils Here

® RSA will advise You of the Heket numbier fo teacing

(o]

WOTE: If the TH reported Is aet found ity Qwrist detabage, thi REX sy
generate a massage ticket on the TH teportes, Orcs thn TH ¢

hﬂpzllww.qwest.com/wholcsale/pcat/lnp.hmﬂ
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determined, 2 new repair ticket will be opared g yik watt ke exstilfiag,
Modify Existing Customer Trouble Report (CTR}
¢ You will calt the AMSC & 1-B00-233 251

& You will refar to CTR with ported 15 -
® Qwest RSA will add or change infoevistion wraviden By oy

Qwiest will only acceps information far CTRS thar are iy o b
depending on the Information, msy tead & & new Lo

Customer Trouble Report {CTRY Status

@ You will call the AMSC & Ixﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ’fi_f&"ﬁfﬂ.&i

@ You will Fefar to CTR with ported T o
©  Qwest representative can provids bamediaee dratus 15

AMSE will not proactively status yaere ik

Customear Trouble Repore {CTRY Jeaparay

O Quwest can determine § founs oy 2 : B
whien it becomes quite iikely it Bue LR csmsissent
missed

& Guest will koep workiog g e

* Whatdver {ovest conter hix the
determined will attempt to- contse
Quisst center Wil stiemut ity PR
with you.

Escalation

You will call the AMSE & $B00. 398 Fimy
Yo will reifer to TR with pavsed 1

Yo wilk provies ey CR e B o et
Sheutd the (west 85K sasd i 55 }
eseaAtion qesk (REGUREE Y5 T Ay

L -]

asked to gexe B

o The AUA may need ty el videes et savbirs &
assistance

& oo will pot Se giver any
erabily pou i eal

Cancel Customr Troulile Bepure (orey

©  You will calf tu AMSE g 3o ga

& You will reber b 0% wie

L 3 an pd
is yaneling e CFR whog
asked vitvy the bkt

% The Qwest LS4 Wil seter
the TR

Clage Custamer Trotible Heport {cray
The Qwest group corngtetiteg the rogalr re
shartly atter tomplation. The call wii i
inforration

Bithng

Rates for UNP Cost Recvery ore bl wis L
Bl

Rates for LN Masaged Coty gop Saseg whe & BARY Mk

http://ww.qwe.st.com/whoIesalcx‘pca-u‘}npuhum
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Training
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Exhibit G

Qwest Release Notification Form

Log# PCRN051601-1 Status: New - To be Industry Reviewed

Subinitted By: Loma Dubose Date Submitted; 5/ S

Contact Information: Lorna Dubose, LNP Product Manager, Idubose(gwest.com, 303-896.527% or Suste Biies.

Service Delivery Director, sbliss@gwest.com

Name, title, email, phone #

Title of Notification:

Local Number Portability Process Changes

Area of Release Notification: Please check mark « as appropriate and fifl put the appropriate section balow
X System X Product X Process

Communicated To: Date Communicated: SH601
Please check mark « as appropriate
£ Co-Provider Industry O IMA EDI current users or with an agreed upon I IMA T Disclogiee
Team project work plan Document R
3 Public O IMA GUI current and potential new users

Type of Notification:  Please check mark « as appropriate

X Target Release Date May 15,2001 and June 2001 0O Disclosure Document Addendam
I Target Release Life Cycle O  Training Schedule

0 Co-Provider Change Request Options for a Release £ Refeage Notes Description

03 Release Baseline Candidates with Descriptions £J  Relcase Notey

£l Draft Developer Worksheets 1 Point Release Notes Beseription
0 Disclosure Document 3 Point Release Notes

{3 Recertification Notices [T Systerm Available Times

7 New Product 00 Product Retivensent

X Product Enhancement

{3 Other

Please describe

Bescription of Notification: (e-g., mode/method of message and timing of defivery)

Local Namber Portability — Change in Offering

Product Offering

i The Local Number Portability product has implemented changes to the following:
‘ ®  LNP Service Intervals

e Delay Disconnects

®  L.SR Reject Reasons

Effective Date
- New LNP Service Intervais are effective May 15, 2001
Delay Disconnects and LSR Reject Reasons process changes are effective June i, 2001

Process Description
Standard Due Date Intervals:
Change From:
Service Intervals for LNP are described below. Orders received after 3:00 pum. (Mountain Tuned are considesed e
next business day. The following service intervals have been established for Local Number Partability:

Product Type Quantity Interyal

(JFR/IFB) 1-20 lines 4 business days
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5 business days
11-20 lines 10 business days

21-50 Tines 5 business days ' ;
51 or more ICB
Complex (PBX) Trunks/ISDN 1-8 lines 5 business days
9-16 lines 6 business days
17-24 lines 7 business days
25 or more lines/trunks ICB
{entrex 1-10 lines

21 or more lines or trunks ICB
Change To:
Service Intervals for LNP are described below. These intervals include the time for Firm Order Confirmation
| (FOC). Orders received after 3:00 p.m. (Mountain Time) are considered the naxt business day. The following
service intervals have been established for Local Number Portability

Product Type Quantity of Telephone Numbers to Pory Inferval®
Simple 1-5 3 Business days (includes
{1FR/1FB) FOC 24 hr. interval)
4 business days (ineludey
FOC 24 hr, interval
51 or more Project Basis
Complex (PBX, trunks 1-25 5 business days ¢inclides
ISDN, Centrex)

FOC 24 hr, intorvaly

26 or more Project Basis i

* Intervals for LNP without unbuneled loops

(Standard Due Date Intervals: cont.)

For the Standard Interval Guide, please see the guidelines on the wholesale web site located at:
h_t"tp://www.qwest.com/who!esale/quides/sig/index.html

in addition, you will find due date interval guidelines within the LNP Product Catalog found on the wholesile web
site at;

http://www.qwest.com/wholesale

Navigation path:

®  Products and Services
Interconnection
Select a Product
Local Number Portability
Ordering
Due Dates Intervals

e & © B B

Belay Disconnects:

Local Number Portability (LNP) Switch Disconnect Timing

Effective June 1, 2001, Qwest will delay the disconnect of the end user customer’s switch transliations
i and unconditional 10 digit trigger to 11:59 p.m. of the business day (Monday Friday} after the Due Date.

This will allow additional time for the Co-Provider to notify Qwest when delays have been experienced
{e.g., the customer is not home).

12/01/00 © 2000, Qwest Corporatian
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The Go-Provider should still notify Qwest as soon as possible (within 30-680 minutes) of Due Date
changes and cancellations, per the normal notification procedures. For late in the day customer
fppomtments, the Co-Provider should notify Qwest of Due Date changes and cancellations on the Due
Uate, i it s during the business hours or no later than noon (MT) of the day after the Due Date. Late
netifications will require workback procedures for Qwest on the customer's service order which will have
- already processed through the internal Qwest systems as completed on the due date.,

- To mitigate the workback activities, Qwest will also be developing the capability to hold both the LNP
disconnect service order and the disconnection of the customer's switch transiations to the day after the
due date, However, this capacity will not be available in the initial phase of the mechanized change.

A phased approach will be used to make the Necessary system changes to delay the LNP disconnects to
i the day after the due date, as follows:

Pl
:

b1 Process Improvement Targeted Timeframe
e Interim solution will cause April system to Tune 1, 2001

Delay the actual disconnect in the switch ta | 1:59pm

of the day after the Due Date.

| Phase 2 To augment service order systems front end and billing August 31, 2001
to allow a delayed completion of the disconnect service

order following the TN port activity by 24 hours from

the original requested due date/frame due time.

- Loesd Serviee Request (LSR) — Service Request Rejection Process

The following outlines the process change Qwest will use for rejection of LNP pending orders,
- Qwest will

Continue to Reject orders that meet the follow criteria:

Account not in Qwest local exchange territory

No Valid Interconnection Agreement or tariff

Customer Carrier Name Abbreviation (CCNA) missing or invalid.
End User Authorization information missing

Required forms missing or incomplete

Wrong forms submitted

Entries on forms iflegible

Non OBF forms

® & B & £ @& & &

¢ Gancel the pending Qwest order and process the LSR if the:

= Lastname on the account matches the CSR and the address is the same we start processing the
, L.SR.

. »  CSR has two numbers and LSR ports one of the two numbers and the second number is not

~ addressed. We will make second number BTN,

Port request fails to address all telephone numbers on account, partiat port

Disconnecting the lines involved and the DDD is before and after the pending order DD

Changing the line(s) involved and the DDD s before the pending DD '

Mumber change on the line(s) involved before the pending order DD

* & 5 B

fgnore the pending Qwest order and process the LSR if the:
» Disconnecting line(s} not involved and the DDD is after the pending order DD
. = Number change on the line{s) not involved, same CSR.

ne pending Qwest order, recap changes

AR
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g 4 ime mvalved after the pendmg order DD
MNumber change an the line{s) not involved, same CSR after the pending order due date.

rovider and jointly determine resolution within 4 hours:
y .name on the account doesn't match the CSR.

S meor all {elephone numbers on LSR not associated with Account Telephone Number on LSR

-+ The LSR involves multiple Account Telephone numbers

% The CSR has five numbers and LSR ports main number and the other numbers are not addressed
{assigning new BTN). Future IMA edit will not let Co-provider submit LSR without popuiating NAN
fietd

+ Adding & line and the DDD on the £ SR is before the pending order DD

s The Number change on the line(s) involved and the DDD is after the pending order DD.

3

R

The Port request fails to address all telephone numbers on account, full disconnect
T&F of the lines involved both before and after the pending order DD.

Additional Information: (e.g., web sites)

hzter’fai:e‘: Impaeted:  Please check mark « as appropriate

X IMA EDI O MEDIACC O TELIS

X IMA GUI X Product Database {d Wholesale Billing Interfaces
X 8IG

Other

Please describe

roduets Impacted:  Please check mark ¢

I} LiS/nterconnection I Collocation OO UNE O Ancilary [ Resale
CHEICT O Physical I Switching O AIN
3 Tandem Trans./TST I Virtual O Transport (inct. 5UDIT) 0O DA
£1 DTT/Dedicated Transport [0 Adjacent O Loop O Operation Services
1 Tandem Switching 3 ICDF Collo. OUNE-P X INP/LNP
1 Local Switching O Other 0J EEL (UNE-C) I Other
3 Other O UDF o T
0 Other

vrea bmpacted:
X Pre-Ordering
X Oirdering

£ Billing

7 Repair {3 Other

Please check mark o all that apply

Please Describe

Produaets Impacted:  Please check mark « as appropriate and list specific products within product group, ifapplicable
OF Contrex O Resale

1 Callucation [1s87

1. (UNE-C) [J Switched Services

i terprise Data Services D uDiT
O LnB 0J Unbundled Loop
LS [J UNE-P

a0 © 2000, Qwest Corporation . 4



X LNP D Wirelcss . 5 - 2 [E—
[ Private Line 1 Other

Please describe Please describe

Please describe

Status, Evaluation and Implementation Comments:

SH5/01 — RN received from Lorna Dubose
5/15/01 — Status changed to New — To be Validated
5/16/01 — Status changed to New — To be | ndustry Reviewed
5/16/01 - Updated RN sent to the CICMP Team

12/01706 © 2000, Qwest Carporation
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eiale Product/Process
Final Response

Kovember 06, 2001

Ms. Terry Bahner
Ms. Donna Gsbormne-Miller
ATET Communications

This Jetter is in response to CLEC Change Request PCCR090401-4, dated September 4%, 2001, title of

shange: Clarify Qwest's process on completing LSR s day after due date. This Change Request pertains to
thi implementation of the new LMP process involving stand alone LNP port out service order requests.

D¢seriystion of Change as noted in CR: QWEST notified CLEC community LSRS would complete orders
day after ot 11:59 pm of instal] date to coincide with disconnects in switch.. Qwest escalation center is
stuting thatorders can start closing as early as 3pm with the possibility-of closing even sooner with
disconners i follow, Interconnect has stated that if Qwest determines that there is 2 large volume of orders
1o close, thiey ean decide a random time to start the process, AT&T would like to understand why this time

Implementation of this Quwest business process change was included in the IMA 8.0 release and was
deployed effective August 20* 2001,

The change is as stated: The ten (10) digit unconditional trigger and switch translations associated with the
end user customer’s telephone number will not be removed, nor will Qwest disconnect the customer's

billing and aceount information, uniil } 1:59p.m. (local time) of the next business day after the due date.
Interial Qwest systems have been adjusted to accommodate this process change,

*  Order completion and disconnect of translation’s will not occur prior to 11:59 p.m. the next business
day following the due date,

®  The subscription date to ASMS is sent to match the CLEC requested due date as available per the
standurd interval guide,

®  The FOC is sent and matches the ASMS subscription date requested by the CLEC as avajlable per the
standard interval guide,

o Aneffective billing date to discontinue account billing is added to the order to match the actal port
subseription date as requested by the CLEC and as available per the standard interval guide.

¢ Additionsl notification and a reminder of this current process was sent to the Interconnect Center’s
through an internal communicator dated 10/29/01. The title was “Qwest response to Clec questions

ATTACHMENT B




o The process agreement is as stated, The ten (10) digit unconditional trigger and switch translations
assowiated with the end user customer's telephone mumber will not be removed, nar will Qwest
diszotnect the customer's billing and account information, until 1 139 m (local time) of the nexi
buginess day after the due dute

For due date changes or cancellation’s on existing LSR's the following process should be followed:

Due Date Changes

*  You ust notify Qwest via LSR supplement ar notification to the ISC if Yyou require a DD change for
your port activity

s Naotifications of DD changes via a LSR supplement should be made as soon as possible on the DD and
prior to 8:00 PM Mountain Time,

#  Late notification of DD changes will require that you call the ISC prior to 12:00 noon on the day after
the DD (in the end-users' time zone) and issue a LSR supplement via IMA, or 11S 1o confirm the
reqoest. If the port due date falls on a Saturday, the CLEC shouid notify the ISC no later than the
following Monday by noen of the DD change.

¢ Late DD change notifications after 12:00 noon the day after the DD, will require you to contact the

Caneely

*  You must notify Qwest via LSR supplement or notification to the ISC if you require a cancel of the
port activity.

#  Notifications of DD cancels via a LSR supplement should be made as soon as possible on the DD and
prior fo 8:00 PM Mountain Time.

¢ Late notification of DD cancels will require that you call the ISC prior to 12:00 noor on the day after
the DD (in the end-users time zone} and jssue a LSR supplement via IMA or IIS to confirm the
Tequest, . If the port due date falls on a Saturday, the CLEC should notify Qwest no later than the
following Monday by noon of the cancellation,

¢ Late cancel notifications after 12:00 noon the day after the DD wiil require you to contact the Call
Center Representative at 888-796-9087 to initiate an escalation ticket for thase late cancels. The
CLEC should also issue a LSR supplement via IMA or IS to confirm the request.

Qwust Interconnect Service Center hours of operation to support the functions deseribed above are:
6 AM to 8 PM Mountain Time, Monday-Friday
7 AM ta 5 PM Mountain Time on Saturday

With the implementation of this new process, the CLEC is still responsible for notifying Qwest if they are
unsbie to meet their requested port due date, Service order completion and disconneet of switch
translation’s are not scheduled to occur anytime prior to the 11:59 p.m. time frame the next business day
following the due date. However, the port subscription message was sent for the initial CLEC desired due
date and changes or cancellation’s must oceur as outlined above or as noted in the supplement information
listed in the Product catalog,

Sincevely,

Joun Wells
Process Manager Local Number Portability

CCr
Margatet Bumgamer
Lorna Dubase

ATTACHMENT B
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Exhibit F

AT&T EXHIBIT FOR COLORADO § 271 PROCEEDING
Proposed SGAT Language

842 Ordering - Virtual Collocation

Application - Upon receipt of a complete Collocation Application
ribed in Section 8.4.1.5, Qwest will perform a feasibility study to
mine if adequate space, power and HVAC can be found for the placement
2's equipment within the Premise, The feasibility study will be provided
i ten (10} calendar days of receipt of a complete Application,-if-the Premise
: A%a_&d&&d~=iﬁaéh&r@k@ﬁiwemeast@pleas#sixtm%alendapdamwe
e - the-Premise-was-notincluded-inthe Ol =l i

_ ea}é{}ﬁia%edayS—ﬁ&#iermMe-Appueaﬂenﬂhe—f«aasibﬂit—%—s%shaipbe

B.4.2.1.1 If Qwest determines that the Application is not complete,
Qwest shall notify CLEC of any deficiencies within ten (10) calendar days
of the Application. Qwest shall provide sufficient detailso that CLEC has
A reasonable opportunity to cure each deficiency. To retain its place in
the collocation queue for the requested Premise, CLEC must cure any
deficiencies in its Application and resubmit the Application within ten
calendar days after being advised of the deficiencies.

Quotation -- If Collocation entrance facilities and space are
e, Qwest will develop a price quotation within twenty-five (25) calendar

B423 Acceptance -- Upon receipt of complete Collocation Acceptance,
#s desoribed in 8.4.1.6, space will be reserved and construction by Qwest will
biagrine

84324 interval -- The interval for Virtual Collocation shall vary depending

upien four factors — 1) whether the request was forecasted in accordance with
Sedlion 84.1.4 or the Space was reserved, in accordance with Section 8.4,1.7 2)
whether CLEC provides its Acceptance within seven (7) calendar days receipt of
the quotation, 3) whether the CLEC delivers its collocated equipment to Qwest in
a imely manner-which-shal ithi i tthe-receipt-of-the
“empete-Collosation-Applisation: and 4) whether the application requires major

ditions or modifications. The installation of line cards and other
minor modifications shall be performed by Qwest on shorter intervals and in no




mstance shall any such interval exceed thirty (30) calendar days. When Qwest is
permitted {o complete a collocation installation in an interval that is longer than
ard infervals set forth below, Qwest shall use its best efforts to minimize

ension of the intervals beyond such standard intervals.

84241 Forecasted Applications with Timely Acceptance — If
an Application is included in GLEC's forecast at least sixty (60) calendar
days prior to submission of the Application, and if the CLEC provides a
camplete Acceptance within seven (7) calendar days of receipt of the
Qwest collocation quotation, and if all of CLEC's equipment is available at
the Qwest Premises no later than sixtyferty-five calendar (6045) days
after receipt of the complete Collocation Application, Qwest shall
complete its installation of the collocation arrangement within ninety (90)
calendar days of the receipt of the complete Collocation Application. [f
CLEC's equipment is not delivered to Qwest within sixtyforty-five (6045)
calendar days after receipt of the complete Collocation Application, Qwest
shall complete the collocation installation within forty-five (45) calendar
days of the receipt of all of the CLEC's equipment.

B.4242 Forecasted Applications with Late Acceptance - If 3
Premise is included in CLEC's forecast at least sixty (60) calendar days
prior to submission of the Application, and if CLEC provides a complete
Acceptance more than seven (7) calendar days but less than thirty (30)
calendar days after receipt of the Qwest collocation quotation, and if all of
CLEC's equipment is available at the Qwest Premises no later than forty-
five calendar (45) days after receipt of the complete Collocation
Acceptance, Qwest shall complete its installation of the collocation
arrangement within ninety (90) calendar days of the receipt of the
complete Collocation Acceptance. If CLEC's equipment is not delivered
to Qwest within forty-five (45) calendar days after receipt of the complete
Collocation Acceptance, Qwest shall complete the collocation installation
within forty-five (45) calendar days of the receipt of all of the CLEC's
equipment. If CLEC submits its acceptance more than thirty (30) days

after receipt of the Qwest quotation, the Application shall be resubmitted
by CLEC.

84243 Unforecasted Applications with Timely Acceptance — If
a Premise is not included in CLEC's forecast at least sixty (60) calendar
days prior to submission of the Application, and if the CLEC provides a
somplete Acceptance within seven (7) calendar days of receipt of the
Qwest collocation quotation, and if all of CLEC's equipment is available at
the Qwest Premises no later than sixtyforty-five calendar (6045) days
after receipt of the complete Collocation Application, Qwest shall
cornplete its installation of the collocation arrangement within ninety one
hurdred-and-twenty (90420) calendar days of the receipt of the complete
Collocation Application, unless Qwest can demonstrate that the Premise

does not have sufficient space, power & HVAC to satisfy the Collocation
Application and the forecasted needs of other CLECs. If Qwest can
demonstrate that such space. power and HVAC are not available, Qwest
ghall complete its installation of the collocation arrangement within_one

hundred and twenty (120) calendar days of the receipt of the cempiete




Qgﬂ[_!;gg_g_}_t;jgg___ﬁppjjg@_t_igg. If CLEC’s equipment is not delivered to Qwest
within sixtyforty-five (8045) calendar days after receipt of the complete
Collocation Application, Qwest shali complete the collocation installation
within forty-five (45) seve ve-(¥5)calendar days of the receipt of all of
the CLEC's equipment.

84244 Unforecasted Applications with Late Acceptance - If a
Premise is not included in CLEC's forecast at [east sixty (60) calendar
days prior to submission of the Application, and if CLEC provides a
complete Acceptance more than seven (7) calendar days but less than
thirty (30) calendar days after receipt of the Qwest collocation quotation,
and if all of CLEC's equipment is available at the Qwest Premises no later
than sixtyforty-five calendar (6045) days after receipt of the complete
Collocation Application, Qwest shail complete its installation of the
collocation arrangement within g[rlgygne—haﬂdﬁed-and—xwemy (901420)
calendar days of the receipt of the complete Collocation Acceptance,
unless Qwest can demonstrate that the Premise does not have sufficiert

space, power & HVAC to_satisfy the Collocation Application and the

forecasted needs of other CLECs. If Qwest can demonstrate that such

space, power and HVAC are not available, Qwest shall complete its:

iltation of the collocation arrangement within one hundred and twenty

))..calendar days of the receipt of the complete Collocation

o bt oa bt B

ceptance. If CLEC's equipment is not delivered to Qwest within
sityterty-five (6045) calendar days after receipt of the complete
Collocation Application, Qwest shall complete the collocation installation
within forty-five (45) seventy-five(75) calendar days of the receipt of al| of
the CLEC’s equipment,

84245 Intervals for Major Infrastructure Modifications Where
ﬁ{gm'ngggg_g_t__gwﬁ[gy_‘i;c_lf_g(j ~ An unforecasted collocation application may
require Qwest to complete major infrastructure modifications . to
accommodate CLEC's specific requirements.  Major infrastructure
modifications that may be required inciude conditioning space, permits,
DC Power Plant, Standby Generators, Heating, Venting or Air
Conditioning Equipment. The installation intervals in Sections 8.4.2.4.39
through 8.4.2.4 4 mayshall be extended, if reguired, to accommodate
major  infrastructure modifications. When major__infrastructure
medifications as described above are_required, and if ajl of CLEC's
equipment is available at the Qwest Premises no |ater than forty-five

calendar (45) days after receipt of the complete Collpcation Applica ,
Qwest shall propose to complete its installation of the _collocation

5{"7%3&@5{,'8{&;0;1_ CLEC may dispute the need for, and the duration of,

such an extended interval, in which case Qwest must request a waiver
from the Commission to obtai

8-,4“274754—»—¥Nhen~ma}er~4n#astru@turewm@diﬁeationswﬁere
reqmred/,»andvifﬁal1-9#@L«E@seguipment—is—favai-!abl&atthe«--Qwest
P~remise&ne4ate&-thanéer%y—ﬁve@alenda;{%)—day&aﬁeF»;Feaeipte‘f




the -complete—Collocation—Application —Qwest—shall-complete—its
installation--of-the--collocation—arrangement—within—thefollowing
extended-periods-after-of -thereceipt-of-the-complete-Collosation
Application:

a)—-bC-RowerPlants—180-calendar-days
b)———AC-Standby-Generators—240-days
e} —HVAG~210-days
d}——Space-Conditioning—210-days

Forecasts its Collocation or Reserves Space. If CLEC's forecast or
reservation triggers the need for an infrastructure modification, Qwest
shall take the steps necessary to insure that it wili meet the intervals set
forth in_Sections 8.4.2.4.1 and 8.4.2.4.2 when CLEC submits a
Gollocation Application, netify-GLEG-thatthe-lorgerintervals-willapply
when-the-application-is-submitted —Qwaest-will-not begin-construction-of
the-infrastructure-modification-unti-CLEG-submits-an-application-and
acceptance:

Ill,iillk.lllﬂlll'lllﬂﬂllﬂnsﬂﬂﬂl!ﬂﬂl’lﬂ!llﬂlullhlnl.!umuﬂﬂlll.Nltll‘ll



AT&T EXHIBIT FOR COLORADO § 271 PROCEEDING
Proposed SGAT Language

B.4.3.1 Application -- Upon receipt of a complete Collocation Application
as described in Section 8.4.1.5 Qwest will perform a feasibility study to determine
if adequate space, power, and HVAC can be found for the placement and
operation of CLEC's equipment within the Premise. The feasibility study will be
provided within ten (10) calendar days from date of receipt of a complete
A;sp!ic:at'ion;wif»the«app&ea&w-was ineluded-in-the-CLEC s foresast gt least-sixty
{60)-calendardays-prior-to-the Application—If the-Application-was-not included-in
%im»JG}I:E»leJ@r@Gast—at-Least—@&days—p%Pmm i e-feasibility-study
.s?ﬁifza!%%%x«-semmeteé_wthm4wenty—(2@)-ealeﬂda¥—da¥s_9weeeipt—eLa—eempLete

Application..

84311 If Qwest determines that the Appiication is not complete,
Qwest shall notify CLEC of any deficiencies within ten (10) calendar days
of the Application. Qwest shall provide sufficient detail so that CLEC has
a reasonable opportunity to cure each deficiency. To retain its place in
the collocation queue for the requested Premise, CLEC must cure any
deficiencies in its Application and resubmit the Application within ten
calendar days after being advised of the deficiencies.

8432 Quotation - If Collocation entrance facilities and space are
available, Qwest will develop a quote for the supporting structure, Qwest will
complete the quotation no later than twenty-five (25) calendar days of providing
the feasibility study. Physical Collocation price quotes will be honored for thirty

8.4.3.3 Acceptance -- Upon receipt of a complete Collocation
Acceptance, as described in Section 8.4.1.6 space will be reserved and
construction by Qwest will begin.

8434 Interval — The interval for physical collocation shall vary
depanding upon three factors — 1) whether the request was forecasted in
accordance with Section 8.4.1.4 or the Space was reserved, in accordance with
Section 8.4.1.7, and 2) whether CLEC provides its Acceptance within seven (7)
calendar days of receipt of the quotation and43) whether the application requires
major infrastructure additions or modifications.  When Qwest is _bermitted to

e e D 2 A A L

intervals set forth below, Qwest shall use its best efforts to_minimize the
extension of the intervals beyond such standard intervals.

8.4.3.4.1 Forecasted Applications with Timely Acceptance- If a
Premise is included in CLEC's forecast at least sixty (60) calendar days
prior to submission of the Application, and if the CLEC provides a



complete Acceptance within seven (7) calendar days of receipt of the
Qwest collocation quotation, Qwest shall complete its installation of the
collocation arrangement within ninety (90) calendar days of the receipt of
the complete Collocation Application.

8.4.3.4.2 Forecasted Applications with Late Acceptance - If 3
Premise is included in CLEC's forecast at least sixty (80) calendar days
prior to submission of the Application, and if CLEC provides a complete
Acceptance more than seven (7) calendar days but less than thirty (30)
calendar days after receipt of the Qwest collocation quotation, Chwest
shall complete its installation of the collocation arrangement within ninety
(90) calendar days of the receipt of the complete Collocation Acceptance.
If CLEC submits its acceptance more than thirty (30) days after receipt of
the Qwest quotation, a new Application shall be resubmitted by CLEC.

8.4.3.4.3 Unforecasted Applications with Timely Acceptance ~ [f
a Premise is not included in CLEC's forecast at least sixty (60} catendar
days prior to submission of the Application, and i CLEC provides g
complete Acceptance within seven (7) calendar days after receipt of the
Qwest collocation quotation, Qwest shall complete its installation of the
collocation arrangement within nggjy@m&hundmdmaQd%W@ﬂfy (90120}
calendar days of the receipt of the complete Collocation Application
unless Qwest can demonstrate that the Premise does not have sufficient
space, power & HVAC to satisfy the Collocation Application and the
forecasted needs of other CLECs. K Qwest can demonstrate that such
space, power and HVAC are not available, Qwest shall complete its
installation of the collocation arrangement within one hundred and twerity
(120) calendar days of the receipt of the complete !COIlo'caticaﬁppi'icaﬁ@g‘u

8.4.3.4.4 Unforecasted Applications with Late Acceptance — if o
Premise is not included in CLEC's forecast at least sixty (60} calendar
days prior to submission of the Application and if CLEC provides a
complete Acceptance more than eight (8) calendar days but less than
thirty (30) calendar days after receipt of the Qwest collocation quotation,
Qwest shall complete its installation of the collocation arrangement within
ninetyene-hundred-and-twenty (80420) calendar days of the receipt of the
complete Collocation Acceptance, unless Qwest can demonstrate that the
Premise does not have sufficient space, power & HVAC to satisfy the:
Collocation_Application and the forecasted needs of other CLECs. if
Qwest can demonstrate that such space, power and HVAC are not
available, Qwest shall complete its installation of the collocatior
arrangement within_one _hundred and twenty (120) calendar days of the
receipt of the complete Collocation Acceptance.

8.4.3.4.5 intervals for Major Infrastructure Modifications Where
No Forecast is Provided —~ An unforecasted collocation application may

require  Qwest to complete major infrastructure modifications to
accommodate CLEC's specific requirements. Major infrastructure
modifications that may be required include conditioning space, permits,
DC Power Plant, Standby Generators, Heating, Venting or Air
Conditioning Equipment. The instaliation intervals in Sections 8.4.3.4.31




through 8.4.3.4.4 mayshall be extended, if required, to accommodate
major infrastructure modifications. When _major__infrastructure
modifications as described above are required, Qwest shall propose to
complete its installation of the collocation arrangement within an interval
of no more than 150 calendar days after of the receipt of the complete
Collocation Application. The need for, and the duration of, such extended
intervals shall be provided to CLEC as a part of the quotation. CLEC may
dispute the need for, and the duration of, such an extended i
which case Qwest must request a waiver from the Commission to obtain
an extended interval.

required—Qwest-shall-complete-its-installation-of-the-collocation-
arrangement-within—the—following--extended--perods--afler-of -the
receipt-of-the-complete-Gollocation-Applicalion:

a)——DC-Power-Plants—180-calendar-days
b}——AC-Standby-Generators—240-days
eF——HVALC—~210-days
d}——Space-Conditioning—210-days

842452 Major Infrastructure Modifications where CLEC
Forecasts its Collocation or Reserves Space. ¥ CLEC's forecast or
reservation triggers the need for an infrastructure modification. Qwest
shall take the steps necessary to insure that it will meet the intervals set
forth in Sections 8.4.3.4.1 and 8.4.3.4.2 when CLEC submits a
Gollocation Application netify-CLEG-that-the-lengerintervals-will-apply
when-the-application-is-submitted—Qwest will-not-begin-construction-of
theinfrastructure-modification-unti-CLEC submits-an-application-and
acceptance:

LA ARELRLEREEEEERE NS ENEENNEREE SRR R RER N AN B R AR R TS R R




AT&T EXHIBIT FOR COLORADO § 271 PROCEEDING
Proposed SGAT Language

8.4.4 Ordering - interconnection Distribution Frame (“ICDF”) Collocation

8.4.4.1 Application -- Upon receipt of a complete Collocation Application
as described in Section 84.1.5, Qwest will perform a feasibility study to
determine if adequate space can be found for the placement and operation of
CLEC's equipment within the Wire Center. The feasibility study will be provided
within ten (10) calendar days from date of receipt of a complete Application-if-the
Premise-was—includedin—the-CLEC s ferecast—at-least-60-days—priorto-the
Application—If-the—Premise-was-potincluded-in-the-GLEGC's forecast-at-least-60
days-priorto-the-application,—the—feasibility-study-shall-be-completed-within-20
salendar—days—of—receipt—of -a—complete—Application. The ICDF Collocation
Application shall include a CLEC-provided eighteen (18) month forecast of
demand, by DSO, DS1 and DS3 capacities, that will be ierminated on the
Interconnection Distribution Frame by Qwest on behalf of CLEC. Such forecasts
shall be used by Qwest to determine the sizing of required tie cables and the
terminations on each Interconnection Distribution Frame as well as the various
other frames within the Qwest Wire Center.

84411 If Qwest determines that the Application is not complete,
Qwest shall notify CLEC of any deficiencies within ten (10) calendar days
of the Application. Qwest shall provide sufficient detail so that CLEC has
a reasonable opportunity to cure each deficiency. To retain its place in
the collocation queue for the requested Premise, CLEC must cure any
deficiencies in its Application and resubmit the Application within ten
calendar days after being advised of the deficiencies.

8.4.4.2 Quotation -- If office space is available, Qwest will develop a
quote for the supporting structure. Qwest will complete the quotation no later
than twenty-five (25) calendar days of providing the feasibility study. ICDF
Collocation price quotes will be honored for thirty (30) calendar days from the
date the quote is provided. During this period, the space is reserved pending
CLEC's approval of the quoted charges.

8443 Acceptance -- Upon receipt of a complete Collocation
Acceptance, as described in Section 8.4.1.6, space will be reserved and
construction by Qwest will begin.

8.4.4.4 Interval — The interval for ICDF Collocation shall vary depending
upon two factors — 1) Whether the request was forecasted-in-acesrdance-with
&4-1-4 in accordance with Section 8.4.1.4 or the space was reserved, in
accordance with Section 8.4.1.7 and 2) Whether CLEC provides its Acceptance
within seven (7) calendar days of the quotation. When Qwest is permitted to

complete a collocation installation in an interval that is longer than the standard
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KENNETH L. WILSON
REGARDING
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MARCH 18, 2002




AT&T Communications of the Midwest, Inc. (AT&T”) hereby submits this
Supporting Affidavit of Kenneth L. Wilson on § 271 Checklist [tems 1 and 14 covering
interconnection, collocation and resale issues. This affidavit describes AT&T s position
on Interconnection, Collocation, and Resale as offered through Mr. Wilson.

AFFIDAVIT
i INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS

My name is Kenneth L. Wilson, and 1 am a senior Consultant and Technical
Witness with Boulder Telecommunications Consultants, LLC. My business address is
970 11" Street, Boulder, Colorado, 80302. [ am submitting this affidavit on behalt of
AT&T.

My education and relevant work experience are as follows. 1 recetved a
Bachelors of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Hlinois in 972,
and I received a Masters of Science in Electrical Engineering in 1974. In addition, | have

completed all the course work required to obtain my Ph.D. in Electrical Engiueering from

the University of Illinois. The course work was completed in 1976. For 13 vears betove
coming to Denver, | worked at Bell Labs in New Jersey in a variety of positions. From
1980 through 1982, I worked as a member of the network architecture and network
planning team at Bell Labs for AT&T's long distance service. From 1983 through 1985,
I was a member of the first AT&T Bell Labs cellular terminal design team. From 1 986
through 1992, 1 led a Bell Labs group responsible for network performance planping and
assurance for AT&T Business Markets. From 1992 through 1993, T was o weam lead on

project to reduce AT&T’s capital budget for network infrastructure.




From January 1994 through May 1995 I led a team at Bel] Labs imvestigating the
various network infrastructure alternatives for entering the local telecommunications
market. From 19935 through the spring of 1998, [ was the Business Management Director
for AT&T in Denver, managing one of the groups responsible for getting AT&T into the
local market in Qwest’s 14-state territory. In addition. [ was also the senior technical
manager in Denver working on local network and interconnection planning, 0S8
interface architectures and the technical aspects of product delivery,

As noted above, I am currently a consultant and techrical witness with Boulder
Telecommunications Consultants, LLC. In this capacity, I have worked with several
companies, including AT&T. on interconnection, collocation and resale issues, among
other things.

I1. PURPOSE OF AFFIDAVIT

Because of my experience and background in helping to bring AT&T into the

local market in numerous western region states. AT&T has asked me to review Qwest's
South Dakota Statement of Generally Available Terms (“SGAT™ and the testimony of
Qwest witnesses filed in support of its § 271 Application. In addition to raviewing the
Qwest witnesses’ testimony, I have—or my associates have—~gathered teformation
necessary to determine what AT&T's experience is, and has been. in emploving the
various methods of interconnection, collocation and resale at issue here.

Thus, the purpose of this affidavit is to provide: (1) my analysis of Owesi’s
SGAT in light of Qwest’s legal and technical obligations thereunder; (27 to summarize

the Qwest evidence in support of its application; (3) to examine Gwest's al leged

" All references to the South Dakota SGAT are to the SGAT dated 102461 for Sourh Dbt

[



compliance with § 271 checklist items ] and 14; and (4) to report AT&T"s actual
commercial experience related to interconnection, collocation and resale with Qwest.
HI.  SUMMARY OF MY ANALYSIS

In addition to analyzing Qwest’s SGAT and its general compliance statements. it
is critical to a complete investigation to examine Qwest’s actual implementation of its
SGAT provisions and its § 271 checklist obligations. Part of this investigation involves
actual commercial usage and the experience of the competitors attempting such usage.
While Qwest may claim that it complies with the law, the “proof,” so to speak. is in the

details of how it is actually implementing the alleged compliance.”

To summarize the conclusions of my analysis, I believe Qwest has not
demonstrated that it is legally bound to provide and practically capable of providing

competitive local exchange carriers (“"CLECs™) with nondiscriminatory interconnection

and collocation in South Dakota. With respect to interconnection, Qwest is not providing

interconnection at any technically feasible point that is at Jeast equal in quality to that it

provides itself or its affiliates on terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and
nondiscriminatory. Concerning collocation, AT&T’s experience shows that Qwest is not
m compliance with its obligations to provide a process and procedure that is Jjust,
reasonable and nondiscriminatory.

Regarding resale, Qwest’s SGAT provisions have the effect of impermissibly
allowing Qwest to solicit CLEC customers and restrict the services available for resale.’

Furthermore, Qwest would utterly ignore state service quality standards in favor of a

* Part of the investigation into Qwest’s implementation should include the time necessary 1o conduet &
detailed review of the Qwest operational manuals that purport to instruct Qwest personnet on the Bropey
implementation of interconnection, collocation and resale. During my review of Qwest’s operatioal
manual regarding 911/E91} for the previous workshop, 1 discovered several inconsistencics between the
operations manual and the SGAT,



“parity” measure that will not ensure that resellers can provide service in compliance
with state laws.
IV,  ANALYSIS

As noted in the general Comment accompanying this affidavit, the South Dakota
Cominission’s investigation is twofold: (1) to briefly outline the legal requirements
associated with the topic; (2) to review the SGAT for approval and compliance with §
271 and (3) to examine Qwest’s claims of compliance with § 271 checklist items. My
amitlysis begins with a summary of the relevant legal obligations, an examination of the
refated SGAT provisions and then an investigation of Qwest's alleged checklist

compliance in light of AT&T’s experience derived from its commercial usage.

A. INTERCONNECTION

i. Definition of Interconnection and Legal Obligations to Interconneet.

Interconnection is the physical linking of two networks for the mutual exchange
of raffic.* Under the law, Qwest must provide interconnection at any technicallv feasible
point within its network that is at least equal in quality to that provided by Qwest to itself
or others on rates, terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory.,
Importantly, Qwest must provide interconnection in a manner no less efficient than the
way in which it provides comparable function to its own retail operations.’

Finally. the FCC has declared that CLECs may “choose anyv method of technically

raddiun.an B

feasible interconnection at a particular point on the incumbent LEC's network.

" Restrictions on resale include the restrictions observed in Washington regarding CENTREX resale.
Because AT&T is not a CENTREX reseller, it will not take up the issue here.

47 CFR § 51.5 (definition of interconnection).

* I the Matter of Application by Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the
Cenmmunications Act to Provide In-Region IntralATA Service in the State of New York, Memorandum
Upiiion and Order, CC Docket No. 99-295, FCC 99-404 (Rel. Dec. 22, 1999) at § 63 (“FCC 271 BANY
Order’s,



meally feasible methods also include, but are not limited to, physical and virtual

bon sad meet point arrangements.” FCC 27] BANY Order at Y 66 (emphasis

ast two years, AT&T—among other C LECs—have

oo through § 271 workshop after workshop with Qwest attempting to negotiate

SGAT into compliarice with the law, in particular §§ 251 and 252 of the Act.

The Bt that Qwest has changed its SGAT overtime shows, not only that it concedes

Wihe CLECS issues. but also that its original SGAT was a far cry from compliant,

Pwill address the issues related (o the Qwest South Dakota SGAT in Its present state

b sequentially through the SGAT starting at the beginning of SGAT § 7.0 on
iterconnection. Within SGAT § 7.0, T will address the various sections that cause

canger for ATET.

. SGAT §8 7.1.1.1 & Propesed 7.1.1.1.2

Interconnection with the j ncumbent local exchange carrier ("ILEC™) is the
liteblood of the CLEC.® Without timely, reliable provisioning of interconnection trunks,
which can be expanded as quickly as the CLEC’s business expands, the CLEC will not

b

W o business. Despite AT&T s efforts to provide Qwest the necessary information to
el AT&T s interconnection trunking needs during joint trunk planning sessions,
ATET frequently encounters Qwest-caused delays, and in some cases indefinite holds.

when ordering interconnection trunks from Qwest.’

O Multi-state Tr. at p. 43,
0 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 162-163,

L




While Qwest claims it has all the incentive it needs to timely and reliably install

ortipetitor’s interconnection trunks, in fact, it has provided no evidence of such

imepntive. Mere citation to a Performance Assurance Plan (“PAP”) and overstated claims

* penialties there under do not provide a factual basis to find that Qwest will

arrm, that it has performed or that it won’t target certain competitors for delayed
instablation. The fact of the matter is that where Qwest misses an installation interval for
& particutor ULEC once or several times, that CLEC will recover very little under the
PAT-and Qwaest will pay very little under the PAP—while the CLEC will likely lose
much more by way of revenue, customer(s) and credibility.

Furthermore, #t's important to bear in mind that late installation of
interconnection trunks completely precludes a CLEC from conducting any business with
diry pew customers served by those trunks. Thus, AT&T proposes an incentive that will
ensure that Qwest, the entity in sole control over its service quality, meets its very
important interconnection obligations. The incentive is provided in the form of a
common contract indemnity provision used when one party’s business must rely heavily
upon timely, reliable delivery of a product from another party.

Because the SGAT (and the Qwest proposed Performance Assurance Plan)
provide precious little to incent Qwest to provide timely installation of interconnection
trunks for particular competitors it would like to put out of business. AT&T seeks
Commission-imposed assurances that these lifeblood trunks arrive on time. Therefore,
AT&T proposes the following incentive, which in general business dealings, is a method
emploved {requently to incent timely performance:

7.1.1.1 Qwest will provide to CLEC interconnection at least equal in
guality to that provided to itself, to any subsidiary, affiliate, or any other
party to which it provides interconnection. Notwithstanding specific




language in other sections of this SGAT, all provisions of this SGAT
regarding interconnection are subject to this requirement. in addition,
Qwest shall comply with all state wholesale and retail service quality
requirements,

7.1.1.1.2 In the event that Qwest fails to meet the requirements of
Section 7.1.1.1, Qwest shall release, indemnify, defend and hold
harmless CLEC and each of its officers, directors, employees and
agents (each an "Indemnitee”) from and against and in respect of
any loss, debt, liability, damage, obligation, claim, demand,
judgment or settlement of any nature or kind, known or unknown,
liquidated or unliquidated including, but not limited to, costs and
attorneys’ fees.

Qwest shall indemnify and hold harmless CLEC against any and
all claims, losses, damages or other liability that arises from
Qwest's failure to comply with state retail or wholesale service
quality standards in the provision of interconnection services.

AT&T requests that the Commission approve this indemnity proposal for inclusion in the
SUAT, This proposal is consistent with goals of the Act and the FCC to ensure that the
incumbent provides “interconnection to a competitor in a manner ne less efficient than
the way in which the incumbent LEC provides the comparable function to its own retail
operations” which includes timely installation for those competitors that Qwest may
target with little or no impact to itself from PAP penalties.”

b. SGAT § 7.1.2.1 - Entrance Facilities

Qwest’s SGAT expressly provides three methods of interconnection that are
available and allegedly compliant with the Act.” The three methods are: (O

interconnection through something called “entrance facilities™ (a/k/a “Qwest provided

i the Matter of Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, And
Sonthwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance Pursuant to
Section 271 of the Telecommunications At of 1996 To Provide In-Region, InterLATA4 Services in Texas,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC Docket No. 00-65. FCC 00-238 (Rel. June 30, 2000) at § 63
{("SWBT Texas 271 Order").

 While the SGAT states other technically feasible methods are available, it generally fails to list the
primary means of obtaining an interconnection trunk to the PO! selected by the CLEC. AT&T's
gxperience has been that if the contract js not express, Qwest will engage in delay tactics and other
subterfuge to prevent the CLEC from obtaining the most efficient and timely interconnect or other needed
SEIYICE.
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taciities™y (2) interconnection using mid-span meets, and (3) interconnection at

eollocation points. Conspicuously missing from these methods is the opportunity for

s to obtain dedicated trunks to the CLEC-selected point of interconnection (“POI™)
on Ewest's network, In fact, it would appear that a CLEC has no way io actually select
ot reach a collocation POI because it cannot obtain a dedicated trunk to its collocation
pace under the SGAT prescribed interconnection methods.

The only method that comes close to dedicated trunks is the offer of “entrance
facilities.” but these fall far short because they dictate the location of the POI as
somewhere on the CLEC network, not on Qwest’s network. As it stands in Qwest’s

aurrent 8SGAT, § 7.1.2.1 states:

7.1.2.1 Qwest-provided Facility. Interconnection may be accomplished through
the provision of a DS1 or DS3 entrance facility. An entrance facility extends from
the Qwest Serving Wire Center to CLEC’s switch location or PO! determined by
GLEC. Entrance facilities may not extend beyond the area served by the Qwest
Serving Wire Center. The rates for entrance facilities are provided in Exhibit A.
Qwest's Private Line Transport service is available as an alternative to entrance
facilities, when CLEC uses such Private Line Transport service for multiple
services. Entrance facilities may be used for Interconnection with Unbundled
Network Elements, '

What this provision means is that Qwest provides dedicated interconnection trunks as
limited'! “entrance facilities, [which] are high speed digital loops.”"® From Qwest’s
perspective the entrance facility is a “transport system ... that has one end at a CLEC"s
switch location or point of interconnect ("POI”) and the other end at the [closest] Qwest

serving wire center.”” Thus, Qwest tells the CLECs that their PO1 will be at the CLEC

" Emphasis Added to highlight the offending provisions.

" While the term “entrance facility” has been employed to describe interconnection, its definition. as
contgined in commission-approved interconnection agreements, is different than the one proposed by
Owest in its recent SGAT and the SGAT utterly disallows the use of dedicated trunks to the point of
imterconnection chosen by the CLEC,

P RGAT a §§7.1.2 & 7.1.2.1; Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas Freeberg at p. 23 (from various preceding
workshops).

" WA Tr. at p. 1266; 10/25/00 OR Tr. at p. 485-88,




o soraowhers on the CLEC network, and not where the CLEC chooses the POl to

5t s nerwork (e.g., POL at the Qwest tandem switch or at the CLEC
ce in the Qwest wire center). Beyond the entrance facility, Qwest’s SGAT

ce transport, an unbundled network element, to carry the calls where ever

apparently wants its calls to go on the Qwest network. Furthermore, Qwest’s
A& purports t charge CLECs DS-1 and DS-3 rates for the entrance facility even

sl faetlity is on Qwest's side of the POT where the POI resides on the CLEC

Looking again at the SGAT provision above, it also offers—as an alternative to

silities—Privaie Line Transport, which is a retail offering in Qwest’s retail

‘s, the private line, much like the entrance facility would act as a loop to the
serving wire center except that it would cost more, and it has an additional
tien placed on ifs use via some ill-defined “uses for multiple services” requirement.

The problem with Qwest’s SGAT is that the Telecommunications Act of 1996

s elear that the CLEC may choose the POl in Qwest’s network. Section 251(e)(2)

in pertinent part that Qwest has:

[t]he duty to provide, for the facilities and equipment of any requesting
telecommunications carrier, interconnection with the local exchange
carrier’s network—

(A) for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange
service and exchange access;

(B at any technically feasible point within the carrier's
network ..,

The FOC has determined that CLECs may “choose any method of technically feasible

srennnection at a particular point on the incumbent LEC's network. Technically




fisvein

¢ methods also include, but are not limited to, physical and virtual collocation and

. sl o Lol
miegt poim arrangements,”!

Dlespite these Orders and the federal statute, Qwest’s SGAT does not expressly

=3

§ teobtain a POI on Qwest’s network because there is no way for the CLEC
biati the dedieated trunk necessary to reach such POI.

in comtrast, AT&T and other CLECs have, for some time and in accordance with
the Act, desigmated their chosen points of interconnection, and paid for interconnection

trip

% that run from their points of presence (“POP”) or switches to the designated POJ in

g

wast metwork, Other RBOCS have defined “entrance facilities” that allow the CLEC

o veieh i selected POI, and not as Qwest has redefined them as loops requiring a PO
an the CLEC notwork."?

AT&T proposes changing § 7.1.2.1 and a conforming change in § 7.3.2.1.1 to

z¢ modification deseribed in § 7.1.2.1.  AT&T proposes the following language
w bring Qwest’s SGAT into express compliance with the law:

7.1.2.1 Qwest-provided Facility. Interconnection may be
accomplished, at CLEC's option, through the provision of a DS1 or DS3
entrance facility, Direct Trunked Transport, or both. Such a facility
extends from a CLEC-determined point on the CLEC's network to a
CLEC-determined POl in Qwest's network. The rates for such facilities
are provided in Exhibit A, Qwest's Private Line Transport service is
available as an alternative to other Qwest-provided facilities, when CLEC
uses such Privale Line Transport service for multiple services. Qwest-
provided facilities may be used for Interconnection with Unbundled
Network Elements,

***ﬁ****************************

73211 Direct Trunked Transport (DTT) extends from a CLEC-
determined point on the CLEC's network to a CLEC-determined PO! in
(Iwest's network. The applicable rates are described in Exhibit A. DTT
facilities are provided as dedicated DS3, DS1 or DSO facilities,

U STEBANY Croder ;0% 66 (emphasis added).

10



T8§§7.122& 7312~ Qwest’s EICT Charges

g with respect to these sections was whether Qwest, consistent with the
we to pay for interconnection on its side of the POIL. In SGAT §§7.1.2.2

L2 Onvest proposed to charge for the wires it calls the Expanded

fection Channel Termination or “EICT ™7 Essentially these are Qwest’s

i eonneetion to the CLEC collocation equipment when collocation i1s the method

o witercomect o Qwest’s network, ' That is, the CLEC collocation in this instance

i% 115 point of interconnection or POI, and the law requires that Qwest meet the

-t it poing ' Amazingly enough, Qwest’s SGAT initially demanded CLECs pay

Lad

»-3 cireuit rates for this physical link between the CLEC POI and Qwest’s

24

ot i the same building,

g
¥:

mise i 1s Qwest’s legal obligation to take the traffic from the CLEC’s POI or
® spage in this instance, it is illegal, unjust and unreasonable for Qwest to shift
il burden through EICT charges to the CLEC.2' The EICT is Qwest’s side of
wnection, not the CLECs® Furthermore, Qwest itself does not pay AT&T for

ervice and it should therefore not be generally increasing costs to CLECs by such

P
utory behavior,

3.1.2 must be modified 1o remove any reference to charges for EICT or such charges should
sach that Qwest pays for its interconnection to the CLEC network through simitar

» SGAT mistakenly emplayed the term ITP, when Qwest intended EICT. 9/27/00 &
s,

20 {from various preceding workshops).

& fe) vee alvo, SWRT Texas 27 ! Order at 9 78.

Erve womdd be 1o miake such payments reciprocal between the CLEC and Qwest as more fully
sy By § 731000



While (hwest apparently concedes this point by making its EICT charges. as listed

Bt A, zere, this Coramission should ensure that Qwest doesn’t simply change its

s and ppatn reguire CLECs to pay EICT charges. The best way to ensure further

1 15 not o charge CLECs for EICT wires.

4.  SGAT §7.2.2.1.5 - Qwest’s 50 Mile Limitation

{Jwest proposes an addition to its SGAT that artificially limits its interconnection

ipation under the Act and shifts the burden to build Qwest’s network to the CLEC.*

Tl proposal arbitrarily turns all interconnection trunks over 50 miles into mid-span meet

arrangements where neither the CLEC nor Qwest have facilities in place. Throughout the

pevious workshops, Qwest generally attempts to justify this by proposal providing an

gxtreme and unsubstantiated hypothetical of a CLEC that might demand hundreds of

« of direct trunk transport to interconnect its network to Qwest’s network. >
Nevertheless, the Act clearly states that it is Qwest’s obligation to: “provide ...
miterconnection with the local exchange carrier’s network ... for the transmission and

. o . 225 .
routing of telephone exchange service and exchange access.”™ According to the FCC,
B g g £ :

ction 251(c)(2) lowers barriers to competitive entry for carriers that have not

deployed ubiquitous networks by permitting them to select the points in an incumbent

s network at which they wish to deliver traffic. Moreover, because competing

‘ L8/00 Multi-state Tr.atp. 111,
TATLR.C, § 25 He)2XA),




warriers must compensate incumbent LECs for the additional costs incurred by providing
Isteroemnection, competitors have an incentive to make economically efficient decisions
:% et wndiors 15y Trters, g 126

aboud where 1o interconnect,

Simply put, Qwest’s 50-mile limitation on its interconnection obligation

Aiites the Act and the FCC’s pronouncements. Moreover, Qwest has not

erited even a single real case wherein it was required to construct such

evidence that it would not recover the costs to do so. Thus, the Commission
should reject Qwest's attempt to artificially limit its legal obligations by requiring

that Chwest remove § 7.2.2.5.1 from the SGAT.

e, SGAT §§ 7.2.2.8.6 — Qwest’s Interconnection Forecasting
Requirement

In SGAT § 7.2.2.8.6 et seq., Qwest offers up a brand a new provision, §

7.2.2.8.6.1. not previously discussed in other workshops or reviewed by other states. Its

newly revised provisions state:

7.2.2.8.6 Three (3) weeks after a forecasting cycle, Qwest will
provide CLEC feedback in the form of a potentially lower forecast. in the
avent of a dispute regarding forecast quantities, where in each of the
preceding eighteen (18) months, trunks-required is less than fifty percent
{50%) of trunks in service, Qwest will make capacity available in
accordance with the lower forecast.

7.2.2.8.6.1 If Qwest constructs non-reusable facilities in
response to a CLEC forecast, and subsequent related orders are
not issued by the CLEC within 6 months of the completed
construction, Qwest may seek non-punitive liquidated damages,
that do not exceed Qwest's actual construction costs.

* tmplemenmation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996
Intareonnection between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, CC
Dincket Nos. 96-98 & 95-183, First Report and Order, FCC 96-325 (Rel. Aug. 8, 1996) at T 209 (™ First
Report and Grdes™).




7.2.286.2 Where there is a reasonably reliable basis for doing
80, Qwest shall include in the trunks-required calculation any
usage by others, including but not limited to Qwest itself, of
facilities for which that CLEC has made deposit payments. Qwest
shall not be required to credit such usage more than once in ai|
the trunks-required calculations it must make for all CLECs in the
relevant period.

The older versions of SGAT language dealt with Qwest collecting and repaving
trunk deposits for forecasting. Those provisions have now been removed in favor of
liguidated damage payments for something defined as “non-reusable” trunks. While
AT&T does not oppose this substitution, certain adjustments must be made to the
provisions for purposes of clarity and fairness. Those adjustments are as follows:"”

7.2.2.86.1 If Qwest constructs non-reusable facilities in
response to a CLEC forecast, and subsequent related orders are
not issued by the CLEC within & months of the completed
construction, through the Dispute Resolution rocess, Qwest may

seek non-punitive liguidated damages, that do not exceed Qwest's
actual construction costs.

%@L—Whe%maseﬂa@mnabl&ba&&fmmng
swwmmmmmmmmw
facilities-forwhi osit-payments—Qweast
sh%%;bmqu#ed%ﬂe&wusnusag&menmmemwau
the-trunks-required-caloulati mmk&ﬂspau%esmme
felevant periad.

These adjustments are required for two reasons. Turning first to SGAT §7.2.2.8.6.1,

because the SGAT lacks a definition of “non-reusabie trunks”™ and because such term is

highly susceptible to abuse, an independent third party should be the one making the

determination that one party or the other is subject to construction costs. The dispute

resolution process is defined in the SGAT and the parties have agreed 1o its structure s

g Qwest’s SGAT has a mistake in providing a duplicate § 7.2.2.8.6.1 (listed under 6.2} that | have sinply
deleted in our discussion here,
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the clarifying addition of that process inserted into this section should be of no concern to
Qwest.

Second, the complete deletion of SGAT § 7.2.2.8.6.2 is necessary because it
makes no sense in light of the fact that Qwest has removed the deposit requirement and
because it was language offered by a Facilitator in the Multi-state proceeding to address
deposit conecerns. The language in this section is not only unnecessary. but it would
create more disputes than it will resolve and it was never agreed to by the CLEC entities
participating in the Multi-state proceeding.

The last point to consider with respect to interconnection trunk forecasting is that
when Qwest makes a forecast and the CLEC makes a forecast, both companies are trving
to predict the capacity needed so that no [call] blocking will accur. As revealed in it
exhibits in other proceedings, Qwest’s own region-wide trunk utilization was 50.45 %
while the CLECs was around 48.08 %:® thus the dominant carrier, Qwest, showed only
slightly more trunk utilization than the nascent CLECs.” Furthermore, it is doubtful, thet
in South Dakota Qwest would even meet its 50 % utilization requirement itself. Thus,
(west too should pay liquidated damages where its forecasts for CLECs are less than
perfect projections of utilization, and where it has failed to timely install needed trunks
for CLECs.

In considering the problem, bear in mind that there are no Performance Indicatirs
(“PIDs”) that allow a “per occurrence” recovery where Qwest builds 1o its fower forecust
and fails to have trunks available for the CLEC when the CLEC places an order. Qwest

has offered no SGAT language that would balance the risks. Thus, AT&T requests that

* Calculated from the Regional figures supplied by Qwest.
*2/26/01 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 75, 84-85.



the Commission level the playing field and require that Qwest provide a per oceurrence
payment and late provisioning penalty to the harmed CLEC if Qwest fails to timely
provision the CLEC’s forecasted trunk needs when ordered, By not providing the CLEC:
with any indemmity provisions (as proposed by AT&Tlin SGAT § 7.1.1.1.2 discussed
above) related to these very important trunks, the SGAT has essentially taken away the
- primary incentive Qwest has to provision individual CLEC trunks in a timely manner.

The risk 1s out of balance.

f. SGAT § 7.2.2.8.12 Confidentiality of Trunk Forecasts.

While the parties to earlier § 271 proceedings agreed to these provisions. Qwest
replaced SGAT § 7.2.2.8.12 with SGAT § 5.16.1.9. Asa consequence, this particular

provision is not duplicative and contradictory. It shouid be removed.

g. SGAT § 7.2.2.8.13 — Qwest’s Ability to Snatch Back Trunks that
CLECs have Purchased

The dispute here involves Qwest’s unwarranted belief that once it sells to a CLEC
various interconnection trunks, it has a unilateral right to determine that the CLEC i
underutilizing its trunks and snatch various trunks back from the CLEC regardless of the
CLEC’s needs or plans for the trunks it holds and pays for. Economically it makes Githe |
sense for CLECs to install, maintain and pay for a vast nuniber of uniderutilized truanks:

thus, the motive for Qwest’s desire to snatch back trunks must be Judged in that ligh,

Furthermore, Qwest’s policies have created the need for more trumks than CLECs wagld

otherwise have ordered and therefore, it creates a “Catch 22” for the CLECY effictent

trunk utilization.
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CLECs are in the best position to judge and project their future needs for
mtgrconnection trunks. They should determine if it is appropriate to return underutilized
trunks to Qwest. Qwest should not be allowed to make such a decision unilaterally.
Thus, AT&T requests that the Commissions order Qwest to replace SGAT § 7.2.2.8.13

with the previous language that was agreed to by the parties and Qwest.

In its SGAT Quwest places itself as overseer of the CLEC’s trunk utilization.

S g Fpy

AT § 7.2.2.8.13 gives Qwest the right to unilaterally determine that the CLEC isn’t

i

uging its trunks according to Qwest’s utilization demands and then allows Qwest to take
back the trunks that Qwest wants. This gives Qwest unprecedented power to interfere in
the business of the CLEC regardless of what the CLECs projected plans or needs for the
trunks are. Furthermore, there is noting in this section that requires Qwest to return the
meney the CLEC has paid for the trunks or use its own trunks at the same utilization rates
it demands of the CLECS. As the evidence from other proceedings shows, Qwest’s own
trunk utilization on any given trunk may well be below the standard to which it holds
CLECs™ Thus, Qwest is discriminating against CLECs and not provided parity of
treatment.

k. SGAT §7.2.2.9.3.2 — Qwest’s Demand that CLEC’s Inefficiently Use
Interconnection Trunks

The issue in SGAT § 7.2.2.9.3.2 is that Qwest steadfastly refuses to employ the
mast efficient use of interconnection trunking that would combine all tratfic types on the
same trunks. Instead, Qwest demands that CLECs use separate trunk groups for

.  ope . kS R . .
- interLATA, 1 + long distance calls and for local calls.®! This requirement increases the

k1]

" See the trunk utilization discussion contained in the forecasting provisions above.
1 2218/00 Multi-state Tr. at pp, 222-223,
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number of trunks; increases the cost of interconnection and increases the inefficient use
of trunks along with the under-utilization problems that Qwest’s likes to complain about.

A shopping analogy best suits a clear discussion of this issue. [fa consumet
places a banana, a napkin and a steak in his basket, would it be fair for the market to
charge the consumer three times the price of the steak simply because (he consumer
enjoys the convenience of carrying the other items in the same basket? The obvious
answer is “no,” it is inequitable to charge the consumer for more than he receives.
Likewise, would it be fair to demand that if the consumer wants to purchases these
seemingly unrelated items at their appropriate individual prices, he must use separite
baskets for each item? Again, the obvious answer is “10,” it would be inefficient and
wasteful for the consumer to carry more baskets than necessary simply for the
convenience of paying the appropriate price for the individual items.

CLECs should be treated no differently than this hypothetical consumer. In fact;
Qwest has conceded that CLECs may use—for example—the DS-3 facilit y or “basket” o
carrier interconnection trunks, UNE trunks™ and special access trunks. Just like the
grocery shopper, CLECs too should pay the appropriate price for each item they purchase
from Qwest.

By its proposal, AT&T is not asking to commingle local and tong distarce traffic
using the same trunk; AT&T is not asking to pay less than it should for the items it
purchases.®® In contrast, Qwest is asking that CLECs pay more than they should either

through the inefficiencies of having to carry and buy more “baskets” than they need o by

i “UNE,” as vou know, means unbundled network elements. “UNE trunks™ in this context mesns the
trunks CLECS employ to access UNEs.
T 6/33/00 WA Tr. at pp. 617, In. 19 -~ 618, In. 20,




paying disproportionately for the highest priced item they need. If nothing else. simple
tairness suggests Qwest's proposal should be rejected.

The combination of traffic-specific circuits or trunks on the same trunk group is
technically feasible, and several states have required that Qwest combine such traffic.™
Furthermore, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has upheld such combination as
appropriate, Thus, AT&T requests that the South Dakota Commission likewise require

that Qwest’s SGAT allow efficient trunk use,

I SGAT § 7.2.2.9.6 — Qwest’s Failure to Allow the CLEC to
Interconnect at the Access Tandem

In the South Dakota SGAT § 7.2.2.9.6, Qwest appears to have adopted the Multi-
state Facilitator’s decision, which adopted the Washington Commission’s decision. Both
the Facilitator and the Washington Commission have required Qwest to alter the SGAT

to include some cost considerations. In Washington Qwest's SGAT reads as follows:

7.2.2.96 The Parties shall terminate Exchange Service (EAS/Local) traffic
on Tandems or End Office Switches. at CLEC's option. When Qwest lacks
available capacity at the access Tandem, Qwest will arrange local Tandem or

end office Interconnection at the same cost ta CLEC as Interconnection via the
Qwest access Tandem.

7.2.2.96.1 Qwest will allow Interconnection for the exchange of local
traffic at Qwest's access Tandem without requiring Interconnection at the
local Tandem, at least in those circumstances when traffic volumes do not
justify direct connection to the local Tandem; and regardless of whether
capacity at the access Tandem is exhausted or forecasted to exhaust
unless Qwest agrees to provide Interconnection facilities to the local

Tandems or end offices at the same cost to CLEC as the Interconnection
at the access Tandem.

The South Dakota Commission should order Qwest to adopt the language offered above.

This 15 the language employed in Washington and it is what the Multi-state Facilitator

¥ See e, Washington. Colorado. Arizona, Utah, New Mexico. Montana and tdaho,

¥ See 17§ West Communications v. MES lntelenet, Inc. 193 F.3d 1112, 99 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 8279,
1999 Daily Journal D.AR. 10,571, 17 Communications Reg. (P&F) 1081 (9™ Cir. (Wash.}, Oct. 8. 1999}
(0. 98-35146, 98-35203) at 1124-25.
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was atming at as well. It gives Qwest the option of allowing CLECs to interconneet at
the local tandem for the same cost that they would otherwise pay for interconnection at
the access tandem where Qwest prefers interconnection at the local tanden.

B. COLLOCATION

I. Definition of Interconnection and Legal Obligations to Allow
Collocation.

Each incumbent local exchange carrier has the duty to;

provide, on rates, terms and conditions that are Just, reasonable, and

nondiscriminatory, for the physical collocation of equipment necessary for

interconnection or access to unbundled network elements at the prenuses

of the local exchange carrier, except that the carrier may provide for

virtual collocation if the local exchange carrier demonstrates to the State

commission that physical collocation is not practical for technical reasons

or because of space limitations.

47 U.8.C. § 251(c)(6). Collocation provides the CLEC with the ability to place
equipment in Qwest premises to facilitate interconnection and access to unbundled
network elements.

Collocation is divided into two general types: (a) physical collocation and (b}
virtual collocation. Generally the FCC and this Commission define physical collocation
as an offering by the incumbent that enables a requesting carrier to place its ewn
cquipment in the premises of the incumbent for the purpose of interconnection and aceess
to unbundled network elements.’® Virtual collocation involves an offering by the
incumbent that enables the requesting carrier to designate or specily the incumbent’s
equipment to be used for interconnection or access to unbundled network elements ¥

The FCC stated that the “provision of collocation is an cssential prerequisite to

demonstrating compliance with item 1 of the checklist. FCC 271 BANY Order at ¥ 66.

' 47 CFR § 51.5 (definition of physical collocation).
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2. Analysis of Qwest’s SGAT for South Dakota.

As evidence of compliance, Qwest essentially recites the number of alleged
collocators, provides its SGAT provisions on collocation, and provides PID data related
thereto. Further, Qwest is frequently heard to complain about the length of time it has
taken to work through the previous workshops as though such effort was merely an
uxercise in examining unimportant minutia. In fact, Qwest’s early SGATs were littered
with roadblocks for CLECs and opportunities for Qwest to avoid or completely defy its

legal abligations under § 271, What generally remains in dispute are ex: amples of

(west's continuing efforts to avoid or make more difficult its obligations to CLECS.

The disputes are:

a. SGAT § 8.1.1- Products that Undermine or C onflict with the SGA’ I.

The concern that arises with respect to Qwest’s “productizing™ its collocation
offerings—and any other offerings for that matter—is that it issues policy statements
further defining how the collocation product is to be accomplished. Within these policy
statements Qwest demands that the C LECs subscribe to these policies regardless of what
the SGAT or the interconnection agreements state. Frequently the policies are contrary
to the SGAT and interconnection agreements. In fact, Qwest has been known to demand
that a CLEC sign just such a policy before Qwest will turn over provisioned collocation
space that the CLEC has already paid for.*

Qwest’s practice of unilaterally altering its agreements through the development
of written polices and performance requirements that are inconsistent with itg

interconnection agreements and the SGAT belies its non- -compliance in deed ag opposed

‘?c,e Exhibits A, B, C,and D attached hereto,
2/26/01 Multi-state Transcript at pp. 56-57.
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to the words contained in the SGAT. In the case of collocation, my teslimony in the

Multistate proceeding and Mr. Zulevic's for Covad in Colorado shovwed that Qwest

requires CLECs at the time they accept a collocation Space to execute written polic

performance requirements that are inconsistent with the SGAT and their re

agreements.* Furthermore, in Exhibits attached hereto as &, B €, and 13. ot can clearly

demonstrate the difference between what Qwest’s SGAT savs aud what Qwest's pres

ek

practices are. For example, Exhibit B is Qwest's “Collocation Cancellation Policy,”

which AT&T didn’t recejve until at the end of February,* stapes = This poftey will e
) ! i A

effective regardless of whether it is explicitly stated in a particular Interconnection

Agreement.” The Polj €Y goes on to describe charges that create double recavery for

Qwest and are contrary to the SGAT (e.g., when the coltocation QUOLE is et i

CLEC will be charged in full for installation elements that have started . " {west,

however, stated during the workshops that it does not start woek unfess the guote is

accepted and 50% of the non-recurring charges are paid. Furthermere, the Pal

instituting the quote preparation fee (“QPF"1.M which Qwest agreed o rep

SGAT during the workshops.

Another example of these policies” inconsistency with the Act and the

also found in Qwest’s recently issued “Collocation 'I.f}cc{‘fsmz‘}fxiﬁsffm«iﬁfig Pali

o M [ PE B - "1—‘54, . ~ LEE o 5§
‘Collocation Change of Responsibility Policy™™ again both ailegedly override stk

agreements and the SGAT and unpose upon CLECSs g payment scheme thy

W

12301 CO Tr. atpp. 117-19; see also. general discussion at pp. {1149
* SGAT § 8.2.1.15 addvesses cancellation and Qwest did not discirss nor fnd
these “policies” that it expected would override any contracy mcluding the §
workshops on collocation issues, One would expect an allegedly “pro<comp
fortheoming in dealings with its competitor-cestomers and the state ey
2 Exhibit Bat 1,

P Id.

* See Exhibits C and D,

Y
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to double recover its costs and violates the FCC’s orders. That is. the FCC s Expanded
Interconnection Order states, in pertinent part,

We find that when an interconnector pays a nonrecurring charge for
interconnector-specific construction or equipment and the inferconnector
discontinues taking service before the end of the useful life of these assets.
the initial interconnector must receive a pro rata refund for the
undepreciated value of the assets, if a subsequent interconnector takes
service and uses the assets or the LEC uses the assets. That is, if the LEC
uses an asset for which an interconnector has paid after that interconnector
discontinues service, the LEC will be responsible for p: wving the
interconnector for the undepreciated value of the asset. 4

Examination of Qwest’s policies reveals that it intends to keep 100% of the payments
with apparently no intention of refunding anything. Clearly, Qwest should be bound by
the taw as stated in the FCC’s orders. and Qwest's SGAT should likewise reflect
compliance with the law. The mere existence of such policies, however, clearly
undermines the validity of the SGAT as purported evidence of Crwest’s presemt
compliance with its § 271 obligations.

Furthermore, while not directly related to collocation. Werld€om witness, Jill
Wicks’ testimony in Colorado describes in great detail the ohstacles presented by
Qwest’s decision to “productize” a service, in this case managed cuts that had bee
provided to WorldCom for over two years under its interconnection agreement,”
WorldCom’s experience demonstrates that a CLEC, faced with Owest's demaid that i
amend its interconnection agreement to incorporate additional terms and conditions
associated with a “new” product offering or policy, has only two choiees - either secem

(west’s terms no matter how impractical or unreasonable in order to tumely take

 In the Mutter of Local Exchange Carriers” Rates, Terms, and Conditions

Through Physical Collocation and Special Access and Switched Fre g, Secong F:s.upv

D\)d\LYNO 930162. FCC 97-208 (Rel. June 13,1997 at © 54 (“FCE Expomded fntireon
" 1/25/01 CO Tr at pp. 42-60.
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advantage of the new “product,” or engage in months of extended negotiations that may
or may not prove to be productive.

The same testimony of Ms. Wicks in Colorado shows that even when a service is

covered generally by the terms of an existing interconnection agresment. Qwest's

practice of “productizing™ the wholesale services it provides to competitors hinders the

CLECs’ ability to obtain interconnection, collocation and UNEs in a timely fashion.
To the extent that Qwest is relying on its SGAT as proof of its comphance with

the competitive checklist under § 271, it can only be found to have satisfied the chockiist

if it is also shown that Qwest is presently providing service consistent with the provisions

of the SGAT. The Qwest Collocation Policies and Performance Requirements set ot

the attached Exhibits are inconsistent with the terms of the SGAT. As a consequenge,
Qwest should not be found to be in compliance with Checklist ltem 1 until such time w it
demonstrates that its collocation polices and performance requirements are. in faet,

consistent with its SGAT and interconnection agreements.

b. SGAT § 8.1.1.8.1 — Collocation at the MTE NI

In its SGAT section on collocation, Qwest has added the following proposals

8.1.1.8.1 With respect to Collocation inyolving cross-connections for
access to sub-loop elements in multi-tenant environments (MTE) and field
connection points (FCP), the provisions concerning subr-loop actess and
intervals are contained in Section 9.3.

From this proposal it is clear that Qwest has determined that cross-conmoctions betwees 3

CLEC’s network interface device and Qwest’s network interfuce deviee often referrn

(5%

as NIDs, located at multiple tenant environments (“MTEs”) or multiple dwelling wnits

("MDUs"), constitute some form of collocation, whicl is subjectat this stage i this




workshop-—to unknown intervals for provisioning. In regard to the NID, the FCC has
f’, stated;

The network interface device (“NID”) is a “cross-connect device used to
connect loop facilities to insider wiring. ... The Commission also
concluded that a requesting carrier is entitled to connect its loops, via its
own NID, to the incumbent LEC’s NID.

We modify that definition of the NID to include all features, functions,
and capabilities of the facilities used to connect the loop distribution plant
to the customer premlses wiring, regardless of the particular design of the
NID mechanism.*

In its discussion of the NID. the FCC went further in stating,

We define subloops as portions of the loop that can be accessed at
terminals in the incumbent’s outside plant. An accessible terminal is a
point on the loop where technicians can access the wire or fiber within the
cable without removing a splice case to reach the wire or fiber within.
These would include a technically feasible point near the customer
premises, such as the pole or pedestal, the NID (which we discuss below),
or the minimum point of entry to the customer premises (MPOE).™

We decline to adopt parties” proposal to include the NID in the definition
of the loop. Similarly, we reject arguments that should include inside
wiring in the definition of the NID in order to permit facilities-based
competitors access to inside wiring. ... We therefore find no need to
include inside wiring in the definition of the NID, or to include the NID as
part of any other subloop element.*’

Specifically, an incumbent LEC must permit a requesting carrier to
connect its own loop facilities to the inside wire of the premises through

the incumbent LEC’s network interface device, or at any other techmcally
feasible point, to access the inside wire subloop network element.”

Thus, the NID is not an unbundled subloop element. but rather it is a UNE itself ™!

In a previous workshop—on collocation AT&T offered pictures of its NIDs at

T UNE Remand Order at 99 230 & 233.
" [’\L Remand Order at § 206,

ENE Remand Order at § 235,
O LINE Remand Order at § 237.
ATCFR §51.319(b).
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MDU/MTEs that are connected to Qwest’s NIDs.”* These pictures reveal that NITX can
be open termination blocks containing multiple wires mounted on plywoad or they can be
enclosed in box-like cabinets.™

Where a CLEC, in particular a facilities-based CLEC such as AT&T. runs tis own
network to the furthest feasible point of interconnection with a customer at the MTE or
MDU, it merely needs access to the Qwest NID so that it can provide service to the end-

user customers whose inside wiring is connected to Qwest's NIIJ. The right ot C

access the internal wiring at the NID is indisputably set out by the FCC orders.”™
Qwest’s proposal suggests that AT&T would have to collocate in a UNE in orider
to gain the access to the end-user customers. Where. for example, Qwest his veady
access to those customers, AT& T would have to wait for extended collocation
provisioning intervals and could not service its customers in the same time frames as

Qwest—clearly creating a parity problem.” Moreover, by Qwest's own admission in

subsequent workshops, collocation is not required at a NID.™
For purposes of defining access to the NID as collocation, Qwaest is drasving a

distinction between when it owns the inside wiring to the MDU/MTE and when it does

% Exhibit E, attached hereto.

#2/26/01 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 17-24.

M UNE Remand Order at § 202 e, seq.; In the Matter of Promotion of Competitive Netwerks ml‘
Telecommunications Markets Wireless Comm 'n Assoc. Int’l, Inc. Petition for Rudems
14000 of the Commission's Rules (o Preempt Restrictions on Subscriber Pramives Recep
Transmission Antennas Designed to Provide Fixed Wireless Serv. Implementaiion of Zflc. Lt U
Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, ete., First Report aned Order and Porther Notice

Order in CC Docket ™o. 96-98, and Fourth Report and Order and Memosandun Oin
Docket No. 88-57, FCC 00-366 (Rel, Qct. 25. 20007 at § 48, and other siate commissions have anfon
such rights. See e.g., Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, AT& T Contenoications of Hic
Pacific Northwest, Inc. v. Qwest Carporation, Docket Na, UT-003 120, Second Sepplemental Order
Granting Motion to Amend Answer, Denying Emergency Relief and Denying Motion for Sumimary
Determination at 9 {concluding that AT&T should have prompt aceess in any technicatly feagible manner
to the NID/MPOE and hence the sub-loop).

¥ 2/26/01 Multi-state Tr. at p. 25

% 2/26/01 Multi-state Tr. at p. 26.
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not own the wiring.s 7 Whether the NID is enclosed or not, is apparently no longer the
dispositive poin‘[.5 8 When it owns the wiring, Qwest claims that such access becomes
collocation, and as noted above, when Qwest doesn’t own the wires no collocation is
required. T have testified in other proceedings as well as this one that there is absolutely
no difference technically between the two situations.” Drawing an ownership distinction
does nol serve competition, but rather creates a barrier thereto by injecting greater
expense and delay in the CLECs’ ability to access the end-user customer than Qwest
itself experiences. Qwest can have almost immediate access to the MDU/MTE end-user
customer, whereas AT&T and other CLECs could as well if they did not have to wait out
(Qwest’s collocation provisioning intervals. AT&T explained during the workshops on
this topic that it can send its service representatives out to provision the interconnection
between the AT&T NID and the Qwest NID in a fraction of the time it would take Qwaest
to implement a physical collocation. Simply put, suggesting that CLECs sufter the
expense and delay associated with Qwest’s attempt to define access to the NID as
collocation, is a barrier to entry and a violation of Qwest’s § 271 obligation. Instead
AT&T recommends editing SGAT § 8.1.1.8.1 as follows:

8.1.1.8.1 With respect to Cellecation-invelving-cross-connections for
access to sub-loop elements in multi-tenant environments (MTE) and field
connection points (FCP), the provisions concerning sub-loop access and
intervals are contained in Section 9.3 This type of access and cross-
connection is not collocation.

C. SGAT §§ 8.4.2; 8.4.3 and 8.4.4 — Collocation Intervals

Pursuant to FCC Order, Qwest should provide collocation within the intervals

outlined by the FCC, which require, among other things, that within 10 calendar days

*72/26/01 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 35-36.
¥ 2/26/01 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 17-19, 22.
#2/26/01 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 31-32.




after receiving an application, Qwest must inform the CLEC whether its application
meets collocation standards.®” Then, Qwest must complete physical collocation
arrangements within 90 calendar days after receiving an application that meets the
collocation standards.®' F urthermore, Qwest must finish construction and turn
functioning space over to the CLEC within the 90 day interval.”* Longer intervals must
be submitted to the state commissions for approval.®

While the FCC has set national standards for the provisioning intervals of
physical collocation, it has—as yet—declined to do so for virtual collocation.®
Nevertheless, the FCC has declared that “intervals significantly longer than 90 days
generally will impede competitive LECs’ ability to compete effectively.”*

Contrary to § 251(c)(6) and thus § 271, there are four SGAT sections that create
unwarranted exceptions to Qwest’s obligations to provide timely and reasonable
collocation for CLECs within the 90 day intervals. They are: (1) § 8.4.1.9 (formerly
8.4.1.8) imposing excessive limitations on the number of collocation applications a
CLEC may submit to Qwest; (2) § 8.4.2.43 & 4 imposing outrageously long

rovisioning intervals for virtual collocation; (3) § 84343 & 4 again imposing
p g S & th

5

excessive provisioning intervals on physical collocation; and (4) § 84443 & 4also
imposing excessive provisioning intervals on ICDF collocation orders. Because SGAT

sections 8.4.2.4.3/4, 8.4.3.4,3/4 and 8.4.4.4.3/4 are identical in the interval requiremonts,

Y47 CFR.§51.323(1)(1).

“'47 CF.R. § 51.323(1)(2).

"2 See, Order on Reconsideration at § 30.
% Order on Reconsideration at 9 29.
“id. at g 32.

® Id. at 9 29.



AT&T will discuss those sections together, but provide individual language proposals in

attached Exhibit F, that if adopted, would alleviate the non-compliance problems.

i. Through SGAT § 8.4.1.9 (formerly 8.4.1.8) Qwest illegally
attempts to limit the number of CLEC collocation applications
it will accept.

Qwest’s SGAT § 8.4.1.9 states;

The intervals for Virtual Collocation (Section 8.4.2), Physical Collocation
(section 8.4.3), and ICDF Collocation (Section 8.4.4) apply to a maximum
of five (5) Collocation Applications per CLEC per week per state. [f six (6)
or more Collocation orders are submitted by CLEC in a one-week period
in the state, intervals shall be individually negotiated. Qwest shall,
however, accept more than five (5) Applications from CLEC per week per
state, depending on the volume of Applications pending from other
CLECs.

This SGAT section applies to all CLEC collocation applications — whether small, large.
augments to existing collocations or complex collocation requests. Rather than hiring the
people necessary to meet customer needs, Qwest seeks to control and limit customer
demand so that it can ensure that it meets its ROC PID measurements. In support of its
position, Qwest cites to the FCC Order on Reconsideration 9 24 and it cites 0 SWBT
Texas 271 Order 4 73.

Despite its hopes of limiting all CLEC orders, neither of the FC'C decisions upon
which Qwest relies to support upholding SGAT § 8.4.1.9 in fact supports such a proposal.
Virst, the Order on Reconsideration states, in pertinent part:

An incumbent LEC must perform essentially three groups of tasks in order

to provision collocation space in response to a competitive LEC’s request,

The incumbent LEC must determine whether the competitive LEC’s

application for collocation space meets any requirements the incumbent

has established for such applications. In the Advanced Services First

Report and Order, we stated that ten days constitutes a reasonable period

within which an incumbent LEC should inform a new entrant whether its

collocation application has been accepted or denied. Based on the record

before us, we believe that an incumbent LEC has had ample time since the
enactment of section 251(c)(6) to develop internal procedures sufficient to
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meet this deadline. absent the receipt of an extraordinary number of
complex collocation applications within a limited time frame.™

Qwest has not shown that it has ever received “an extraordinary number of complex

collocation applications.” Rather it has shown that it seeks o unilaterally Hmit ab orders,

complex or simple. Yet, the FCC’s statement is clear, Qwest has had ample time to

have prepared itself to meet customer demand (were it a willing seller in anv other
market it would strive to meet customer demand rather than trying to it it} It does nar
appear that Qwest has sufficiently upgraded its processes to handle the oads it can
clearly track.%’

Moreover, the time periods for Qwest to report back 1o the CLEC whether lis

application is accepted or denied and the time periods to perforny Feasibility studies and

the like all have “buffers” built into them. That is, it does neot ke 10 days to iform o

CLEC whether its application is denied or accepted nor is 16 days rog

feasibility study.®® So the allocation of these time periods to the ks ase
takes into consideration the need for some flexibility—no more is peeded.

Likewise, the Texas 271 decision does not support Owest's de

pertinent part:

Except where a competitive LEC places a larve number of ¢
orders in the same 5-business dav period, SWET responds te

» . X
within 10 days.””

Again, Qwest is not attemptling to create a reasonahle exception te T

complex orders it can handle in a week's period from a single carrier: eather, it neel
p :

limit all CLECs all of the time. This is an “unjustified restraint o the CLEC

% Order on Reconsideration at % 27 (emphasis added).
“"1/17/01 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 328-320.
*1/17/0Multi-state Tr. at p. 329.

“ SWBT Texas 271 Order at 973 (emphasis added).
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its face. Thus, Qwest is not in compliance with § 251(c)(6) nor § 271. To reme ey this

lack of compliance, Qwest should delete SGAT § 8.4.1.9.

if. SGAT §8.4.243 & 4,§843.43 & 4 and §§.4.4.4.3 & 4 all
impose excessive provisioning intervals for virtual, physical
and ICDF collocation in violation of the FCC's orders and §
271 of the Act.

The FCC’s recent Reconsideration Order determined. among other things. tat:

an incumbent LEC should be able to complete any technicafly feasible
physical collocation arrangement, whether caged or cageless, no later than
90 calendar days after receiving an acceptable colocation application,
where space, whether conditioned or unconditioned, is available i the
incumbent LEC premise and the state commission does not set & differeit
interval or the incumbent and requesting carrier have not agreed to a
different interval.”

This statement and its meaning are fairly straightforward; only tve eircumstanees shoubd

relieve an incumbent from meeting the 90 day interval where space is ay ailable: (aya

state commission’s different intervals or (b) a mutual agreement berween the CLE

the incumbent LEC. Furthermore, where space is available or not, the ¥

€ did not
perceive the 90 day standard interval as imposing an undue hardship on lneumbernts:
rather, the FCC stated:

[blased on the record before us, we believe ... that o maxinsum 90

calendar day interval will give an incumbent LEC ample time 1o gmm
most, if not all, physical collocation arrangements. We reeognize,
course, that many incumbent LECs will have to improve thelr collpeation
provisioning performance significantly in order to meet this inter
Significant improvement is needed, however, enly where fne mnﬁ*
have taken insufficient steps to ensure the adequacy of their cotlas
provisioning processes. ... Incumbents already have e\temm ex
wnh handhng Luge numbcr, of ml locamm appha stum,

" Order on Reconsideration at % 27.



or virtually all, thsmal collocation arrangements i ho more fhgs 98
calendar days.’

In fact, the FCC found that intervals significantly longer than 90 dovs woukd g

impede the CLEC’s ability to compete effectively.” To that end, the FC
rules to state:

[a]n incumbent LEC must offer to provide and provide alf forms of
physical collocation (i.e., caged. cageless. shared. and adbacent] ]
following deadlines, except to the extent a state et ¢
the incumbent LEC has demonstrated to the state conumniss
physical collocation is not practical for technical reasons or beesase of
space limitations.”’

Ultimately, then, there are only three general exceptions to the 90 day inter

- and 1.

deadlines; (b) mutually agreed to deadlines between CI

space in the premises.

On November 7, 2000, the FOC issued g A

(‘“Mc,mor;mdum”) in response 16 Qwest’s request for o owaiver of the e

S

90 day intervals pending the FCC s consideration of Q
In its Memorandum, the FCC claritied that:

The Collocation Reconsideration Ordur does pes
LEC to set unilaterally different standard
its own choosing into its SGATs and tani

take effect through inaction by the state &
approach would eviscerate the Commission”
Reconsideration Order to establish national 5
where specifically modified through intereonndg
negotiations or deliberative processes of a glate ¢

Thus, unilateral declarations, not approved by the FOU or the

" ld. at ‘fi 28 {emphasis added}.
™ Jd. at 9 29.

47Cl R.§51.323(0,
" In the Mfmer of Deplovment of Wireli
Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC B
Remworandant™).
™ Id. at § 7 (emphasis added).

1
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on an interim or permanent basis here. That 18, SGAT § 8.4 should be amended

only that which the South Dakota Commission ultimately approves,
In addition to addressing unilateral action, the FCC also claritted that Ouwest's
interim waiver limited Qwest to:
increase the provisioning interval for a proposed physical collocation
arrangements no more than 60 calendar days in the event & omp

LEC fails to timely and accurately forecast the arrang
expect Qwest 1o use its best efforts to minimize any suc

it e

Qwest, therefore, was given no more than an additional 60 days for pros

~

untorecasted requests on an interim basis, and it was further expected to minintie

time period.

Qwest’s SGAT, however, demands that the CLECs provide ver

forecasts, requiring much of the same detailed information found i an apphien

. . . 7 e fcda s e :
Qwest will agree to meet the 90 day interval.”” Thus, even whers space |

Qwest could otherwise meet the interval, f——neverthel

itself another two months ta provision the collocution request by demundi

application™ a/k/a forecast 60 days in advance of the actual order. Flve month §

an outrageous amount of time to obtain collocation, particulurly i the o

physical collocation requests where appropriate space s rendi

§ e

forecasted or not. Moreover, it appears that (Gwest is doing litele

s Sk bt

lopping off 30 days, of the 60 additional days. to minimize the ex

unforecasted collocation requests (see Qwest's FOC matrix vaterval), TE

that Qwest shouldn’t be required to actually minimize the delay and mees e 9

* Memorandiom at T19.
" Compare SGAT § 8.4.1.4 (outlining the information demanded i 4 T
information that constitutes an application.

ot
fad



provisioning interval where space is available regardless ¢

efforts to minimize increases.”’

Qwest impiied during the workshop, by omission of & sritical po

that the FCC aliows an incumbent LEC to unilitera Hy require o €
tollocation needs as a precondition to receiving the standard Inter

actually said was:

[a]n incumbent LEC also may require a competitive L
physical collocation demands. 4hse

et state aetion reguiving
requesting carriers failure to submit a Hmely f@i‘u 225
incumbent LEC of its obligatios to com
this section. Similarly, an incumbent |
collocation forecast by Lﬁ}gﬁl&};l’ i

with only a temporary conditional saiver in the absese

did not contemplate that Qwest had failed 1o obsain the ne

as a precondition to meeting all the reguired lnterva

forecasts that Qwest demands in its SGAT are closss

real forecasts. Examination of the FCC s Memeorm

& Memarandum atg 19.
FoC R(:Com/dcmlmn Oreler wf € 39,
* 12/19/00 Multi-state Tr. at p, 208,

79
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itself whether it is appropriate for Qwest to take longer provisioning intervils where thae

space is available.

In attempting to rationalize its position, Qwest claims that witheut Atk

s bE Y

obtaining longer intervals for unforecasted collocation orders, CLECs will niot provide

forecasts.®' As an initial matter, if an interconnection agresment {or i this case an

“opted into” SGAT) says that the parties shall provide forecasss, it is then a Iikely Bres

of contract not to do so. Furthermore, CLECs have all the meentive they need o provvide
forecasts if it will ensure that Qwest has the HVAC and upgrades to the eolle

necessary for smooth provisioning. The goal of the CLEC is tor obtain th

needed, not to play forecasting games nor did the FCC suggpest that Qwest should be

creating interval penalties via forecasting. Rather, the FCC instructed Qawest to my

increases in provisioning intervals.

While on the topic of incentives, Qwest’s SGAT ¢

any incentive to do as the FCC has admonished it “use best efforts 1o Erini

L iEeres
to the standard collocation interval. Rather, CLECSs must aceept it on blind Stk tha
Qwest will minimize increases.* AT&T s experience in de sings with Dwest ave

suggested that Qwest will not in fact cooperate especially where comtroet b

silent on any topic.

In any event, AT&T proposes the SGAT language. contained in

Exhibits, to remedy the compliance problems created by Qwest’s proy

exhibits essentially altering the disputed sections from SGAT §FERAL R4 ang 4

AT&T proposes that the 90 day standard for physical and the fesser standa

11/17/01 Multi-state Tr. atp. 377.
" 2/20/01 Multi-state Tr. atp. 5.
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and ICDF collocation intervals would apply for forecasted or unforecasted collocition
orders where Qwest has collocation space available. In exceptional circumstances where
Qwest lacks the necessary space, power or HVAC to accommodate the order’s needs,

Qwest may employ the longer interval, which it has an express obligation to minimize.

The AT&T proposals are consistent with the FCCs orders, and thus, the Comny

should adopt them over Qwest’s proposals.

d. SGAT § 8.3.1.9 — Channel Regeneration Charges,

AT&T objects to Qwest’s imposition of a channel regeneration charge whern the
distance between the CLEC’s collocation space and Qwest’s netsvork: facilities is so great
as to require regeneration.” The CLECs have no control over either the location of their
collocation space within Qwest's central office or its relation to Qwest's network
facilities. In a forward-looking environment, facilities would be placed such that the
distance between the CLECs collocation space and Qwest’s network facifities would not
require channel regeneration. A channel regeneration charge is by definition inconsisten
with the principle that collocation rates be based on forward-looking cost devetoped
using a least cost network confi guration.

Moreover, the SGAT should create some incentive for Qwest to mininize the
need for regeneration charges by encouraging it to place its competitors® equipment
appropriately. Therefore, the Commission should require Qwest to delete this provision

before it is found to be in compliance with Checklist Ttem 1.

Y 1/16/01 Multi-state Tr. at pp. 18-19.
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e. SGAT §§8.3.5.1 & 8.3.6 — ICB Pricing

AT&T objects to Qwest’s proposal to price both adjacent collocation and remete
collocation on an ICB basis. Rather, Qwest should be required to develop a set of
standard adjacent and remote collocation offerings. incorporating collocation rate
elemtents to the extent possible. This is consistent with the FCC’s expectation that Qwest
has created specific and concrete terms under which it provides interconnection,
collocation and its other wholesale offerings.

Both remote and adjacent collocation are likely to become more and more
frequent requests as wire centers become more congested and as digital loop carrier
systems are more frequently deployed, requiring carriers to access the loop at the FI3L.
Allowing Qwest to price these two types of coilocation on an ICB basis leads to delay,
unjust pricing and potential discrimination.

Qwest has generally agreed to defer the question of appropriate pricing for remote
and adjacent collocation to the costing and pricing proceedings. At a mininmum, AT&T
urges the Commissions to defer this issue to an appropriate cost docket so that all parties
have the opportunity to submit proposals for standardizing the prices of adjacent and

remote collocation.

g. SGAT § 8.4.1.7.4 — Collocation Space Reservation Forfeiture

The parties have reached agreement on the majority of the provisions in § 8.4.1.7.
The only issue that remains at impasse is the forfeiture provision set forth in § $.4.1.7.4.
AT&T opposes Qwest’s proposal to require CLECs to forfeit their space reservation fee
upon cancellation of the reservation. Such a forfeiture provision is discriminatory and

would result in an unlawful windfall for Qwest.




In its First Report and Order, the FCC first ruled that incumbent LECs may aot
reserve space for future use on terms more favorable than those that apply to other
telecommunications carriers seeking to reserve collocation space for their own uses. ™
The FCC confirmed this determination in August 2000 in its Order on Reconsideration in
the Advanced Services docket.™® The forfeiture provision set forth at § 8.7.1.7 violates
the requirement that space reservation policies apply equally to both the ILEC and its
competitors. In the event Qwest determines to cancel its reservation, Qwest stands in a
completely different position than the CLECs. Unlike the CLECs, Qwest has placed
nothing at risk of forfeiture. Given the discriminatory nature of the forfeiture provision,
it must be struck down.

The forfeiture provision creates the additional problem that it allows Qwest a
windfall and thus confers a competitive advantage. There is simply no evidence
supporting Qwest’s contention that the deposit amount at risk of forfeiture hears any
reasonable relation to costs Qwest incurs in connection with mai ntenance of the space
reservation policy. Thus, for this reason as well, the forfeiture provision cannot stand.

C. RESALE

1. Definition Of Resale and Legal Obligations to Resel,

With respect to the Act, § 271 (e)2)B)(xiv) requires Qwest to make
“telecommunications services ... available for resale in accordance with the requircments
of §§ 251(c)(4) and 252(d)(3).”* Section 251 (ec)4)(A) mandates that Qwest “offer for

resale at wholesale rates any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at refail

# fu st Report and Order at § 604; see 47 C.F.R. § 51.
** Order on Reconsideration at 9 48.
47 U.8.C. § 271H{c)(2)(B)(xiv).

98}
tJ
b)

{F)(4).

R
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R . . - =87 Y M
to subseribers who are not telecommunications carriers.”" And § 252(d)(3} requires

#late commissions to “determine wholesale rates on the basis of retail rates charged to
sutbseribers for the telecommunications service requested, excluding the portion thereof
attributable to any marketing, billing, collection, and other costs that wil] be avoided by
the loeal exchange carrier. ™

In addition to the affirmative obligations to provide telecommunications services
for resale, Qwest also has an obligation to refrain from placing “unreasonable or
discriminatory conditions or limitations™ on the services subject to resale.*” In short.
Qwest’s restrictions on resale are presumed to be unreasonable unless it can prove to this
Commission that the restriction is reasonable and non-discriminatory.” The issues in

dispute here concern Qwest’s (1) discriminatory and unreasonable restrictions on resaje

service quality assurances and (2) unreasonable conditions allowing the abuse and misuse

of CLEC customer contact.

2. Analysis of Qwest’s SGAT for South Dakota.
Following are the few issues AT&T wants to address in relation to Qwest's reg sale
obligations.

a. SGAT § 6.2.3 - Service Quality Indemnity

In its SGAT, Qwest would like to essentially insulate itself from any
responsibility for the harm its Poor service causes to its wholesale reseller customer an
the wholesale reseller's end-user customers. Because resellers do not own or control the

underlying facilities or the services they resell, they have no control over the quality of

43" U ‘S C "5!(0)(4)(/\)
17 U.8.C. ‘* 252(d)(3).

=3

“"47 US.C. {; 251(c)(4)(B),
st Report and Order at 11939, see also, 47 C.F.R. § 51.613(b).




fee they provide or whether that service complies with any retail service quality rules.

resuit, resellers are completely at the mercy of their competitor, Qwest.
Under the oviginal terms of the SGAT, if Qwest provided poor service such that it

tected its resellers to end-user customer complaints and such that the resellers did not

reeeive the wholesale service for which they paid, Qwest’s historical response has largely

been, tough Juek.” The Act, however, states in pertinent part:

ncept as provided in section 253, nothing in this section shall prohibit a
state commission from establishing or enforcing other requirements of
State law in its review of such [SGAT)], including requiring compliance
with intrastate telecommunications service quality standards or
reguirements.”

Furthermore, the Act and the FCC’s rules require that Qwest treat its wholesale
crsteamers at parity with the treatment it provides to Qwest retail customers.’ Fmallv

ietions that Qwest attempts to place on wholesale service quality assurances are

presumptively unreasonable, The State Commissions can easily determine the services,
terms and conditjons that Qwest must offer for resale by examining the incumbent

. g 4 " . N . . . o)
5 retail tariffs” and the Commissions’ retail service quality rules.™

AT&Ts proposed indemnity provision is aimed at creating “concrete and

¢ific” obligations in the parity of treatment between the Qwest retail customer and the

wholesale reseller in regard to service quality assurance terms by making Qwest

expressly responsible for the service quality it provides to its wholesale customers.””

i *wﬂ ’\Mltuﬂah Tr. at p. 472,

4’;( a2 “ul((,)(‘%)( B) (nondlscnmnmnon requirement); 47 C.F.R. § 51.603(b) (equal in quality, subject to
the same conditions and intervals as those provided to end-users).

* Cnwest must establish that it s ‘providing’ a checklist item, [by] demonstrat[ing] that it has a concrete

and speeilic Jegal obligation to furnish the item upon request pursuant to a state- -approved mtcrconnwtmn
cgrnent or agreements that set forth prices and other terms and conditions for each checklist item .

the Matter of Application of BellSouth Corporation et al. for Provision of In- -Region InterL,ATH .St?n foes
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SHHEReY 10 Jwest's assertions otherwise, its ROC Performance Assurance Plan (“PAP™)
# #ot sddress parity of recovery opportunities between Qwest’s retail customers and

ler customers nor does it address the harm to the individual reseller’s reputation

swhen the underlying provider, Qwest, provides poor service. The reseller’s customer

ek the problem to be the reseller, not Qwest; given enough poor service Qwest
put the reseller out of business thus having an adverse impact on competition
by, The record is completely devoid of any PAP or other evidence to the contrary.

{west eventually altered its SGAT in §§6.2.3.1and 6.2.3.2 to provide a rather

Himited sand fnternally inconsistent mechanism under which it takes minimal

brace

lity Tor the service quality it provides to the reseller customers’ end users while
ving the reseller itself “twisting in the wind.”® Under the proposal, CLEC

sshlesate customers are never made whole upon suffering harm at the hands of Qwest’s

faler

wrvice quality. Moreover, the CLEC end-user customer is also left without a
remedy where no CLEC retail service quality rules exist.”’

Qwest’s recent concession on resale service quality assurances stil] unreasonably

s its Hability for harm caused by Qwest’s poor service quality to the reseller’s end-

et Mymorandum Opinion and Order, CC Docket No. 98-121, FCC 98-271 (Rel. Oct. 13, 1998)
“HellSouth Louisiana Order”).

- 55 6.2.3.1 and 6.2,3.2 provide either for a wholesale credit pass-through to the end user or a
.dmwdﬂnﬂwmﬂ%ﬂomeCLECchdeMy'ﬂwammmnﬁnmmOfQW%tEUmtmewtwos
&QmmﬁmsmhmMOMyomaWMwanmbmhIH?MIMSTn4ﬁ4M&
himgueﬁmt@LECsmwkeunhyruhsamtmnmmﬁmyinHynofmeﬁmtﬂmtmeyamimked
wtiters and as such the competitive market should ensure service quality.

ections
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user, and it uttesly leaves the reseller without a real remedy. ** Generally Qwest’s
purported solution will only provide a “partial” credit pass-through to the reseller’s end-
user customer, if and only if, the reseller is legally required to provide such credit to its
e users under the Commission’s service quality rules.”” The credit is “partial” because

Qwest will only agree to reimburse those harmed end-user customers the wholesale

unit paid by the CLEC and not the amount the end-user actually paid for the service.
I order to be in business at all the reseller is not likely charging its end-user the
wholesale rate it receives from Qwest for the service the reseller provides to its
castomers; rather it must adjust the cost of that service to meet its own expenses and
realize a profit—while still providing service at competitive prices. Thus, in the case of
puor service quality, the innocent reseller not only did not acquire the service for which it
puid, but it may be liable to its end-user customer for the full cost of the end-user’s
service while Qwest—the cause of the problem—would limit its liability to a fraction of
the actual damage it caused.'™ This is manifestly unfair and certainly not at parity with
what Qwest would have to do in regard to making its own end-user customers whole for
their losses under the retail service quality tariff. Qwest is expressly discriminating

against its wholesale customers and creating unreasonable and discriminatory limitations

" SOAT §§6.23.1 and 6.2.3.2 create identical limitations; they are:

d) Qwest shall not be liable to provide service credits to CLEC if CLEC does not provide service
quality credits to its end users.

€) In no case shall Qwest’s credits to CLEC exceed the amount Qwest would pay a Qwest end
user under the service quality requirements, less any wholesale discount applicable to CLEC s
resold services.

f) Inno case shall Qwest be required to provide duplicate reimbursement or payment to CLEC for
any service quality faiture incident.

7 1/17/01 Multistate Tr. at pp. 464-472.
1 1717/01 Multi-state Tr. at p. 466.
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on the services subject to resale.'”’ Such conduct is contrary to the Act, 47 U.S.C. §
251 (c)(4)(B) and the FCC’s requirements, First Report and Order at Y 939 and 47 C.F.R.

§ 51.603(a).
AT&T recommends that the State Commissions order Qwest to delete SGAT

§§ 6.2.3.1 and 6.2.3.2, replacing them with the following language:

8.2.3 Qwest shall provide to CLEC Telecommunications Services for
resale that are at least equal in quality and in substantially the same time
and manner that Qwest provides these services to others, including
subsidiaries, affiliates, other Resellers and end users. Notwithstanding
specific language in other sections of this SGAT, all provisions of this
SGAT regarding resale are subject to this requirement. In_addition,
Qwest shall comply with all state wholesale and retail_service quality
requirements,

6.23.1 _In_the event that Qwest fails to meet the
requirements of Section 6.2.3, Qwest shall release,
indemnify, defend and hold harmless CLEC and each of its
officers, directors, employees and agents (each an
“Indemnitee”) from and against and in respect of any loss,
debt, liability, damage, obligation, claim, demand,
judgment or settlement of any nature or kind, known or
unknown, liquidated or unliquidated including, but not
limited to, costs and attorneys' fees.

Qwest shall indemnify and hold harmless CLEC against
any and all claims, losses, damages or other liability that
arises from Qwest's failure to comply with state retail
service quality standards in the provision of resold
services.

b, SGAT §§ 6.4.1 & 6.6.3 — Qwest’s Desire to Take Unfair Advantage of
Misdirected CLEC Customer Contact.

SGAT §§ 6.4.1 and 6.6.3 deal with customers that, in error, call the wrong carrier

with questions about service or maintenance and repair. Under the terms of'its SGAT,

! Not only does Qwest's SGAT provision show discrimination as between wholesale and retail custemers,
but by Qwest's own admission it doesn't perceive the reseller as a customer at all; “fwiell, we don’t
provide the service to the CLEC, in fact; we provide it to the end user. 1 do appreciate the semantics or the
theoretical notion that we provide the service to the reseller, but we don’t; we provide it to the end user.”
Washington Workshop Tr. at 2609 (quoting Ms. Lori Simpson, Qwest resale witness).



Qwest maintains that It ought to be allowed to turn these misdirected calis mnto
solicitation opportunities for itself."™ Ag grounds for this anticompetitive conduc.
Qwest claims that the U_ §. Constitution demands that it be granted an un fettered right to
inferfere with the relationship between the CLEC and its end-uger customer. 1%

Fortunately, the U, §. Constitution provides no such right. Rather, the U1.S,
Supreme Court has clearly stated that freedom of speech is not without bounds,'™ |y
particular, for commercial speech—which is precisely the speech Qwest employs in its
attempt to snatch CLEC customers via erroneous or misdirected calls—enjoys only g
limited measure of protection.”!® fact, the Supreme Court has held:

We have always been careful to distinguish commereial speech from
speech at the First Amendment’s core. ‘[Clommereial speech [enjoys] a
limited measure of protection, commensurate with its subordinate posttion
in the scale of First Amendment values,” and is subject to *modes af
regulation that might be impermissible in the realm of noncommercial
expression,”!%

Generally, commercia] speech is protected if, and only if. it concerns lawfyl

Yy %

activity or is not misleading.'"”” Even if the speech falls into these categories, it may st}
be subject to governmental regulation where, as here, the government has a substantial
interest in support of its regulation and that the proposed restriction is narrowly taifored

to materially advance that interest. '

2

10/4/00 Multi-state Tr. ar pp. 299-300.
"% 10/4/00 Multi-state Tr. at pp- 307 & 312-314,
™ Florida Bar v. Went For It, Inc., 515 U.S. 618, 623, 115 S.Ct. 2371, 2375 (1995): see aisn,. Heftron v,
International Soc ¥ Jor Krishna Consciousness, Inc., 452 1) S, 640, 646, 101 $.0¢ 2559, 2564 (1981 the
First Amendment does not suarantee the right te communicate one’s views atall times and places |, 13
S Florida Bar, 115 S.Ct. at 2375; Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. v Public Laitities Comm naf
New York, 447 U S, 557, 562, 100 S.Ct. 2343, 2350 (1980); Virginia Stare B of Pharmecy v Firginge
Citizens Consumer Counsel, Inc., 425 U S, 748,770, 96 S.Ct. 1817, 1836 ¢( 1976).
" Florida Bar, 115 S.Ct. at 2373,
T Id
“* Florida Bar, 115 $.Ct at 2375; Central Hudson, 100 S.Ct, at 2350 "The protection available for
particular commercial expression turns on the nature both of the expression and of the govermmontsl
merests served by its regulation.”).

44



By legislative mandate, a substantial interest exists here (e. g.. opening the local

markets to competition and preventing anticompetitive behavior that threatens such

competition).'” The CLECs are only asking that the limitation be narrowly drawn to

apply to misdirected or erroneous calls, which Qwest’s representatives can quickly

discern by asking the customer the purpose of his or her call most likely, the customer
b g purp )

will volunteer this information in his or her first sentence or s0). Such questioning is

within reason and easily incorporated into the representative’s existing scripts.'"”

Based upon this supporting law, AT&T asks that the Commission protect nascent

competition by not allowing Qwest to abuse its unique position as the dominant reseller

controlling the underlying service provided in the resale context. Qwest should therefore

be expressly prohibited in its SGAT from using the misdirected CLEC end-user calls as a

sales opportunity. AT&T proposed just such language, which states:

6.4.1 CLEC, or CLEC's agent, shall act as the single point of
contact for its end users’ service needs, including without limitation, sales,
service design, order taking provisioning, change orders, training,
maintenance, trouble reports, repair, post-sale servicing, billing, collection
and inquiry. CLEC's end users contacting Qwest in error will be
instructed to contact CLEC: and Qwest's end users contacting CLEC in
error will be instructed to contact Qwest. In responding to calls, neither
Party shall make disparaging remarks about each other. To the extent
the correct provider can be determined, misdirected cails received by
either Party will be referred to the proper provider of local exchange
service; however, nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to prohibit
Qwest or CLEC from discussing its products and services with CLEC's or
Qwest's end users who call the other Party seeking such information

This is clearly a narrowly drawn restriction that safeguards the very important legislative

goal of encouraging the growth of competition in the local telecommunications market,

47 LE.C. §§ 251 & 253.
"% Most companies such as Qwest provide computer-available scripts for their representatives to follow
while on the phone with customers.
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V. CONCLUSION

This concludes my comments related to Qwest’s performance and its South

Dakota SGAT.

46



Exhibit A

Jorvisary 49, 2001

Qwest Collocation Policies and Performance Reguirements

2001 Update

Q&*I‘Estwuuld like to assure all CLEC customers are aware of Qwest Central O

This i particularly important with changes that have been made over the last
guidelines identified below.

ffice and Collocation policies,
12 months. Please see our

General Policies and Procedures:

w The following policies and Procedures are to be followed by Co-Providers, their employees, agents,
contractors and invitees. Where the term Co-Provider is used it shall apply to Co-Provider, their employees,
agenls, tontractors and invitees,

*  This dosument will be provided to the Co-Provider befare or during the Collocation acceptance procedure by
thie Qwest State Interconnect Manager {(SICM). The Qwest SICM will review this information with the'Co-

Frovider and assist them in locating their equipment cable termination points for test access, Collocation

equpment areas, as well as the allowed 3ccess rputes to these localions.

W hold the Co-Provider responsibie for (i) witifut or intentional misconduct (including gross
FENCE and wespassy; (i) bodily mjury, death or damage to tangible real or tangibie personal property
¢ servizes provided by Qwest network infrastructure) resulting from the Co-Provider's actions or the
Eig-Providers agents. subcontractors or employees. Qwest will utilize its standard damage ¢laims
ges and sesk restfitution. In cases where damage to Qwest property octurs but
', ot Dwest ang the Co-Provider wili meet jointly to resoive the issue. TheCo-
by caltng 1-800-854-2525 option 1. For detaiied descriptions, please refaris
2

o-Provigder of ther equipment ooeralion are deemed compromising-&:
#EmS oF 1o Cenirat Office functions, Qwest resarves the nghtiocedse: gl
TS Of concerns are addressed by the appropriate Qwestparies.

TowTEs achvity to cezse  The Co-Proviger achivity or work may

@ Co-Provider eguipment wil be usad for 2Ceess W UNEs or interconnectan, instafied
T TEnnst be solely used for swion

€ Lostoards or keys and Fripenly and eguinrpent losses nmadately

¢ Any vandsiism o company of persenal property
*  Unsecured conditions and security violations
= Anyene who is unauthornzed to be in the work area o7 is not weanmng the Qwest ident
cartd,
*  Co-Providers must comply with central office fire and safety regulations, OSHA, EPA_ Federal, Stateand
local regulations, which include but are not limited to:
* individuals must wear safety glasses in designated areas
s Keep fioors and aisles clean and free of trip hazards such as wire
Check ladders before maving
Do not leave tools or test equipment on rolling ladders
Do not block open doors
Provide safety straps and cones in instaliation areas
s Place and observe electrical Tag Out program

fication/aocess

* & W g

ﬁége Tols



Exercise good housekeeping

Celivlar telephones are not permitted within the central office,

Extension cords are not te cross aisles/walkways without proper safety markings.
No open flames or smoking shall be permitted anywhere within the building

No flammable or explosive fiuids or materials are to be kept or used anywhere within the building cr on
the grounds,

& ® & % &

General Bullding and Grounds;
= No signs, advertisements or notices shall be visible from outside the tenants designated space from either

inglde or outside of the building. No canvassing, peddling, soliciting shall be permitted within the building or
on the grounds.

*

Co-Providers are required to remove all trash from the central office on a daily basis and may not use Qwest
trash containgrs. Sidewalks, vestibules, offices, haliways, stairways, elevator lobbies, etc. shall not be used
far storage of materials or dispasal of trash. If Qwest is required to or dispose of any trash the Co-Provider
shall ba responsible for the expense of such removal. Co-Providers are responsible to ensure that their
space is kept clean and free of hazards, This could include light housekeeping i.e. dusting and rubbish
rernoval

Co-Praviders will have access to Qwest rolling A frame ladders, if available.

Cu-Providers shall not tamper with, damage, or altempt to adjust or remove any environmental control
device, building alarm component or other building fixture. Co-Providers shall not make any modifications,
alterations, addition or repairs to any space within the building or on the grounds,

Qwast shall not be held liable or responsible for lost or stolen possessions or personal property of the Co-
Frovider,

The Co-Provider will not ship material direct to a Qwest Central Office. Co-Provider will not to sign for, or
opaty, any boxes or delivery intended for Qwest or their vendors.

Qwest will not provide designated parking for Co-Providers where such space is available. Space in any
company parking facility is based on availability and authorization granted by the local building
representative Qwesl is not liable for any damage, theft, or personal injury resulting from the Co-Provider's
parking (i its parking facilities.

Building related problems can be referred to the Work Environment Centers:

.

R

Ed

&

-

+ Colorado. Wyoming, Arizona, New Mexico | 1-800-879-3499
= idaho, Montana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, lowa , 800-201-7033 OPTION 2
Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota

Agcess to and use of Qwest Central Office telephones:

+  Co-Providers are required to order their own telephone lines for normal work operation communications.
Go-Provider personnel are not allowed to use Qwest telephone lines except as delineated below. Co-
Provider telephones must be mounted within their leased space or at a location negotiated with the local
Central Office manager, where such space is available.

« RQwest will provide Co-Provider personnel access to telephone service, provided by Qwest at any ICDF
locations where Co-Provider test access may be required. Co-Providers are to use these lines for circult
tesling only and may use them only for a re8sonable time for such purpose, releasing them to other Co-
Providers or Qwest personnel as needed.

Co-Pravider personnel using the frame testing lines are allowed to make local, toll free, calling card or
reversed charge calls only.

General Work Actlvity:
»  The Co-Provider must adhere to the standards in the following Qwest Technical Publications. Copies of
these Technical Publications are available on the web at: http://www.uswest.com/techpub/
+ 77324 D83 Service
« 77350 Installation Guidelines
» 77367 Hazardous Malerials
« 77351 Engineering
« 77355 Bonding & Grounding
s 77375 1.544 Mbit/s channe! Interfaces
# 77385 Power

Page 2 of 5




_ maintenance windows. The MOP document describes

Any work activity that has a potential to negatively impact customer service, employee work operations,
safety or company investments must be approved in advance and appropriate proceduras followad. This
includes installation work, power and cabling work, etc as identified in Tech Pub 77350, A completed ang
signed Method of Procedure (MOP) document is required prior to starting this activity. The Co-Provider
must make arrangements to have the C.O. Manager (or their designate) approve the MOP befora any
material delivery or installation start, Some work activity may have to be performed during established

the work activities 1o be performed to ensure sevice
reliability, 1f, at any time, the equipment in the physical space is deemed a3 danger to Qwest Netwark
elements, Qwest reserves the right to have the Co-Provider cease all activities until any potentia) probigms
or concerns can be addressed by the appropriate parties. A separate MOP rmay be requited 1o tath up plwier
to the collocation space.

Co-Praviders and Qwest will work jointly ta maintain instaliaton/service quality standards at their sguipment
termination points. The SICM will escalate known discrepancies 1n instalaion quality for resalution.

Central Office Security:

L3

The Co-Provider must submit a request for Qwest Access Cards via e-maif for thase individuals whonget 1o
be authorized o enter a Qwest facility. The requests for Access carts. ang updates should be diredtad @
ICChadge@uswest.com. It 1s the Co-Provider's respensibility to rensw any Access Badges on gt annu i
hasis {prior to their expiration date). Failure to do so will deny access for the cardholder and may ¢
submitting a new request. Contact ICCbadge@uswest.com for rerewals,

All Co-Provider contractors requinng unescorted-access 1o the physical space must be issued o Qwest
Access card. The Co-Provider assumes responsibility for the actiohs of thetr contractors while on Lrwest
property. If at any time a Co-Provider emplayee of their contractor 1s observed outside the designated Co-
Provider access area nr without proper identification, the parties will be asked to vatate the prermses ang
Qwest Security will be notified.

Return Access Cards immediately when employees/contractors fegve your business &7 chas

responsibilities and no longer require access to Owest's Central Offices. immesiiate notificat £
the Co-Provider has information that s employee poses @ safety andior security risk. Fadure by ¥
Provider to provide such notification may result in demal of e Co-Provider to Qwest culle
Submit the notification o {CChadge@uswest.com

Problemns with Access Cards andior Qwest Card Readers shouid tie reparied to 1-888.261.09485
Co-Providers shall be required to wear a Qwest Access card of Visdoe's Pass above e wast
while on the grounds or 1r buildings. If Qwest deigrmines that the Co-Proviger was ot ashor
entry into the physical facility, the Co-Provider 1s subjacl 1o respass, cvit and cniminat I Quas
that an authonzed Access card was used to provide unauthonzed entry, Qwest will revoke B8 &
privileges for the individual to whom the card was ssued and such person may be sulject W respuss
and criminal.

Co-Providers shall be restricted o corndors, stawways. and plevators that provide direg! anonss
space and designated equipment lermination points for 23t BCCESS, OF 1o NG ARArESL raslroam famt

g sl

B5 2

the Co-Pravider's designated space. They could be subjacl 1o removal rom i cremises and oS
criminal charges and/for trespassing for repeated oftenses.

Registers or loghooks may be maintained in some buildings 1o oo enlyy and depariure. 't
filled out accordingly.

Unauthorized Persons:

]

Report the presence of any unauthorized person(s) to the guard station, e Llwes
Security at 1-888-879-7328

Visitor Pass:

L]

Any Qwest or authorized Co-Provider employee with 3 valid and 8¢
an escort to a visitor and may sponsor fellow empioyess who fay
have access to the Co-Providers space and must bg esgert o at ot
Co-Provider assumes responsioiity for the actions of thayr COMPASIoS Wit
\isitors are issued a badge that expires daily. A new on 5 renued &n
ordered by calling the Qwest Central Access Controt Centar on 13037

Access:




&

-

Access to leased physical space may be provided 7 days per week, 24 hours per day, subject to Qwast
terrns for ensuring safety and security.

All authorized Co-Provider's will need to notify the Qwest Network Refiability and Operationg Center {NHOCTY

when gaining access into a central office at:zr hours. Normal business hours are assumesd to be 7:00 a.rm.

to 7:00 p.m. The notification numbers are as follows:

= 1-B00-341-8188, press 1, press 4 for Washington, Oregon, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakata,

Nebraska and lowa.

+  1-800-713-3666, press 1 (Any option can be chosen in the next layer since the calls go to one location

no matter what the switch technology type) for idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Coloradn, Arizona, and
New Mexico.

Admission and Visitor Control:

When keys and/or access cards are issued for access into buikhings, the Co-Provider wilt be rag {
the return of the keys and/or access cards immediately or upon Qwest's request for their reture stnoe {hay
are the property of Qwest. Failure by the Co-Provider to return such items may rasull in deniat of the Cov
Provider to Qwest collocation facilities.

It a key and /or Access Card is lost or access is changed as a result of a Co-Providers request, the Co.
Provider is responsible far replacement cost up to and ncluding re-keving andfor reprogrammming he aocess
code of the building, if required The Co-Provider is prohibited fram cuphcation of any key issued by §

and any unauthorized use of such key and/or Access Card by the Co-Provider's representatives sussoty the
Co-Provider to possible prosecution for crimmnal trespass.

&

fmr

Security Access to Co-Provider's Cages:

o

Qwest requires emergency access to all cages for safety purposes  Combination iocks {or edmbiriatisn
lock-boxes, with a key Inside to uniock a keyed padiock) must be provided by the Co-Provider and 4t
to each cage to allow the C.O. Operations organization emargency Bccess i the Sags in he
safety, water hazards, etc. The Co-Provider will provide the comtination & Qwest oEs
access to collocation space.
Qwest requires that the Co-Provider provide the combination to ther cage logk far repat
finished service/administrative lines where the DMARC is located inside the cage. Th
provided at the time the repair or instaliation work order 1s requested  Co-Proveder ampigyesR Con e an g
to open cage doors in lieu of providing the combination on the work prdar

The Co-Provider's emergency contact number located on the Co-Providers Sigr st afss nave he
combination.

i

Cageless Equipment Collocations:

A reasonable amount of space around the Co-Providers cageless coliecation space wilt Be mase avais
for short term administrative and trouble clearing work The Co-Provider will e aigosd b Lt
only for the time necessary to perfarm a specific work furiction. in no sase wit the ne
hours,

Use of this space would be to use test equipment or correct an immethiate probitanm,
Co-Providers will not be allowed to use Qwest records. equipment carts, hand tools or et ouhmant Sos
Providers must provide their own test equipment, hand lools and rmatatials.

A Co-Provider will be allowed to temporarily block equipment arsles dunng mstaliation and rapair Hpas,
but will be required to clean up and open the area between shifts.

Co-Provider's may place protection on the front and rear of their equipment in Cageless Coliosatiss
equipment areas. Technical publication 77350 also allows for of tlemgarary prolectan durirg gtatianegn
placing and cabling.

Cao-Providers can place permanent equipment covers on: therr equipment as iong as ey do ngt
the equipment aisles and common walk space, Maximum front and tear squipment spage, gl
protective covers must be inciuded in the collocation ordsr and approved in agvan Cagetass oo
equipment must conform to industry dimension standards ior ransrussion equipment and Qwest squl
hine-up fimitations.

Co-Provider's will be allowed temporary access to AC outiels 1o cperata test aquinmsnt 5
hand tools only. It is expected that these conneclions would be no longer thar a few ke

EialyRiskess




be connected for more than one work shift. Co-Provider's may order a separate AC cutlet stihals
collocation on their order.

At Cageless equipment collocatians, Co-Provider's will need to install their own lest batteries arid E80
ground points. Only during the early stages of installation wilt Co-Proyiders be allowed acces i Chiast
ESD ground connections, Co-Provider's will not be allowed 1o place electrostatic mats in Qwesl sgtismeant
alsles, Electro-static plugs with wrist strap connections to a suitable ESD ground source are ~




Exhibir

February 23, 2001

Collocation Cancellation Policy - effective March 15, 2001

This policy addresses the applicable requirements for the cancellation of a collocation site

request under construction. This policy will be sffective regardless of whether it is explicitty sixted
in a particular Interconnection Agreemant.

Cancellation, for purposes of this policy, applies to all collocation sites which are under
tenstruction and have not been completed, as defined by Request For Service (RFS) comgiste.
A cancsllation can occur by the result of a Co-Provider request or due to expiration. Expiration of
& collocation request occurs whera the Co-Provider fails to take the foliowing action:

¢+ Accept the quote and pay the initial 50% by the 30 day quots acceptance timeframe,

Cancellation Terms and Conditions

The following describes the two scenarios for which a collocation
cancelled.

request will be considered
1. Quote is not accepted by the Co-Provided or the Quote expirgs
¢ Upon cancellation of the collocation site construction will ceass;
< Elements of work in progress (i.e. cage enclosure, bay space, racking, power or

termination wiring, blocks, etc.) for which installation has started witt be chargedin
full,

¢ Payments owed to Qwest; (Quota acceptance is defined as
payment and written acceptance of the qguote.}
- Original QPF payment is required

the receipt of the tirs: 504

2. After Quote acceptance (Quota acceptance is defined as the receipt of the first 50% payment
and written acceptance of the guote.), but prior to RFS a cancellation may be requested.

+ Payments owed to Qwest

- < QPF payment associated with the original order

E 2 First 50% of quoted charges
4 QPF payment associated with the cancellation request
a

Engineering Labor charges (Elements of work in progress (i.e. cage enclosura, bay
space, racking, power or termination wiring, blocks, ele.) for which installation hag
started will be charged in tull) »

3 Cancellation Assessment Fee

General Terms

1. Qwest requires all cancellation requests to be submitted 1o the Account Team Representative

in writing, and accompanied by a completed collocation application indicating the canceliation
request requirements.




General Terms (continued)

2.

5)

6)

7)

8)

Provider when a cancellation request is raceived, with the exception of work for which
installation has begun (Elements of work in progress {i.e. cage enclosure, bay Space, racking,

Bawer or termination wiring, blocks, elc.) for which installation has starteq will be chargsd in
57y

It payment is not made within 30 days of receiving the cancellation bill, the Co-Pravider's

account is subject to collection,

a. Prior to Qwest accepting another collocation application from the Co-Provider; all
outstanding financial obligations must be paid to Qwest
Collocation Payments owed te Qwest;

- 100% of all incurred fecurring charges
-+ 100% of all incurred non-recurring charges
- All associated cancellation charges

k. Collocation space returned to Qwest, due to cancellation, ig subject to ajf remedies
associated with Qwest's collection's process

Upon cancellation, the Co-Provider owned Materials utilized in building the collocation sits

will be retained unless the Co-Provider requests removal in writing. :

- (i the Co-Praviger requests that the materials that jt owns (i.e, cagefencing and cabling)
be removed, Hwest will add charges for the removal of these items to the canceliation
quote. by Whem?
= It the equipment cable was rocured by Qwest, per Co-Providers application, and ng

installed: Qwest wil reuse itywhen possible for future requests,
= Ifthe cable has been proc‘éred by the Co-Provider ang not installed, the capis wilt be.
returned,) Wheel—gpex St is negp

Space returned to Qwest's control is used to meet Qwest's valid Space requirements, as well

as, offered to other réquesting Co-Providers on 4 first come first serve basig.

a. Co-Providers presented the Opportunity to occupy the collocation space ralinquished by
another Go-Provider will be charged:

) Non-recum’ng and recurring charges stipulated in the Collocation section of the new
Co-Providers Interconnection Agreement or tariff,

ii) Non-recurring material charges paid by the previous Co-Provider ang relingquished
will not be assessed to the new occupant.

iif) Expeditad structure charge

The vacating Co-Provider must relinquish security access, if they do not lease another

collocation site at the vacated Central Offige. A New Co-Provider must submit its request for

security access utilizing Qwest procedures.

Space returned to Qwest is not subject to change of responsibility or decommission.

if you have any questions regarding this please do not hesitate to contact vour Qwest Account
Manager,

Sincerely,

Qwest



Exhibit C

February 27, 2001

Collocation Change of Responsibility Policy - effective March 15, 20(}1

Target Audience: CLEC
Notlfication Classification: Product, Network

This policy addresses the applicable requirements for Change of Responsibility for Co-Provider
who wishes to transfer the lease of its collocation site to another Co-Provider. This policy will be
effective regardiess of whether it is explicitly stated in a particular Interconnection Agreement,

Change of responsibility refers to the authorized transfer of a specific collocation site, and the
associated payment obligations for the transfer of that site, trom one Co-Provider to another Co-

Providar with a commission approved Interconnection Agreement, Two options for a change of
responsibility are available:

1. Decommission Avoidance Request - (DAR)

8. A DAR permits a Co-Provider to vacate and transfer responsibility for a completed
coliocation site to another Co-Provider in good standing. who agrees 1o take on the legal
and financial responsibilities of occupying the collocation. Please see the general terms
and conditions contained in this document relating to DAR

b. DAR is submitted in lieu of a Decommission request.

2. Cancellation Avoidance Request - (CAR)

a. A CAR permits a Co-Provider to stop work on a collocation site in progress, as well as.
transfer the responsibility of the collocation site to a new Co-Provider in good standing,
who agrees to take on the legal and financial responsibilities of occupying the coliocation.
Please see the general terms and conditions contained in this document relating to CAR

b. CARis submitied in lieu of a cancellation order.

Change of Responsibility Options and Requirements

Decommission Avoidance Request - DAR

A DAR will only be accepted after:
1. Original collocation request has been completed and 100% of the associated financial
obligations have been paid. ’
2. Quwest has not taken action to decommission an order due to expiration.
a. Expiration is defined as an existing collocation request that terminates by lack of
customer action,
t. It a Co-Provider fails to take the following actions, the collocation request will expire. To
avoid decommissioning the following actions must be taken by the Co-Provider prior io
expiration.

i.  Accept the quote and payment of the initial 50% by the 30 day quote acceptancea
timeframe,

ii. Payment of the final 50% must be made within 30 days of Ready For Sarvice {RES)
iii. Schedule and perform a walk through within 3 weeks of BFS.
3. A DAR s not permitted if the Co-Provider has previously submitted a decomm

ission request
or the collocation build has not been compieted,



DAR Charges

Rate Elements Charged to the New Co-Provider
The tollowing fees will be assessad:

<4 Engineering Record Transfer Fee

3 Becurity Access Charges

2 Administrative Costs

- Engineering Labor Charges
Expedited Structure Charge

Lt

Rate Elements Charged to Vacating Co-Provider
- Engineering Labor Charges
4 Change of Responsibility Assessment Fee

Cancellation Avoidance Bequest - CAR

A CAR can be requested only if:
1.

A collocation site request has not been completely constructed as defined by RFS complete,
a. lf the collocation has been completely constructed as defined by RFS, a CAR is not
available, .

2. A collocation site request has been accepted through the quote acceptance procedures but is
prior to RFS, (Quote acceptance is defined as the receipt of the first 50% payment and
wriften acceptance of the quots. )

8. Any financial obligations to Qwest for the collocation must be satisfied in full.
3. Qwest has not taken action to cancel an order due 1o expiration.
a. Expiration is defined as an existing collocation request that terminates by tack of
customer action.
i. if a Co-Provider fails 1o take the following actions the coliocation request will expire,
To avoid cancellation the following actions must be takan by the Co-Provider prior to
expiration.
(1} Accept the quote and pay the initial 50% by the 30 day quote acceptance
timeframe.

4. A CAR is not permitted if the Co-Provider has previously submitted a cancellation tequest or
an arder has expired.

éAH Charges

Qutstanding Financial Obligations
These obligations may include but are not limited to:

Payments owed to Qwest*

- QPF payment associated ith the original order

- First 50% of quoted charges

< Engineering Labor charges (Elements of work in pragress (is. cage
enclosure, bay space, racking, power or termination wiring, bloaks, ete.) for
which installation has started will be charged in full)

"Any payments received for the specific collocation will be applied to the Billing

Account Number (BAN)

Change of Responsibility Rate Elements Charged to the New Co-Provider
The following charges will be assessed:

Engineering Record Transfer Fee

Security Access Fees

Administrative Fees

Engineering Labor Charges

Expedited Structure Charge

L Ly



Change of Responsibility Rate Elements Charged to Yacating Co-Provider
< Engineer Labor Charges
2 Change of Responsibility Assessment Fee

General Terms for Change of Responsibility Requests:

1. The naw Co-Provider must submit their change of responsibility request via the Collocafion
Order Form,

2. Change of Respansibility is offered for Caged Collocation, Cageless Collocation, ang Viruai
Collocation,

3. Inall Central Offices in which a Co-Provider wishes to vacate g collacation site, the Co.
Provider must have the collocation offered to Co-Providers who have requested simjlar
tollocation sites and are on Qwest's Queue list, »

a. Qwest will administer the offering of the collocation site on behalf of the vacating Co-
Provider to Co-Providers in queue. The collocation site will be offered in the order in
which Qwest received the Co-Providers requests,

b. It a Co-Provider indicates interest, Qwest wil notify the vacating Co-Provider,

i Negotiation of the terms and conditions between the vacating Co-Pravider and the
new Co-Provider are the responsibility of the two parties. Qwest does noi participate

negotiated by the Co-Providers beyond those stated in the Change of Responsibitity
Policy,
¢. Ifno Co-Providers are in Quetie or this is no interest, the vagating Co-Provider will be
notified, .

L. 1fno Co-Previder is in queue, the vacating Co-Provider may select to transfer the

(1) Interested panty is a commission approved Co-Provider:

(2) Interested Co-Provider and applicable information was indicated on the
submitted Change of Responsibility query request:

(3) Required Change of Responsibility order information and decumentation is
submitted to Qwest within 7 days;
(a) Documentation requirements are indicated in the Change of Responsibility

Palicy
fi, Ifno interasted panty is identified in Queue or indicated on the Change of

Responsibility query request by the vacating Co-Provider, Quest will cancel the

request and the legal and financial responsibilities: remain with the original Co-

Provider,

(1) Anew Change of Responsibility Assessment Fee will need-to be submitiad for
each additional query,

4. The Co-Provider 1o whom the collocation }ite is being transferred must be in good finangial.
standing and have a commission approve ’1merconnectionAgreeme‘m- with Gwest,

& The terms of the Co-Provider's Interconnection Agreement to whom the collocation:site is
being transferred must have negotiated terms and conditions for the type of the
coflocation for which they are accepting responsibility,

i I terms and conditions tor the specific collocation are not included in the Interconnact
Agreement and have not been established the Co-Provider must renegotiate thosa:
porlions of its existing Interconnect Agreerment with Qwest prior to the completion of
the change of responsibility, :

Prior to the completion of the Change of Responsibility Decommission Avoidanca Request, -

the vaating Co-Provider must pay 100% of jts outstanding financial obligations. o

8. The change of responsibility policy is for the entire collocation site "ag is", which iricludes.
materials utilized in the initial design of the collocation site with the exception of the CA TR
Unbundled Elements, finished setvices, administrative lines or entrance facilities. Thesa

o

glements are required to be disconnected prior to the completion ot the transfer




& Al Unbundled Elements or finished services of the vacating Co-Provider must be
disconnacted from the collocation space, before the change of responsibility order will be
complated and transterred,

L. Prar to disconnecting circuits associated with the collocation Co-Provider must notify
alf current end users of the discontinuance of service.
(1) Acopy of the notification letter must be submitted with the application for the
change of responsibility of the collocation site or the application will be refused,

k. Entrance Facilities must be unspliced at the POI but the facilities are transferred “as is"
with the change of responsibility available for two standard entrance facility options. All
other entrance facilities choices must be completety disconnected from the collocation
site prior to the completion of the change of responsibility. The two standard entrance
facilities that can be transferred and the associated actions are as follows:

Standard Entrance Facility
< Vacating Co-Provider is responsible for the removai of the original splice.

& New Co-Provider delivers fiber at the POl and is responsible for scheduling the
splicing of the entrance facility to the collocation site

Express Fiber Entrance Facility
<l no splice exists at the POI the vacating Co-Provider's fiber will be cut,

- W the express entrance facility has a,splice at the POI the vacating Co-Provider is
rasponsible for the removal of the original splice.
< New Co-Provider must deliver fiber at the POl and s responsible for scheduling the
splicing of the express fiber to the collocation.

7. Prier to the completion of a Change of Responsibility Cancellation Avoidance Request, the
wacating Co-Provider must pay 100% of the non-recurring and recurring charges that are
outstanding,

a. Upon the acceptance of the Change of Responsibility - Cancellation avoidance
applieation, Qwest will stop construction and consider the job 100% complete and the
RFES met,

L. Any outstanding charges and payments will be assessed in accordance with the CAR
terms as described in the CAR and DAR sections of this document.

B, Vacaling Co-Provider is obligated to pay all recurring charges until Change of Responsibility
is completed, The change of responsibility is considered complete when:

8. Network record changes are complete

. Billing is transferred to the new Co-Provider

u. Lelter of Agreement is signed by both Co-Providers

4. Letter of Agreement is received and approved by Qwest via certified mail

8. The vacating and the new Go-Provider must submit 1002 payment for the billed charges
within 30 days of their billing date or the Change of Responsibility application will be
cancelied.

a.  If cancellation of the change of responsibility application occurs all preexisting financial
and legal obligations will remain respoasibilities of the original (vacating) Co-Provider.

10, Upan completion of the change of responsibility, the new Co-Provider will be assessed
ongoing and future charges for the collocation site based on the terms and conditions of its
intereonnection Agreement,

Y. Qwest does not participate in the financial negotiations between the vacating Co-Provider
and the new Co-Provider regarding capital expenditures incurred by ar charged for by the
vacating Co-Provider for the transier of the collocation site.

12, Upon completion of the change of responsibility the new Co-Provider may modify the
collocation site by submitting augment orders.

a. Types of Augment orders that might need immediate consideration are:
i, Entrance Facility requirements
i, Finished Services or UNES
ith Power Requirements
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;;r}:""'i‘iﬁgfaiigm;moﬁmi‘ssi‘oniﬁq Policy - effective March 15, 2001
Yargat Audisnee: CLEC

Motiflzation Clansiication: Product, Network

atidragtas the applicable requirements for a Co-Provider to submit an order to
O B complated eallocation site, as defined by Ready For Service (RFS). This policy
e tagardioss of whather it is explicitly stated in a particular Interconnection

on rafers 1o the removal of a specific collocation site, which the Co-Provider desires
svetad, which Ingludes the removal of Co-Provider equipment and associated elements
rtral office. (1f the Co-Provider requests that the materials it owns (i.e.

Fand cabling) be removed, Qwest will add charges for the material removal to the
Hioning quote.) Thie complation of a decommission and 100% payment of any

1 finangial obligations, will terminate a'Co-Providers obligation for payment of recurring
o for thi site,

Ressmmission Reguirements

rmigsioning s offered for Caged Collocation, Cageless Collacation, Virtual Collocation

SERON,

sormiEsion request will anly be accepted after the original collocation reguest has been

inpiatad aid a 100% of the Co-Provider's financial obligations have been paid.

HIMSSION request will be accepted as long as the application has been properly

elad and the Co-Provider does not have & Change of Responsibility-Decommission
# Roquast (DAR) in process.

tovider must submit its Decommi’ssioning Request to g Qwest Account Manager via
. A completed Collooation application must be sent, accompanied by a written

#51 {Letar of Authorization) on company letterhead, and must be signed by an

Hnonzed Co-Provider agent,

. Additionsl requirements exist for Co-Providers that have end users utilizing leased Qwest
sirvigss (i.e. CLEC to CLEC, UNESs, Finished Services, etc. - Please review additional
Rocommission requirernents)

& terns of the Interconnection Agreement for the Co-Provider requesting a decommission,

fggotiate or have negotiated terms and conditions for the type of collocation for which
ha decemmission is being requested. :

& Woegotiations for terms and conditiondhave not been completed, the Co-Provider must
enter into negotiations with Qwest prior to acceptance of the Decommission Request.

% ADecommission Request, It approved, will authorize Qwest to remove the specified
celiozation site. The Decommission ineludes removal of all materials utilized in the design of
g cullocation site.

. Prorto deoommissioning, Qwest will assess the collocation space and materials, with the
#xception of the Co-Provider owned equipment, to identify if the elements used in
buitding the collocation site, may be reused to meet other existing or future collocation

L. Co-Providers presented the opportunity 1o occupy the collocation space relinquished by
finather Co-Provider will be charged:

L The non-regurring and recurring charges stipulated in the new Co-Providers
Intercannactinn Agreemant or the tariff,
{1} hon-regurning material charges paid by the previous Co-Provider and
rlinguished will not be assessed to the new occupant.

#

e




& ¥ {wes datarmines the elemants are reusable, Qwest wilf not femove the materialg
stiflnd aonstruet the collocation Space unless requested by the Co-Provider in writing,
L 1 materals 4re requestad ta be removed, charges for removal will be added to the

Go-Frovider's dacommissioning cost,
i It the materials are not to be removed, the materials will remain in place and af
usable materials will be reused for existing or future collocation requests,
{1) This will reduce the vacating Co-Providers decommissioning expense and the
new Co-Provider's eonstruction expenditures.

CorProvider has 80 days to femova its equipment or Qwest will send notification to the Co.

Provitker that the gquipment is considered ebandoned,

& CeProvider then hits 15 days to notify Qwest that the equipment is not abandoned.

L Co-Pravider muyst ramove the equipment within 15 days after it sends notification to
Qwast, or the equipment will be considered abandoned,

o Aller Qwaest notitication procedures are completed, Qwest will review Co-Provider
fesponses and asseas i the equipment has been abandoned: | abandoned, Qwest will
sand final notication and a bill 1o the Co-Provider for the labor charges associateg with
e abandonad 2quipment removai, Qwest will then sgll the equipment as scrap.

Lo Inthe case of Vinual collocation, Qwest will automatically remove all equipment
within 80 days and return itto the Co-Provider, An additional charge will be

B Al Unbundied Network Elements. finished services and administrative lines are required to
b diseonnected ang remaoved prior to the decommission process proceeding.

Al Unbundled Network Elements, CLEG to CLEC, administrative fines or finished services of
the vazating Co-Provider must be disconnected and removed. If they are not disconnected.
Shivges for these elements will continue to be billed and the decommission request will not

& Prior s disconnecting eireuits associated with the collocation, the Co-Provider must
mulity, in writing, all current end users of the discontinuance of service,

L Agopy of the notification letter must be submitted with the decommission request or
e appdication will not be accepted.

B inthe case of CLEC 10 CLEC and shared collocation, the Co-Proyider submitting the
decommission request must:

i Send written notification of the requested decommission 1o the partnering Ceo-
Peovider, with copy of the same notification sent fo Qwest as an attachment to the
decommission request,

i Bubmil an Augment order, with a copy of the written notification indicated above, to
remove the CLEC to CLEC connection, or recurring billing wil) continue, (
CLEC 1o CLEC palicy for additional CLEG 1o CLEC terms and requirements. )

[ copy of the required notification(s) are not aftached to the decommission raquest,
Lwast will not accept the application,

0. Vagating Co-Provider is obligated to pay all recurring charges until the decommission is

wampied, The decommission js Considergd complete when:
& Power has been removed from the collocation site;
. Cplineation financial obligations for the site have been met:
Lo 100% of decommission charges have been paid
i, 1D0% of outstanding non-recurring and recurring charges have been paid;
€. Lelters of Autherization and notification(s) are submitted with the application, received via
cerlified mail and accepted by Qwest.

- The vacating Co-Provider must submit 100% payment for the bijled charges within 30 days of
the quote or the recurring charges and the associated liability (i.e. power and terminations)
vl continue 1o be billed and assessed against the Co-Provider.

T2 11100% of the Co-Provider's financial obligation are not received within 9o days, the Co-
Provider will receive netification that no new collocation applicationg will be accepted untj; all

past due batances are paid and accounts are brought current.

ik
-




13, The vacating Co-Provider must ralinquish security access, if they do not lease another
collocation site at the vacated Central Office. New Co-Providers must submit its request for
seeurity aceess utilizing Qwest procedures

Rate Elements Charaed for Decommissioning

The following fees will be assessed:
2 QPE
Network System Administrative Fee
Billing Administrative Fee
Engineering Labor Charges
Additional Removal Fees*
Decommission Assessment Fee
“If the Co-Provider requests that the materials that it owns (i.e. cage/fencing, and cabling)
be remaved, Qwest will add charges for the removal of these items to the
decommissioning quote.

[ S S

H# you have any questions regarding this please do not hesitate jo contact your Qwest Account
Kanager.

.

Sincerely,

Qwest
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION ) '
INTO QWEST CORPORATION'S ) Docket No. TC 81-165
COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 271C) OF )

THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 19%6

AFFIDAVIT
OF
KENNETH L. WILSON
REGARDING CHECKLIST ITEM 13 -
RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION
ON BEHALY OF

AT&ET

March 18, 2002




A. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS

My name is Kenneth L. Wilson, and 1 am a senior Consultant amd Techmieal

-

Witness with Boulder Telecommunications Consultants, LLC. My business addres

970 11" Street, Boulder, Colorado. §0302. I am submitting this affidavit en behalt of

AT&T.

My education and relevant work experience are as follows. 1 receive

Bachelors of Science in Electrical Engineering from the University of Hiinois in

and I received a Masters of Science in Electrical Engineering in 1974, In addition, I huve

completed all the course work required to obtain my Ph.D. in Electrical Engineerag

the University of Illinois. The course work was completed in 1976.

For 15 years before coming to Denver, 1 worked at Bell Labs in New Jerse

variety of positions. From 1980 through 1982, T worked as o menther of the netwe

architecture and network planning team at Bell Luabs for AT& T s 1

From 1983 through 1983, I was a member of the first AT&T Bell L

design team. From 1986 through 1992, I led a Bell Labs group respons

performance planning and assurance for AT&T Business Markets. From 1

1994, T was a team lead on a project to reduce AT&T's capital bud;

infrastructure.

From 1995 through the spring of 1998, 1 worked fn AT&T s Locat 8

Organization as the Business Management Director, lewding ome of the

responsible for getting AT&T into the local market in U 5 WEST s Tdestate tom

was the senior technical manager in Denver working on plannd

0SS interface architectures and the associated negotiations for AT&T v



In this position. I was the lead negotiator for AT&T In establishing

cts with U g WEST (now Qwest) i

ert, 1 have

these goals.
n its 14 states.

interconnection contra

Since Spring of 1698, as a consultant and exp evaluated echnical issues
for a number of companies in complamnts. anti-trust Cases and § 271 compliance
p'x'c)ceedings. 1 have represemed AT&T on all fourteen § 271 checklist tems in five
different cases, including all of the § 271 cases in Qwest"s reaion that sy oo
considered 10 date. This representmion involved attending over 40 workshops anih
hearing sessions 10 address various § 2714 checklist issues. A copy of m curpenium
vitae is im:orporated into this document as Attachment A This attachmeit ales tctudes
a list of tesumony and expert Teports 1 have cubmitted as well as myd depomanions anidd

pearances during last 10 years.

¥ AFFIDAVIT

court ap

B. PURPOSE O

Because of my technical packground, MY experience in bringing ATAT it e

local markets in Qwest's region, and my experience i other § 271 proceebings il

Qwest's region relating to these checklist 1tems. AT&T has asked e W© peviow (he

relevant documents 10 this case and assist it in assessing Qwest's connplianue ® i the

§271 checklist obligations and present AT&T s concerns regarding Cwest's comphanee:
SGAT and estimony subimitied To s Ge 1sy

jewed the Qwest

“““ binitted by A

d. 1 have rev
ced materials s¢

To that en
addition 10 reviewing these documents. 1 have reviev
and Qwest 111 other jm‘isdictions regarding these Same iSSUCs and 1 have comducted

interviews with AT&T operations personnel.
review of this material. 1 conchude that {rwest bk ot wet

Based upon mY
that 18 conastent it the

anney

obligation 10 provide reciprocal compensation inam

[




and FCC requirements. The following paragraphs give detailed explanations of the basix
for this conclusion.
C. RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION.

Qwest’s reciprocal compensation proposal is inconsistent with the Act and the
FCC’s rules and orders relating to reciprocal compensation. Qwest’s proposal tiils o

establish reciprocal and symmetrical reciprocal compensation. Insiead. Qwest’s proposal

)y fails to fully reflect language AT&T and Qwest have agreed to addressing

compensation for internet service provider (“ISP) traffic; 2} seeks to hmpose numerouy
additional and non-reciprocal costs on CLECs; and 3) seeks to impose non-TELRIC-
based charges for calls that are clearly local calls.

1. Legal Reguirements.

Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xiii) of the Act (Checklist Item 13) requirves that an RBO
access and interconnection include “[rleciprocal compensation arrangements in
accordance with the requirements of § 252(d) 2.7 In turn, § 23202 states thar ©u
State commission shall not consider the terms and conditions for rectproeal compensation
to be just and reasonable unless (i) such terms and conditions provide for the nntuat and
reciprocal recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the transport and terminstion
on each carrier’s network facilities of calls that originate on the network faciliies of the
other carrier; and (i) such terms and conditions determine such costs on the basis of 3

reasonable approximation of the additional costs of terminating such calls.™

Y47 U.S.C.§ 27 He) 2B (xiii).
“1d. § 252(d)2)A).



Simtarly, § 251(by(3), LECs have g duty to establish reciprocal compensation
arrangements for the transport and termination of “telecommunications, " Under § 3143,
“ftlhe term 'teleconmmunications' means the transmission. between or AMong points
specified by the user, of information of the user’s choosing. withou change in the form or
content of the information ag Sent and received." Secion 25He2nA) provides that an
incumbent LEC Must provide interconnection with its foca] exchange network 1o “any
requesting telecommunications carrier . . , for the transmission and routing of telephone
exchange service and exchange accegs. "’

In § 51.701 of jis Rules, the FCC pys established the seape of the reciprocy
Lompensation provisions of § 251(b)(5) of the Act as follows:

a. The provisions of thjs subpart apply 1p reciprocal compensation f

transport and termination of local telecommunications traffic betweey
ILECs and other telecommunications carriers,

b. Local telecommunications taffic.  For Purposes of this subpart,
E - - ~ .
local telecommunications traffic means:

i. telecommunications traffic  betwesn 4 LEC und 4
telecommunications carrier other than 3 CMRS provider that originates
and terminates within a local service gre; established by the st
commission; or

il telecommunicatjons traffic between o LEC and u
provider that, at the beginning of the call. originates and terminates w by
the same Major Tradin & Area, as defined in § 242020y of this chapter,”

In addition, the FCC concluded that the pricing  standards established by

§ 252¢d)(1) for interconnection angd unbundled elements. and by § 252du 2y for transport

e

and termination of traffic, are sufficiently similar 1o permit the use of the S generd

——
7US.C g 251(by(5).

47US.C g 153(43).

P47 US.C. § 251(cH2)A).

"47 CFR. 151.701.




methodologies for establishing rates under both statutory provisions.” The FCC reasoned
that there is some substitutability between the new entrant’s use of unbundled network
elements for transporting traffic and its use of wansport under § 2532(di2) and that
depending on the interconnection arrangements, carriers may transport traffic to the
competing carriers' end offices or hand traffic off to competing carriers at meet points for
termination on the competing carriers' networks. Transport of traffic for termination o a
competing carrier's network is, therefore, largely indistinguishable from transport for
termination of calls on a carrier's own network. For these reasons, the FCC deternined
that transport of traffic should be priced based on the same cost-based standurd, whether
it s transport using unbundled elements or transport of waffic that originated on &
competing carrier's network and that the "additional cost” standard permits the use of tig
TELRIC-based pricing standard established for interconnection and unbundled elements.

The FCC has concluded that the incumbent LECS transport and termination
prices should be used as a presumptive proxy for other telecommunications carriers’
additional costs of transport and termination prices.” Accordingly, in § 51711, the FCC
made clear that reciprocal cempensation must be symmetrical, stating:

a. Rates for transport and termination of ltocal tefecommunications
traffic shall be symmetrical. except as provided in paragraphs (b and fei.
i For purposes of this subpart. svmmetrical rates are rates
that a carrier other than an incumbent LEC assesses upon an
incumbent  LEC  for transport and terminatiost  of  local
telecommunications traffic equal to those that the tncumbent LEC
assesses upon the other carrier for the sanwe services,

ii. In cases where both parties are ncumbent LECs, or neither

party is an incumbent LEC. a state conmnission shall establish the

T47 ULS.CL§ 252020 A,
*Lacal Competition Order. § 1083.

LA



symmetrical rates for transport and termination based on the larger
carrier’s forward-looking costs.

i, Where the switch of a carrier other than an incumbem LEC
Serves a geographic area comparable to the area served by the
incumbent LECs tandem switch, the appropriate rate for the
carrier other than an incumbent LEC is the incumbent LEC
tandem interconnection rate.’

The FCC reasoned that such symmetrical treatment is appropriate since, hoth the
incumbent LEC and the interconnecting carriers will be providing service in the same
' . . . . ti
geographic area, the forward-looking economic costs should be similar in most cases.
The FCC further concluded that this symmetrical treatment:
satisfies the requirement of § 252(d)(2) that costs be determined "on the
basis of a reasonable approximation of the additional costs of terminating
such calls." Using the incumbent LEC's cost studies as proxies for
reciprocal compensation is consistent witl § 2320 2HB ). which
prohibits  “establishing with particularity the additional costs of
transporting or terminating calls.""! If both parties are incumbent LECS
{e.g., an independent LEC and an adjacent BOC), we conclude that the
larger LEC's forward-looking costs should be used to establish the
. - . . 2
symmetrical rate for transport and termination. '
The FCC also reasoned that symmetrical rates may reduce an incumbent LECS
ability to use its bargaining strength to negotiate excessively high termination charges that
competitors would pay the incumbent LEC and excessively low termination rates that the

. ) . . . 13 . ., . ! .
incumbent LEC would pay Interconnecting carriers. That is precisely what ¢ Jest’s

reciprocal compensation proposal in its SGAT seeks to do. Symmetrical rates larzeh

o

eliminate such advantages because they require incumbent LECs. as well ax competing

carriers, to pay the same rate for reci procal compensation.

" 47 CFR. T51.711. Paragraph b provides an exception for the CLEC 1o obiuin new netdead s b
filing it own cost studies and paragraph ¢ addresses paging services. Neither e e
g

47 U.S.C. §252(d)2)B i,

“Local Comperition Order,q 1085,

YId. 10687,

teviinn here,

6



The FCC concluded that symmetrical compensation  rates  are  also
administratively easier to derive and manage than asymmetrical rates that are based on
the costs of each of the respective carriers and that using the incumbent LECTS cost
studies to establish the presumptive symmetrical rates will establish reasonable
opportunities for local competition, including opportunities for small telecommunications
companies entering the local exchange market.'”

2. Disputed Issues

Set forth below is a discussion of the reciprocal compensation issues in dispute.
why Qwest’s SGAT does not demonstrate compliance with its legal obligations. and how
these issues must be resolved to bring Qwest into compliance.

3. Internet Service Provider Traffic.

Over the recent months, Qwest has proposed language that it contends comaphics

with the FCC’s ISP Remand Order.”” AT&T disagreed. AT&T and Quwest e

th}line discussions regarding SGAT §§ 7.3.4.3. 7.3.4.4 and 7.3.6 because it appeared
from briefing that the parties were not far off in their positions on the ISP sections of the
SGAT. As a result of these discussions, AT&T and Qwest reached consensus o all of
their language disputes for these SGAT sections. SGAT $8 7243 7344 and 7.3.6, as
filed in South Dakota, are not fully consistent with the language agreed to by AT&ET and
Qwest. I have provided a redlined version of these SGAT Sections that identifles whore

) - . ] [ y . ;i
the SGAT language differs from the agreed to language.'” T would recontmend that the

consensus language be adopted by the Commission.

" 1d..q 1088.

" Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Tebecommuiceativgs Aot e 1905, OO Dhai
96-98. FCC 01-131 (April. 27. 20011 (ISP Remand Order™),

* See Exhibit KLW - | and 2.




4. Qwest’s SPOP Proposal, Section 7.2.2.1.5, and Section 7.2.2.9.4,

interconnection routes over 50 miles where neither the CLE{ nor {Qwest have

place. This provision artificially limits its interconnection oblieation uad

increases the CLEC's reciprocal compensation costs and i unproperly
build Qwest’s network to the CLEC.

With regard to § 7.2.2.9.6, Qwest has artificially divided its &

local tandems and access tandems. In an effort to maingiin i< <

demands that CLECs terminate local traffic on either Qwest fe

While Qwest will allow a CLEC conditionul iterconnection ar the

completely deny such interconnection if there exists u local tamdem

q

end office, apparently even if the local tandem has exiun

Qwest has admitted that interconnection at the sccess mndens is oo

the FCC has concluded that interconnection a1 the tunsfeny is appr

feasible.'’

Similarly, the SPOP product unlowtully Hmits the CLE

at the access tandem to cases where a locul fandess s not o

Moreover, among its other failings. the SPOP product wr

choose between utilizing the SPOP in the LATA product o

multiple points in Qwest's network. By Hmiy

ps

7 Local C ompetition Grder. g 210,




interconnection to meet their awn needs for efficiency, the SPOP product viclates
§ 251(c)(2) and the FCC's implementing regulations.

As the FCC stated in its First Report and Order, “[t]he interconnection ohligation
of § 251 (¢)(2) . . . allows competing carriers to clicose the most efficient points at wiich
to exchange traffic with incumbent LECs, thereby lowering the competing carriers’ Costs

. . . s sov owa il
of, among other things, transport and termination of trattic. :

This means that.
contrast to Qwest’s practice of narrowly proscribing the means by which CLECs may
obtain interconnection, the Act allows interconnection and access to unbunidied cloments
by any technically feasible means and at any technically feasible pomt m {duess

network.

At the center of this dispute is Qwest's continuing refusal to accept the FO

state commission’s and the Ninth Circuit’s determinations that & CLEC mias intercatinedt

at any technically feasible point. including a single point of imtercopnecuon POV
Qwest refuses to accept that where the CLEC establishes a single POL Qwest nusst carry
traffic to that POl at its own expense. based on properly apporioned reciprocal
compensation for such traffic.

The benefits of these proposals for Qwest e obvious ~ Qwest would

significantly reduce its interconnection and reciprocal compensation costs, shitting the

vast percentage of the cost burden on the CLECs. Qwest argues this s far becanw

allow CLECs to interconnect at any single POT or at any technically feasible point of

by the CLEC would require Qwest to transport traffic tu the CLEC, Qwest’s o

are contrary to the Act, binding precedent in the Colovade federsl count and the |

symmetry rules. The FCC has concluded that “by providing intewcomne

' Local Comperition Order, § 172. (Emphasis added. )

9



competitor in a manner less efficient than an incumbent LEC provides itself. the
incumbent LEC violates the duty to be "just” and "reasonable” under § EASTTSTRATES R
That is precisely what Qwest attempts to do in its SGAT.

The law is clear. A CLEC may interconnect at any technically feasible point
The FCC has established a list of standard, technically feasible interconnection points
that it found “critical to facilitating entry to competing local service ;_jr'cwi&m‘s;v.“m which

includes both the local or access tandem switch (the interconnection point at the wp st

the network recommended by AT&T).
The FCC has also found that the technical feasibility of interconnection at tandemn

switches is demonstrated by the fact that interexchange carriers and competing argess

providers use tandem switching facilities as interconnection points.”  Indeed. the FOC
found the right of a competing carrier to choose the point of iterconngction, Wi
conversely the unlawfulness of any attempts by incumbents to dietate points of
interconnection, sufficiently clear and compelling to intervene in court reviows of

interconnection disputes. In an interconnection dispute in which the

presented here was at issue, the FCC intervened as amicus curfae and urged the court 1
reject U S WEST's argument that the Act requires competing carriers w “interconnect
the same local exchange in which it intends to provide local service.™™ There, it wrote

“In]othing in the 1996 Act or binding FCC regulations requires o pew enfrant

¥ Local Comperition Order. 4 218,

*1d., g 209.

Hrd g2t

I femorandum of the Federal Communications Commission as Apvcus Cardag,
Communications Inc., v. AT&T Communicarions af ihe Pacific Noridawest, Ine., ot gl B3 05 B9
97-1375-JE).




could be so costly to new entrants that it would thwart the Act's fundamental soal of
opening local markets to competition.™™ Many federal district courts have agreed, and
have rejected as inconsistent with § 251(c)(2) the incumbent LECs' efforts o require
competing carriers to establish points of interconnection in each local calling area
because such a requirement imposes undue costs and burdens on new entrants. >

The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals has interpreted the Act to permit the CLEE to

establish a single POI if it wishes. The Ninth Circuit has affirmed the CLECS

establish a single point of interconnection per local access and transport area CLATA™Y

stating;

The plain language [of the Act] requires local exchange carriers to purmr
mtelconnecnon at any technically feasible point with the ecarrier’s
network. >

Qwest’s SGAT is inconsistent with the Act and these rulings.

[ET

“Id.. p. 20.
* See, e g., US Wesr Communications v. AT&T Comnnuiications of the Pay
CO7-1320R, 1998 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 22361 at *26 (W.D. Wa, July 21, 1998, {
the *Act requires « CLEC to have a POI in each local calling arey m &*’huh tht
is “wrong™y. US West Communications, hic.. v. Minnesota Pubizr ' ¢

913 ADM/AJB. slip op. at 33-34 (D. Minn. 1999) {rejecting L
requires at least one point of interconnection in each local callmv cuh.m v ,
Communication, Inc., v. Arizona Corporation Commiission. 46 F Supye. 2d MEEE 102
court also rejects U S West's contention that a CLEC s alwavs n;qmn,
interconnection in each local exchange in which it intends to provide servi
substantial burden upon CLECs, particularly if they employ a different n
West™ ) U S West Commumications, Inc. v. AT&T Commuiicetions of the ]
F. Supp. 2d 839, 852 (D. Or. 1998) (*Although the court agrees with U
the minimum number of interconnection points, the court also rejects 4
n.qum.d to establish a point of interconnection in each locul exchanse
service. That is not legally required, and the cost might well be jHds o { 5
see also U S West Communications, Inc. v. MFS Intelenet, hie., No, COLIIRVE, 16
(W.D. Wa. 1998). aff'd U § West Communications v. MES Inteleiset. tie . [93 FE3d |
1999).  Most recently. the U.S. District Court for Colorado issned a similas
Communications, Inc. v. Robert J. Hix. et al.. No. C97-D-152, _ F.& i
{("Moreover, the Court holds that it is the CLEC s choice. subject b:: technie
most efficient number of interconnection points, and the location of thege e
U 8 Wesr Commumications v. MFS Intelenet, Ine.. 193 FAd L1E2 T34 6
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Qwest cannot dictate to CLECs where in Qwest’s nutwork the

interconnect. CLECs are entitled to ehoose the miost eqononivally ef

interconnection and Qwest may not object absent a showing of

ot

Qwest has not made and cannot make such a showing, The purp

is to prevent incumbent LECs from imposing inefficiont fu

¥

preclude new entrants from configuring their local ser iy the p

2 . ey 3 U S B
way.” Incumbents cannot requive additional points of intere

reducing their own transport costs and forcing theose

is exactly the situation that Qwest's propesed e

interLCA proposal is designed to force Qwest's

proposal violates the faw,

The CLECs right o intercommect at Hyr o

exchange traffic with incusbent LE

"o i
“transport traffic 1o less convenient or eff;

in the recent FCC decision in the |

designate “a single interconsction postnt withibn 5 1)

Accordingly. until these p

IF}IEI’CDHHE’LUGW and rec If*h*t &1 SO

Bch (. omeications fw_*
Telecenmmunications At o
65, F178 (released. Fune 10,



Qwest is not in compliance with the reciprocal contpensatio

ts SGAT does not satisfy § 271.
. Ratcheting,

Section 7.3.1.1.2 of C rvest’s SGAT bnpropesty
proped;

ayy

lines rates for interconnection service provided us

facilities. However, since certain of the cireud

used for local interconnection purposes. the A

TELRIC rates and not at rates taken from £}

private line tariffs. Therefore, &

If CLEC chooses to use an
Transpart Sr:rw:f“ from z%w %

Order and Supplemental Order

prohibited interexchange casrd
UNE loops and tramspesrt o
UNE prices, AT&T shmply

depending on the use o wh

facilities are used to provi

However, o the o

interconnection, only

Qwest b

for intercom

-




cost.

On its face, the S

limited to commingling of

bl

elements/loops. Parag

plainly states:

In the Third Rx
routinely provide
loop and tn
extended linkyth
of the Commni




transport network elements to provide a significant amount of local exchange services, in

addition to exchange access service. to a particular customer,™ This deternsination was

-

confirmed in the Supplemental Order Clarification.™

The Supplemental Order does not address spare trunks used excl

provide local interconnection service as AT&T proposed.  Instead. the Supplemencal
Order only addressed incumbent local exchange carriers” (“ILECs”) concerns that INCx
might use their right to obtain UNEs as a vehicle to convert dedicated access limes w
UNEs and thus pay less than they should for access lines.

In addition, nothing in the Supplementai Order Clarification altered the B

ruling in the Supplemenial Order. 1In the Supplemental Order Cla the

Commission adopted a definition of “a significant amomnt of local service™ that was

proposed jointly by the largest ILECs and four CLECs.™ That definition firmrts the use of

TEE

loop-transport combinations, or EELs. to three “options™ that the Comy

“presented a reasonable compromise proposal under whicly it may be determined that &
requesting carrier has taken affirmative steps to provide kucal exchange service o w

particular end user and is not seeking to use unbundled loop-trar

POt ¢an

solely to bypass tariffed special access service. ™ Each of the options Hmits the use of
3 ¥

unbundled network elements to carry tariffed access services.

Qwest has relied on paragraph 28 of the Supplemenial Crder

support its argument. Paragraph 28 provides as Follows:

We further reject the suggestion that we eliminate tie e
mingling” (i.c. combining loops or foap-transport con

Hoft on o

e swith

2 d. at q5.
N Supplemental Order Clarification at ¢ &,

= Supplemental Order C larification ot § 21,
33
“d.

-
R 3



tariffed special access services; in the local u
We are not persuaded on this record that removing 1
not lead to the use of unbundled network el ;
primarily to bypass special access services, We emphasize

mingling determinations that we make in this order do not pre
final resolution on whether unbundied network elemonis v s copah
with tariffed services. We will seek further fnformation on this Bsu
the Public Notice that we will issue in garly 2001

This paragraph of the FCC's Order does nat in any way ade

issue here.
D. CONCLUSION

Based upon the above analysis. | conclude that Erwest

Checklist Item 13, Until Qwest revises its SCGAT o be ¢

FCC's rules and implementing orders to sat

~71 of the Act.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAVETH NOT.

ks




Tandem Switching and Tandem Transmission. These rates are described below.

7.3.2.1.3 Mileage shall be measured for DTT based on V&H coordinates between the
Serving Wire Center and the local/access tandem or end office.

7.3.2.1.4 Fixed Charges per DSO, DS1 or DS3 and per mile charges are defined for
DT in Exhibit A of this Agreement.

7.3.22 if the Parties elect to establish LIS two-way DTT trunks, for reciprocal exchange
of Exchange Service (EAS/Local) traffic, the cost of the LIS two-way DTT facilitiesshall be
shared among the Parties by reducing the LIS two-way DTT rate element charges as follows.

7.3.2.2.1 The provider of the LIS two-way DTT facility wil initially share the cost of the
1S two-way DTT facility by assuming an initial relative use factor of fifty percent (50%) fora
minimum of one quarter. The nominal charge to the other Party for the use of the DTT
facility, as described in Exhibit A, shall be reduced by this initial relative use factor.
payments by the other Party will be accordingto this initial relative use factor for a minimum
of one quarter. The initial relative use factor will continue for both bill reduction and
payments until the Parties agree to a new factor, based upon actual minutes of use data for
non Internet related traffic to substantiate a change in that factor. W either Pary
demonstrates with non Internet Related data that actual minutes of use during the first
quarter justify a relative use factor other than fifty percent (50%), the Parties will
retroactively true up first quarter charges. Once negotiation of new factor is finalized, the
bill reductions and payments will apply going forward, for a minimum of one quarter. By
agreeing to this interim solution, Qwest does not waive its position that Internet retated
traffic is interstate in nature.

7.3.2.3 Multiplexing options (DS1/DS3 MUX or DSO/DS1 MUX) are available at rates
described in Exhibit A.

7.3.3 Trunk Nonrecurring charges

7.3 3.1 Installation non-recurring charges may be assessed by the provider for each LIS trunk
ordered. Qwest rates are specified in Exhibit A

7.3.3.2 Nonrecurring charges for rearrangement may be assessed by the provider for each s
trunk rearrangement ordered, at one-half (1/2) the rates specified in Exhibit A. '

7.3.4 Exchange Service (EAS/Local) Traffic
7.3.4.1 End Office Call Termination

7.3.4.1.1 The per minute of use call termination rates as described in Extibit A of this
Agreement will apply reciprocally for Exchange Service (EAS/Local) traffic terminated at a
Qwest or CLEC end office.

7.3.41.2 For purposes of call termination, CLEC Switch(es) shall be treated as End
Office  Switch(es) unless CLEC's Switch(es) meet the definiton of @&
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Tandem Switch in this Agreement in the Definitions Section.
7.3.4.13 Reserved for Future Use.

7.3.4.1.4 Neither Party shall be responsible to the other far call termination charges
associated with third party traffic that transits such Party's network.

7.3.4.2 Tandem Switched Transport

7.3.4.21 For traffic delivered through a Qwest or CLEC tandem Switch (as defined in
this Agreement), the tandem switching rate and the tandem transmission rate in Exhibit A
shall apply per minute in addition to the end office call termination rate describad above.

7.3.4272 Mileage shall be measured for the tandem transmission rate elements based
on V&H coordinates between the tandem and terminating end office.

7.34.23 When a Party terminates traffic to a remote Switch, tandem transmission rates
will be applied for the V & H mileage between the host Switch and the remote Switch when
the identity of each is filed in the NECA 4 Tariff.

73424 When Qwest receives a unqueried call from CLEC to a number that has been
ported to another Qwest Central Office within the EAS/Local calling area, and Qwest
performs the query, mileage sensitive tandem transmission rates will apply which reflect the
distance to the end office to which the call has been ported.

734241 To determine the responsible originating Carrier of unqueried calls for
purposes of identification of the Carrier to bill LNP query charges, Qwest and CLEC are
required to utilize the Number Portability Administration Center (NPAC} database, of
another database that is supported by OBF.

7.3.43 Intentionally Left Blank.

7.3.4.4 1@%5@@1@5%5—%@4%@%@&%@%&%%&@%&W(§2541(b}{5;};wnd
Wepmatien%emses—ﬁrgges&mm&%—eFd@;@é#&t%&%@i&@fd&téd»ﬂtesmf@n-«ﬁnd
@fﬁMWWMW%%W&Laaqslwtq‘uds%bwndwimf«ﬁewim
adéitien.!ee«EAS&eGal—tpaﬁie—%%{—b)(é)%CLEC may choose one (1) of the following tv (2)
options for the exchange of traffic subject to §251(b)(5) of the ,Aqt__\(“§251{b}g,(fg)ﬂ_f[ﬂrgj{ﬂgf’,}N_A
Exhibit £):

73441 The rates applicable to §251(h)(5) Traffic between Qwest and
CLEC shall be the same as the rates established for 1SP-bound wraffic pursuant to
Section 7.3.6.2.3. Such rate for ISP-bound traffic will apply to §251(b)(5) Traffic in liew of
£nd Office Call Termination rates, and Tandem Switched Transport rates.

7.3.4.42 Compensation rate for §251(b)(5) Traffic shall be as established by
the Commission. The Parties shall cooperate in establishing @ process by which
§251(b)(5) Traffic and ISP-bound traffic will be identified in order to compensate one
another at the appropriate rates and in a prompt manner (See §7.3.6).

7135 HMiscellaneous Charges
7.35.1 Canceliation charges will apply to cancelled LIS trunk orders, based upon the
critical dates, terms and conditions in accordance with the Access Service Tanff
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Dbty HLW-2 Section 7

Interconnection
Seetion 5.2.3, and the Trunk Nonrecurring Charges referenced in this Agreement.

73582 Expedites for LIS trunk orders are allowed only on an exception basis
with execulive approval within the same timeframes as provided for other designed
sorvices. When expedites are approved, expedite charges will apply to LIS trunk orders
tased oh rates, terms and conditions described in Exhibit A,

7353 Reserved for Future Use.
736 15P-bound Traffic

7361 Qwest elects to exchange 1SP-bound traffic at the FCC ordered rates
pursuyant to the FCC's Order on Remand and Report and Order (Intercarrier
Compensation for ISP-bound Traffic) CC Docket 01-131 ‘(FCC ISP Order), effective June
14, 2001. While the subsections of this 7.3.6 reference dates that precede the Effective
Date, the Parties agree that the terms of such subsections apply on a prospective basis,
gommencing with the Effective Date. If the Parties were exchanging traffic prior to the
Effective Date, then for such period prior to the Effective Date, the Parties agree to be
pound by the terms and conditions of the FCC ISP order as such order applies to the
interconnection agreement (1) that was in effect between the Parties when such order
was adopted, and (i) pursuant to which the Parties were exchanging such traffic.

7.36.2 The following usage-based compensation applies if Qwest and CLEC
were exchanging traffic pursuant to_an to—nterconnectior—configurat xchanging
t%?aﬁi@.«g;ussuan&alnterconnection agreements as of the | FCC'’s adoption of the FCC ISP
Cirder, Aprit 18, 2001

73621 \dentification of ISP-bound traffic-- The Parties will presume traffic
delivered to a Party that exceeds a 3:1 ratio of terminating to originating (CLEC
to Qwest) traffic is ISP-bound traffic. Either Party may rebut this presumption by
demonstrating the factual ratio to the state Commission.

73622 Growth Ceilings for 1ISP-bound Traffic -- Intercarrier compensation
for 1SP-bound traffic will be subject to growth ceilings. 1SP-bound MOUs
exceeding the growth ceiling will be subject to Bill and Keep compensation.

7.3.6.2.2.1 For 2001, a Party will pay for ISP-bournd minutes up to the
ceiling equal to, on an annualized basis, the number of ISP-bound
minutes for which it was responsible for payment, to the other Party.
during first quarter 2001, plus a ten percent (10%) growth factor.

736222 For 2002 and subsequent years, until further FCC action
on intercarrier compensation, a Party will pay for ISP-bound minutes up ta
the ceiling equal to the minutes for which it was responsibie for payment .
to the other Party, in 2001, plus another ten percent (10%) growth factor.

7.36.23 Rate Caps -- |8P-bound traffic exchanged between Qwest and
CLEC will be billed in accordance with a state Commission-ordered
compensation rate, or as follows, whichever rate is lowest:

7.3.6.2.3.1 intentionally Left Blank.

736.2.3.2 $.001 per MOU for eighteen (18) months from December
14, 2001 through June 13, 2003.
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interconnection

7.3.6.2.3.3  $.0007 per MOU from June 14, 2003 until thirty six (36)
months after the Effective Date or until further FCC action on intercarrier
compensation, whichever is later,

7.3.6.2.34 Intentionally Left Blank.

7.38.3 in the event CLEC and Qwest were not exchanging traffic pursuant to
Intarconnection agreements prior to adoption of the FCC ISP Order on April 18, 2001,
CLEC and Qwest will exchange 1SP-bound traffic on a Bill and Keep basis until further
FOC action on Intercarrier compensation. This includes CLEC expansion into a market
it previously had not served.

747 Transit Traffic
The following rates will apply:

7AT7A Local Tranmsit: The applicable LIS tandem switching and tandem
transmission rates at the assumed mileage contained in Exhibit A of this Agreement;
apply to the originating Party. The assumed mileage will be modified to reflect actual
mileags, where the mileage can be measured, based on negotiations between the
Parties.

7.3.7.2 IntralLATA Toll Transit: The applicable Qwest Tariffed Switch'edAccé‘S‘s
Tandem Switching and tandem transmission rates apply to the originating CLEC or LEC.
The assumed mileage contained in Exhibit A of this Agreement shall apply.

7.3.7.3. Jointly Provided Switched Access: The applicable Switched Access rates
will be billed by the Parties to the IXC based on MECAB guidelines and each Party’s
respective FCC and state access Tariffs.

7.3.8 Signaling Parameters: Qwest and CLEC are required to provide each other the proper
signaling information (e.g., originating call party number and destination call party number, etc.).
to enable each Party to issue bills in a complete and timely fashion. Al CCS signaling
parameters will be provided including Calling Party Number (CPN), originating line information’
{OLl), calling party category, Charge Number, etc. All privacy indicators will be: honored. " If
CLEC fails to provide CPN (valid originating information), and cannot substantiate technical
restrictions (i.e., MF signaling) such traffic will be billed as Switched Access. Traffic sent to
GLEG without CPN (valid originating information) will be handled in the following manner. The
transit provider will be responsible for only its portion of this traffic, which will not exceed more
than five percent (5%) of the total Exchange Service (EAS/Local) and Exchange Access
{intraL ATA Toll) traffic delivered to the other Party. Qwest will provide to CLEC, upon request,
information to demonstrate that Qwest’s portion of no-CPN traffic does not exceed five percent
{5%) of the total traffic delivered.

738 To the extent a Party combines Exchange Service (EAS/Local), Exchange Accféss

{Intral ATA Toll carried solely by Local Exchange Carriers), and Jointly Provided Switched
Access {InterLATA and IntralATA calls exchanged with a third-party IXC) traffic on a single LIS
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FRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS

8y s is Kesneth L. Wilson, and 1 am a senior Consultant and Technical

@

with Boolder Telecommunications Consultants, LLC. My business address is

eet, Boulder, Colorado, 80302, 1 am submitting this affidavit on behalf of

8y education and relevant work experience are as follows. ! received a

s of Seience in Electrical Engineering from the University of Illinois in 1972,

od o Masters of Science in Electrical Engineering in 1974. In addition. 1 have
sted all the course work required to obtain my Ph.D. in Electrical Engineering from
ty of Hlinols. The course work was completed in 1976.

¥

Par 15 years before coming to Denver, I worked at Bell Labs in New Jersey in a

1y of positions, From 1980 through 1982, T worked as a member of the network

ectnre and network planning team at Bell Labs for AT&T s long distance service,

1983 through 1985, T was a member of the first AT&T Bell Labs cellular terminal

team, From 1986 through 1992, 1 led a Bell Labs group responsible for network
pertormance plaoning and assurance for AT&T Business Markets. From 1992 through
P94, 1 was o team lead on a project to reduce AT&T's capital budget for network

mfrastracture,

From 1993 through the spring of 1998, 1 worked in AT&T's Local Services

tzation as the Business Management Director, leading one of the groups

sansible for getting AT&T into the local market in U S WEST s 14-state territory. 1

the senior technical manager in Denver working on plannin g AT&T's local network,

mterface architectures and the associated negotiations for AT&T to accomplish




=+

e P

inm, T was the lead negotiator for AT&T in establishing

with 17 5 WEST (now Qwestyin its 14 states.

a8 @ consultant and expert, I have evaluated technical issues

in complaints, anti-trust cases and § 271 compliance

v represemed AT&T on all fourteen § 271 checklist items in five

¥

v oall of the § 271 cases in Qwest's region that have been

e date. This representation involved attending over 40 workshops and
as various § 271 checklist issues. A copy of my curriculum
i inte tiis docwment as Attachment A. This attachment also includes
e expert reports T have submitted as well as my depositions and
uring last 10 years,
i L FAFFIDAVIT

of miy technical background, my experience in bringing AT&T into the

m Qwast's region, and my experience in other § 271 proceedings in

o relating 1o § 271 checklist items, AT&T has asked me to review the
ents i this case and assist it in assessing Qwest's compliance with the

st obligations and presenting AT&T's concerns regarding Qwest’s

Torah

ey

at end, | have reviewed Qwest's SGAT, as well as materials submitted

wk Qwest in other jurisdictions regarding these same issues and | have

Finterviews with AT&T operations personnel,

d upin my review of this material, 1 have identified a number of areas where

npliance is deficient on Checklist Item 4 and Checklist Item 11. The

hs give detailed explanations of the basis for this conclusion.
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fe *{Hlocal toop ransmission from the central office to the customer’s
) . , . Wt .

1 fesn focal switching or other services.”  The FCC has defined the

fsion facility between a distribution frame, or its equivalent, in an

4

centrat office, and the demarcation point at the customer premises.” This

siehides different types of loops. including “two-wire and four-wire analog

¢ foops, and two-wire and four-wire Joops that are conditioned to transmit the

1 signals needed 1o provide service such as ISDN, ADSL, HDSL, and DS1-level

I order to establish that it is “providing” unbundled local loops in compliance
with § 27 Heu 2 Biivy, the FCC has stated that Qwest must demonstrate that it has a
concrete and specific legal obligation to furnish loops and that it is currently doing so in
the quantities that competitors demand and at an acceptable level of quality N

In addition, the FCC orders state that Qwest must provide access to any

functionality of the loop requested by a competing carrier unless it is not technically

AT LRRCL 8 2T HOH DBV,

" bmpemestation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, First Report
and Cder, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 99-325, 9 380 released August 8. 1996). (*Local Competition
Chdes” v, Paplementgtion of the Local Comperition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
Third Report and Order, €C Docket No, 96-98, FCC 99-238. 11 166 - 167. n, 301. (released November 5.
sexsity o UNE Remand Order”) (retaining definition of the local loop from the Local Competition First
feoport wd Ordier, but replacing the phrase “network interconnection device™ with “demarcation point.” and
exphicit that dark fiber and loop conditioning are among the features. functions and capabilities of
_ P

Lacal Comperition Order, § 380; UNE Remand Qrder, §§ 166 - 167,

T BANY 271 Order, § 269: Application of BellSouth Corporation Pursuant (o § 271 of the Communications
At of 1O, As Amended, To Provide In-Region InterLATA Services in Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-121.
FOC 98-271, 7 34 (released October 13, 1998). (“BellSouth Second Louisiana 271 Order™.

thie Ino







L4 UNBUNDLED LOOP.

i Legal Requirements.

gian YTHOBHRIV) of the Act, item 4 of the competitive checklist, requires
it 1 BOC provide “[1]ocal loop rransmission from the central office to the customer s

, C . \)
+. unbundled from local gwitching or other services. The FCC has defined the

foap as o emenssion factlity hetweenn a distribution frame, of its equivalent, in an

icumbent LEC central office. and the demarcation point at the customer premises. This

dofimition includes different types of loops, including stwo-wire and four-wire analog

~grade 10Ops. and two-wire and four-wire loops that are conditioned to transmit the

at signals needed to provide service such as ISDN, ADSL. HDSL. and DS1-level

{n order to establish that it is “providing” unbundled local loops in compliance
with & 271e)2)BHAv), the FCC has stated that Qwest must demonstrate that it has
concrete and specific legal obligation to furnish loops and that it is currently doing so in
the quantities that competitors demand and at an acceptable level of qulityﬁ

In addition, the FCC orders staie that Qwest must provide access o any

functionality of the loop requested by a competing carrier unless it is not technically

47 8.0 8 2T HOUBYEV).
" fmplementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, First Report
and Order, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 99-325, q 380 (released August 2. 1996}, ("Local Competition
Oreder™ v ]mph':'m,cnmriz:m of the Local Campetition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
Third Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 99-238, 94 166 - 167. . 301. (released November A,
oy o ENE Remand Order”y {retaining definition of the local loop from the Local Competition First
Repont and Order, bt replacing the phrase “petwork interconnection device” with “demarcation poim.” and
muking explicit that dark fiber and loop conditioning are among the features. functions and capabilities of
the loop).
" Lueal Competition Order, % 380 UNE Remand Order. §9 166 - 167.

BANY 271 Order. % 269 Application of BellSouth Corporation Pursuani 10 § 271 of the Commuunicalions
At of 1934, As Amended. To Provide In-Region InterlLATA Services in Lentisiana. CC Docket No. 98-121.
FOC98-271. 9 34 (released Ocetober 13, 1998). (" BellSouth Second Louisiana 271 Order™).
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feasible to condition the loop facility to support the particular functionality requested. In
order to provide the requested loop functionality, such as the ability to deliver ISDN or
sIISL services, Qwest may be required to take affirmative steps to condition existing
toop facilities to enable competing carriers to provide services not currently provided
over the facilities, with the competing carrier bearing the cost of such conditioning.”
Qwest must provide competitors with access to unbundled loops regardless of whether
Qwest uses integrated digital loop carrier (IDLC) technology or similar remote
coneentration devices for the particular loops sought by the competitor. Again, the costs
associated with providing access to such facilities may be recovered from competing
carriers.

In the UNE Remand Order, the FCC concluded that "LECs must provide access
to unbundled loops, including high-capacity loops, nationwide™ and that “requesting
cirriers are impaired without access to loops, and that loops include high-capacity lineg,
dark {iber, line conditioning, and certain inside wire.™

Accordingly, the FCC redefined the “local loop.” stating that:

The local loop network element is defined as a transmission facility

between a distribution frame (or its equivalent) in an incumbent LEC

central office and the loop demarcation point at an end-user customer
premises, including inside wire owned by the incumbent LEC. The local

toop network element includes all features. functions, and capabilities of

such transmission facility. Those features, functions. and capabilities

include. but are not limited to, dark fiber. attached electronics (except

those electronics used for the provision of advanced services. such s
Digital Subscriber Line Access Multiplexers). and line conditioning. The

’ BANY 271 Order,§ 271 BellSouth Second Louisiana 271 Order, § 187.
"BANY 271 Order. 4 271.

Loeal Competition Order. § 384.

' UNE Remand Order, § 165.



focat foop includes, but is not limited to, DS1, DS3, fiber, and other high
; 2
capicity loops.

“© emted that its intent in adopting this definition is to “ensure that the loop

1

g will apply to new as well as current technologies...”

As 2 result, the termination of the loop must be clearly defined in the manner set

- by e FCC in the UNE Remand Order. 1n addition, the FCC concluded that

Fyel

¢ the loop termination point as the demarcation point is preferable to the NID

suse, in some cases, the NID does not mark the end of the incumbent’s control of the

v Citing § 68.3 of its rules, the FCC determined that:

the demarcation point is defined by control; it is not a fixed location on the
petwork. but rather a point where an incumbent’s and a property owner' s
esnonsibilities meet.  The demarcation point is often, but not always,
wed at the minimum point of entry (MPOE), which is the closest
practicable point to where the wire crosses a property line or enters a
Iding. In multiunit premises, there may be either a single demarcation
¢ for the entire building or separate demarcation points for each tenant,
ed at any of several locations, depending on the date the inside wire
eos installed, the local carrier’s reasonable and nondiscriminatory
practices, and the property owner's preferences. Thus, depending on the
circumstances, the demarcation point may be located at the NID, outside
the NID, or inside the NID.

i addition, Qwest must provide high capacity loops, including “DS1, DS3, fiber, and
, ‘ . i . . o : .

wther high capacity loops.” The FCC determined that “high-capacity loops retain the

essentinl characteristic of the loop: they transmit a signal from the central office to the

L . Wb
subseriber, or vice versa.”

PR § 319
Bemeand Order.§ 167,
ol
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The FCC stated that the definition of the loop includes “attached electronics
including multiplexing equipment used to derive the loop transmission capacity” because
the definiton of a network element is not limited to facilities, but includes features.
functions, and capabilities.” This expanded definition requires the RBOC to provide all
types of loops, including, DS1 and DS3 loops and fiber loops. which would include OC3
and OC12 loops, at a minimum.

In addition, because the FCC drafted its definition to specifically encompass new
technologies, the SGAT must allow CLECs to obtain other “fiber” and “high capacity”
Joops as new technology emerges.

For some disputed issues, Qwest has asserted that because another RBOC is
provisioning loops, line splitting or NIDs in a certain manner and that RBOC was
awarded § 271 relief, that determination is dispositive on the issue and the matter should
be resolved in Qwest’s favor, even if no party raised that particular issue. That is not the
case. It no party raised the issue before the FCC. the FCC had no opportunity to confront
thg issue. Therefore, there is no binding ruling by the FCC on that issue simply by virtue
of the FCC awarding the RBOC § 271 authority. In order for the FCC's § 271 orders to
have precedental effect, the FCC must have confronted and ruled on a particular disputed

issue.
2. Disputed Issues on Loops.

Qwest’s provisioning of unbundled loops and its SGAT provisions related to
upbundied loops are insufficient to demonstrate compliance. There are numerous

examples of evidence that Qwest’s performance is unsatisfactory in provisioning
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§ whiere Qwest policy pesitions are contrary (0 the Act. FCC Orders

gt of competition.  Until Qwests performance and its

% are hrought into compliance with the Act and FCC Orders.
2 i compliance with Checklist kem 4.
seation to Build.

; it Qwest and other incumbent Jocal exchange companies

de wecess to UNEs “on rates. terms and conditions that are

. e L i
g, i sandiscrinunatory. Qwest currently constructs facilities

5 regnesting service under the terms and conditions established in its

e wriffs, Qwest's SGAT permits Qwest to refuse to provide

i CLEC if no facilities are available, except under very

¥

Ilv, Cwest has stated that it will only build DSO loops for CLECs

5 . . N . . Vi
eation to build under its provider-of-last-resort obligations.

fnited 1o the “first voice grade line per address.” For all other loops,

t pot add capacity to its network to meet CLEC demand. Qwests

s noy go far enough and does not comply with the Act and the FCC’s

-anstrues its carrier-of-last-resort obligations 1o extend only to basic

s service. Qwest, however, provides far more services than

« 10 South Dakota customers, including DS-1. DS-3, and other high

e

. 924 {46, Ser also. Exhibit KLW-1, pelicy statement that was sent to
sisions deseribed herein outlining Qwest's change in policy.
fbis KLW. L




corauits. The lnguage in Qwest's SGAT would permit Qwest to deny a

b peghiest s provision these circuits as UNEs due to lack of facilities, when

- farifts, price lists, or contracts would obligate Qwest to construct those

s facries Tor its retadl customers. In fact, the CLEC iwself could require

s consiruct those facilites if the CLEC ordered the services under Qwest's

wart or prige st services, rather than as UNEs. Such blatant discrimination

wapslines al lasy,

This was the conclusion reached by the Washington Commission in its

shop 2 Order, where Qwest was required to revise its SGAT to reflect that

(gt s an obligation to build UNES in any areas currently served by Qwest’s

otk In fuct, the Initial Order on the Loop Workshop in Washington states
that the Workshop 2 ruling applies equally to loops
The FCC has stated that:

{thhe duty to provide unbundled network elements on “terms, and
conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory” means,
at # minimum, that whatever those terms and conditions are, they
must be offered equally to all requesting carriers, and where
applicable, they must be equal to the terms and conditions under
which the incumbent LEC provisions such elements to itself.”

':iwigaf;w; fnte 1S WEST's Compliance With § 271, WUTC Docket Nos. UT-003022 &

ay-Eighth Supplemental Order 1 20-22 (March 12, 2002) (“Washington Final Order on
b 473,
Ceonperition Order, 4 315, In an accompanying footnote, the FCC stated that “[tihe term
jeasing” Includes iostollavion.” /d.. n. 684,
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R rudes also require that the ILEC provision network elements 10

<p teres and conditions no less favorable than the terms and conditions

i the ILEC provides such elements to itsell.”

5

fiy 1 i Cempetition Order, the only limitation the FCC places on the

stton relimtes unbundled interoffice facilities, In that Order. the

b Telephone Coalition contends that incumbent LECs should
fe reguived to construct new facilities to accommodate new
» have considered the economic impact of our rules in
vion on small incumbent LECs.  In this section, for
te, we expressly limit the proviston of unbundled interoffice
A isting incumbent LEC facilities. We also note that
211y of the 1996 Act provide relief for certain small
am our regulations under § 251

White the FCC recognized the economic impact on small ILECs of having

ild wan

sart and explicitly held that all TLECs need not build transport, it

made clear that for all other network elements, § 251(f) provides the relief for

Y ¥Cs from any economic impact imposed on the rural ILECs as a result of

vy . - 24 ..
w10 build network elements for CLECs.” The clear inference to be drawn

framm this portion of the Order is that, with the exception of interoffice transport,

v

3

s do have an obligation to construct UNEs to meet CLEC demand.

As further evidence of the FCC’s intent, when citing to this section of its

in the UNE Remand Order. the FCC states:

ti the Local Competition First Report and Order. the Commission
an incumbent LEC's transport unbundling obligation to

oo to build wnder § 2300
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¢ Facilities, and did not require incumbent LECs 1o construct
factlities 10 meet a requesting carrier’s requirements where the
incombent LEC has not deployed transport facilities for its own
Although we conclude that an incumbent LEC's unbundling
fon extends throughout its ubiquitous transport network,
ading ring transport architectures, we do not require incumbent
% o construct new transport facilities to meet specific
competitive LEC point-to-point demand requirements for facilities
that the incumbent LEC has not deployed for its own use.

Specifically, in this paragraph, the FCC concludes that “the ILEC's
anbundling obligation extends throughout its ubiquitous transport nerwork.” The
mescapable conclusion is that the only limitation on the ILEC's obligation to
build is for interoffice facilities to existing facilities. For all other UNEs. Qwest

Iris wn obligation to build to meet CLEC demand throughout its service territory.

In addition, the FCC has held that the ILECs have an obligation to replace

UNEs that are being provided to CLECs.” An obligation to replace UNEs is

ntially the same thing as an obligation to build UNEs. Finally, the FCC's

rules also require that the TLEC provision network elements to CLECs on terms

and conditions no less favorable than the terms and conditions under which the-
ILEC provide such elements to itself,”

Nothing in the Eighth Circuit’s ruling in Jowa Utilities Board appears to
require a different result. Qwest has stated under lowa Utilities Board, it is not
required to build an unbuilt “superior network.” The Eighth Circuit’s superior
network statement was made in the context of the Court’s rejection of the FCC's

superior quality rules — rules that required an incumbent LEC, if requested by the

L Bemred Ovder, | 324,
seaed Competition Order, ) 268, 47 C.F.R. § 51.309¢).

TATOBR § 313D,



~ to provide UNEs ata level of quality superior to that which the incumbent
LEC provides to itself. Thatis not the nature of the CLECs’ request here. CLECs
are reguesting that Qwest augment its existing network with added capacity - the
sante type of facilities it provides to its existing retail customers. That certainly
can't be characterized as a superior network.

The Commission, therefore, should refuse to approve Qwest's SGAT, or
permit Qwest 1o rely on the SGAT for purposes of § 271, until Qwest revises the
SGAT to require Qwest to construct UNEs for CLECs throughout its service
territory.

An additional reason that Qwest must be required to build faciites for
CLECs is that CLECs are already paying for the build of new facilities in the
prices they pay for UNEs. Fill factors are used in the calcutation of UNE prices.
A fill factor is used to ensure that sufficient capacity is always available. Once a
certain percentage fill is achieved, a new facility is built. If a fill factor of 50%
were used in the calculation of UNE prices, then the CLEC is being charged for a
whole facility when only 50% of the facility's total capacity is being used . The
effect of using fill factors, especially low fills, is that the CLEC is being charged
to build new facilities in order to ensure that the fill level remains constant and
(west does not run out of capacity. The fact that fill is included in UNE pricing
means that CLECs are being charged for building new capacity, yet because of
(Qwest's new policy, only Qwest would be the beneficiary of that new capacity.
That is inappropriate and a clear basis for rejecting Qwest’s SGAT language in

§9.1.2.



Finally, with respect to high capacity loops, Qwest has argued that these

swps are subject (o competition from other carrier’s services.” In fact, Qwest has
rted that AT&T and WorldCom are routinely building such facilities and have
a targer share of some segments of the high-capacity market than Qwest. Of
course, the evidence that Qwest relies upon for this assertion shows that AT&T

and WorldCom rely on Qwest for the facilities they use to provide such high

pagacity services in Qwest's region and that Qwest has a monopoly foothold on
thie cupacity for the wholesale side of this market.”

At the swme time Qwest informed CLEC's of its ne@ build policy, Qwest
also indicated that it had altered its policy on held orders. Specifically, Qwest has
aow determined that orders that are currently in held status will be rejected if
there are no facilities and no current construction jobs p]a_nnecl.m For new
services orders placed by CLECs, if no facilities are available and no construction
jobs are planned, the LSR will be rejected, rather than place the order in a held
order status.

Numerous CLECs expressed concerns with this new policy for several
reasons.  First, the policy appears to be primarily designed to alleviate Qwest’s
PIly performance, creating the false perception that Qwest is provisioning
network elements, in particular loops, at a quantity that CLECs may demand.”

(learly, that would not be the case as Qwest would be rejecting and not counting

A Transeript, p, 4198 (Exhibit KLW-2),

A Transeript, pp. 4252-53 (Exhibit KLW-2),

it KLW-1 8GAT §9.1.2.1,

hibit KLW-1 SGAT § 9121 WA Transeript, pp. 4226-27 (Exhibit KLW-2),
¥ Trmscript, pp. 4227-28, 4237-38 (Exhibit KLW-2).
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% #s PHI duta, while the retil order would be accepted and,

ion are avatlable, would count such order as a hit against
Second, Qwest has not invoked a similar policy for

tix discriminating against its wholesale customers by

EC beld orders and failing to take those held orders

s conxtruction plans.

fomedt Qwest’s ability to get in queue for new facilities

cn the basis that Qwest will always possess superior and

ng Hs own build plans. Qwest agreed fo add a

funded outside plant engineering job that
otal cost, the estimated ready for service

s that Qwest does not warrant or guarantee the
or service dates. CLEC also acknowledges that
sutside plant engineering jobs may be modifies or
'y tme,

i RGAT revision does not completely alleviate CLEC
euf will be able 1o give s customer preferential treatment in the

oavt sl

s 1o future facilities builds initiated by Qwest.

bv, the lanpuage “provided that facilities are available™ should

89243124, 92314, 92315, 9.23.1.6 and

v~




sy other conforming changes required to remove any

sigation to build and that permit Qwest to reject LSRs for

tsle, rather thun allowing such orders to go held. Furthermore,

ke amended. The first sentence of this section should be

1 of network capacity, facilities, or space for access to
se af pabmndled loops.

sion should also make clear that under § 9.1.2 of the SGAT

fons, Qwest is obligated to build UNEs, except dedicated

b {ywest Must Refund Conditioning Charges When Qwest’s
Porformance Canses the End User to Abandon the
{ SLEC,

b the BOAT, Qwest seeks to impose a charge for conditioning unbundled

AT&T disputes this charge on the grounds that Qwest is already

F gl 3 H M
1 the eost of conditioning in its UNE loop charge.

dition, AT&T contends that if Qwest is permitted to assess a separate

‘&1 and other CLECSs raised concerns regarding the quality

st el

R

of delivery of conditioned unbundled loops. Under the terms of

SGAT, the CLEC end users’ experience could be adversely affected by




v abatdon the CLEC, and the

dittaning charges,

: it (x) gever

s unreasonable delay
‘ ni aCl\zLC. m any
d‘ witle {h‘,ﬁé‘ SErVice 1'#';:c1;x;xe&:§t‘;¢d.
st adidition to any other remedy avatlable to

ware that Qwest is compensated when it performs

v manner and delbvers a quality loop, as contracted

st dio so, the CLEC should not have to bear the

woan fncemive for Qwest o perform and works

sbly, even with this wype of provision, the

e iF Cragst does not perform and causes o bad end
will the CLEC lose future revenue, but its reputation
=% ddo not care that it 15 Qwest rather than the CLEC

From the customers’ perspective, the
!




AT&T s proposal, stating that it should be

Thix is not an appropriate resolution. It would

st for @ service when it performed badly. and force

o resolution for each line that is misprovisioned.

s and could be very costly depending on
1o to Qwest's SGAT, a billing dispute would

b H Savik T &Y foo - fad ¥ dmdh 4 3
¥ apnths fust to get in frontof a decision maker.  Arbitration

Al sonths o complete. This process is untenable for refund

eciatly when (pwest purports 1o hold the funds while

v angh would be incented (o keep thal money as long as

for conditioning charge refunds may end up in dispute

e should be an obligation up front that Qwest will refund the

[x

it Qwest fails to perform. AT&T believes that many cases of

1 and not subject to debate. In those cases, this provision would

cient mechanism to address the problem.

st has suggested that CLECs should enter into termination lability

i b

45 with end yser customers Lo compensate for the conditioning cost if the

wor esves after requesting CLEC «DSL service. This is unacceptable and

she real issue, which is Qwest's failure to perform.
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¢ propesed language set forth above be added to the

t help ensure that CLECs have a meaningful

st wvith the tatent of the Act.

LECs  with  Loop  Qualification
cesy to LEACS.

wis, Inclading Ac

g prowvide access o all loops qualification that any

1o, inctuding LEACS database, and any other database

i Thas

itains information regarding Qwest’s loop plant.

ss. AT&T seeks access to this loop
and to learn

available by

isas e olear that CLECs must have access o this loop and
o for Teep qualification purposes.  Specifically, in the UNE

" yhtid

- fhat pursuant 1o our existing rules, an incumbent LEC must

e

¢ arrrer with nondiscriminatory access to the same detailed

the loop that is available to the incumbent, so that the

y minke an independent judgment about whether the loop is

w the advanced services equipment the requesting cartier

4 on these existing obligations, we conclude that, at a

"5 mwst provide requesting carriers the same underlying




" mvide elear that:

L W agree with Covad that an incumbent LEC should
mited to deny o requesting carvier access to loop
formation for particular customers simply because
et s opot providing xDSL or other services from a
. We also agree with commenters that an

st provide access to the under] ving loop information
filter or digest such information to provide only that
1that fs useful in the provision of a particular type of
W the incumbent chooses to offer, For example, SBC
MIsL service to its customers, which has a general
5ot use for loops less than 18,000 feet. In order to
e whether s particular Toop is less than 18,000 feet, SBC
tabase used by its retail representatives that
¥ whether the loop falls into a “ereen. vellow, or red”
s our nondiscrimination requirement, an incumbent
Yimit aceess 1o loop qualification information to such
low, or red” indicator. Instead, the incumbent LEC

dffice systems so that requesting carriers can make
nents about whether those loops are suitable Jor the
requesting  carriers seek 1o offer.  Otherwise,
et LECs would be able to discriminate against other xDSL

o . o - . 39
agies i favor of their own xDSL technology.

I L I T

gree, however, with Covad's unqualified request that the
require incumbent LECs to catalogue, inventory, and
able 1o competitors loop qualification information
h automated 0SS even when it has no such information
ible o itsell. I an incumbent LEC has not compiled such
srameion for itself. we do not require the incumbent 1o conduct
teentory and construct a database on behalf of requesting
£ s We find, however, that an incumben; LEC that has
suthigd aecess o this sort of information Joritself. or any affiliate,
ST alye provide aeeess 1o 1t o a requesting competitor on a non-

P

(;,‘.__ ¥, :% 0}::"5" i

t the moumbent LEC has in any of its own databases or other



v imisis. In addition, we expect that incumbent LECs
thetr electronic database for their own xDSL

. L .
de for s endrants via an electronic interface.

ent with the framework we adopted in the Local
1 First Report and Order, we conclude that access to
watton information must be provided to competitors
ne time intervals it is provided to the incumbent
perations.  To the extent such information is not
ded o the inciumbent LEC's rerail personnel, but
«f by cantacting incumbent back office personnel, it

are  able to obwain  such

atsses/Okfochoma 271 Qrder, the FCC required RBOCS to provide

s ppust be afferded:

fing, we require a BOC to demonstrate for the first
ovides access to loop qualification information in a
tent with the requirements of the UNE Remand
In particular, we require SWBT to provide access to loop
ion imformation as part of the pre-ordering functionality
I the UNE Remand Order, we required incumbent

t provide competitors with access to all of the same
nformation about the loop that is available to themselves,

ndent judgment at the pre-ordering stage about whether a
d end user loop is capable of supporting the advanced
= equipment the requesting carrier intends to install. At a
NWHT must provide carriers with the same underlying
wothat it bas in any of its own databases or internal
We explained that the relevant inquiry is not whether

19

ith the satme undertying information that they have in any of their own

et vecords for pre-ordering, loop qualification purposes and



tion exists anywhere in SWRT s back office
& by any of SWBT's personnel. Moreover,
or or digest” the underlying information and
mfornation that is useful in the provision of
A <DISL, that SWBT offers. SWRBT must provide
+ informiation based, for example, on an individual
iy code of e end users in o particular wire centet,
- on any other basis that SWBT provides such
S Moreover, SWBT must also provide access
« to the loop qualifying iqfornmtion that
gess manually or e.le::ctrmﬁcn]'ly.%

¢, the FOC has established the parity gtandard as any loop or

- prfemmation that Tany (Qwest employee has access to,” not what is
reest's retail operations.

sndicates. CLECs need access 10 loop and loop plant

gv can make an independent judgment at the pre-ordering stage

2y 4 reguested end user loop is capable of supporting the advanced

ment tie requesting carrier intends to install, In addition, CLECGs

g this Toop information in order to determine whether they can-

o service to areas that are served by IDLC loops. Qwest has claimed that

g VOLC toups is difficult and can take a significant amount of time and-

qhyar it s not plways technically feasible to unbundled these loops. As @ result, -

5 peed the ahility o undetstand, in those areas where IDLC has been

s Apphication Iy SBC Commnications Ine., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company,
arions Services, Ine. dibla Southwestern Bell Long Distance for Provision
ey in Kansas and Oklahama. Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC Dogcket
121 (released, January 22, 2001y (*BeliSouth Kansas/Oklahoma - 271
. See alse UNE Remand Order, 9§ 430% In the Matter of Application of Verizon
ety Conpmunicalions, e, (d/bla Verizon Long Distance), NYNEX Eong
Viepizen  Brlerprise Solurions) And Verizon Global Nenworks Inc., For
odgf 9o, InterLATA Services in Massachusells, Memorandum Opinion and
ng, (-8, FOC 01-130, 4 54 (released April 16, 2001) (“Massachuserts Verizon 271

20



sparg vopper facilities are available, including loop fragments, 10

w they can provision service itn these areas. A CLEC may

v o market 1o that area because they would face delays

fe 1 DL isswes, This particular issue is not confronted by

wse Owest does not need (o unbundle IDLC to provision

«dd 1o provide access to LFACs or to any other source of
flable 1o its employees. During the course of the loop
aiformation regarding where loop or loop plant information
o databasetsy or back office systems that are accessible by any
s been like pulling teeth, Qwest has dodged these queries or

afusing that it is impossible to tell where loop qualification

;i Qwest's systems and back office files. At varying times,

b this infermation resides in LFACs, or LEIS and LEAD, which are

frrespective of where it resides, if there is loop or loop plant

) that 15 sccessible to any Qwest employee, the FCC Orders state that

3@

a4 1o gecess that same information.

Bas claimed that all of the information on LFACs is available on

The

wtion that any Qwest emiployee has access to and such information




The information in the raw loop data tools has

has achnitted that not alt loop gualification information
s data tonls. Por exampie, information on loop conditioning and

i o e e : 'E: Y . .
e b the raw Joop duta tools.” Information regarding all spare

cessary for CLECs to have a meaningful

pete.  (hwest maintains records of spare facilities. including

wormewhere in its back office systems. Qwest’s witness in

PO - URNE S . « . s ) R A R
1 gyt this informaiion 15 available to Qwest engineers. Qwest 18

= it aceess Lo this information.

aims that spare facility information regarding loops that are

- seeiicl or pastially attached 1o the switch is now available in the

.y very large and important gap -~ loops, and loop elements

btion and feader, that are not attached to the switch. This is the

apmation that AT&T was concerned about from the outset. This

. et reside in the RLDT. Bven if it did, however, this would no
« obligation inder the FCC orders.
Crwvest has also asserted that the information that & CLEC can obtain 18

) ) : . , . A1 . . ) .
¢ thi available o Qwests retail arm.  Ms. Liston claims that there i$

. . . . , . R
~ rules that requires Qwest (o give CLECs more information.

. 23.5% (Exhibit KLW-h, €O Transcript (05/25/01), pp. 74-77 (Exhibit

v4 sEshibit KLW-3)
st 00 Tramseript (03/23/01), pp. 141- 34 (Exhibit KLW-5).
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ers that T have cited clearly state that CLECs must have access to the
sy Qwest employee, not just its retail personnel.

aathy, Queest’s vetail arm has already pre-qualified the loops

o provide its DSL service.  As Ms, Liston testified in

oy, Lrwest was encountering loop accuracy issues with LFACs — the

s ' ! 449
wssy that was used to populate the RLDT. Qwest embarked on a

s for certwin predefined wire centers in each state. As part of

#1, Cwost predetermined where it intended to provide DSL service and

wate Information for those loops. As Ms. Liston testified, Qwest will

Woservice o any customer seeking service on a loop that does not

v for s Megabit service. Qwest will not condition loops that weren't

4 . N T 50
tioned and Qwest will not search for spare facilities.

& botom line is that Qwest's retail representatives are assured of getting

e loop information on the loops that Qwest wants to serve. While the

T information for these loops was loaded into LFACs and the RLDT. there

apificant pumber of loops where such updated loop information has

abtained. OF couwrse, if the CLEC were satisfied with limiting its

i the same customers that Qwest wants to serve, then they would

fram the same accurate information, However, the CLEC should not be

i their marketing to areas that neatly match Qwest business plans. They

23



ssest Terve the ability to pre-qualify their loops, even loops outside of Qwest's
sterfsined marketing area, in the same manner as Qwest. To put the CLEC

o i Teved plaving field, they must have access to all of Qwest’s loop qualification

(Qwest has claimed that it cannot provide access to LFACs or other

% beeause they contain information proprietary to Qwest, other CLECs or
st user customers,  Qwest has access to all of this so-called competitive

ifsrmation.  There is no reason that CLECs could not be afforded the same

In fact, AT&T would support the inclusion of an SGAT provision that
wenddd restrict CLEC use of information contained in LFACs, or other databases
that way be made available, for proper purposes and not for gathering competitive
information of competing carriers. AT&T is certain that accommodation can be
pade to ensure no improper access to or use of proprietary information results
from CLEC access to LFACs. Verizon provides access to LFAGs, apparently
finding some solution to the proprietary information issue.”

Next, Qwest has asserted that LFACs is not a search engine, rather it is an

assiznment tool. This is a red herring. Qwest employees have access to LFACs
and other databases for obtaining loop information.” As Ms. Liston stated in the

Calorado workshop, “the information [on spare facilities] is stored in different

portions of the LFACs database. The tools are built strictly from a provisioning

ot Kansas/Okbahoma 271 Qrder § 122: Massachusetis Verizon 271 Order. § 57.

Loop The 7



Bt o provision services in terms of looking for, how do you get from

5 ot by . . )
a1 A o Point B. They are engineering tools.

tn addition, the process that Qwest employed in the FOC trial in Colorado
demonstraies that Qwest has the ability to use LFACs to jocate loop information

andd that the ability to do this review is important to the loop qualification process.

pecifically, Step 3 of the FOC trial process indicates that once Qwest receives an

wrate LSRR, it will access LEACS to attempt to assign pairs not in need of
somditioning and create o design of the loop.” As the FOC Trial process

dovuments teveal, Qwest takes this step for CLECs “because LFACS may reveal

orsation not available through the RLDT, especially with regard to loops not

tv eopnected to a switch. The RLDT provides information from the Loop

lification Database (LQDB), which in turn is derived from LFACS and other

.. But the LODB covers only loops connected to a switch. 1 FACS, on the
ailer hand. containg information for all facilities, even those not connected to a
cwiich. but does not contain some of the information available through the RLDT,
giich as the results of the ML

That is precisely why CLECs need access to LEFACs or whatever database

« Ipop plnt and spare facilities information. They need the ability to determine
if they can provision service in an area that is served by IDLC with the services

they seek to provide, just as Qwest’ engineers do.




I

ferbaps most elling on this issue is a comparison of the loop qualification

smation dyat Verizon and Southwestern Bell are providing to CLEGCs. This
son highlights the disparity of Qwest's offering when compared to the

of information access provided by Verizon and Southwestern Bell -- access

ehiat was determined by the FCC to satisfy the legal requirement.

For esample, as discussed in the SBC Kansas/Oklahoma 271 Order,

wsthvestern Bell provides competitors access to:

setual loop make-up information, theoretical, or design, loop
make-up information, or can request that SWBT perform a manual
searcly of its paper records to determine actual loop information.
SWRBT provides competitors access to actual loop make-up
information contained in SWBT's back-end system Loop Facilities
Assignment and Control  System (LFACS) through the pre-
ring interfaces Verigate, Datagate and EDI/CORBA. Because
LFACS was designed as a provisioning system, LFACS will
provide the requesting carrier with actual information on the loop
thit SWRBT or AS], would use if it were going to provision the
service requested. If, however, actual loop make-up information is
aot available in LFACS, SWBT will automatically provide
theoretical, or design, loop makeup information. Specifically,
SWRT will cause a query to be made into its LoopQual database
for loop information based on a standard loop design for the
longest loop in that end user’s distribution area. The requesting
currier can then use this theoretical loop information to determine
if it would be willing to provide xDSL service to that end-user.
Addittonally, a carrier may also request loop design information
without having to first request an actual loop make-up query.
Finally, carriers may also request that SWBT perform a manual
search of SWBT's engineering records. Such a request may be
wubmiitted  via  Verigate or DataGate directly to SWBT's
¢ngingering  operations personnel. Once SWBT engineers
complete the manual search, they will update the information in
LFACS and the competing carrier can either receive the results via
email or review the results in LFACS.”

At Metehonsa 271 Ovder, 121,

26



s ‘1‘ "“ t3

& 4y the Order, in addition to the ability to access LFACs directly

interfaces. a CLEC may also request that SWBT perform a manual

wring records. Qwest does not offer access to [LFACs or the

. b hmve o manunl search of engineering records — both of which, as

| abave, are activities that Qwest performs when provisioning service for

miees and aetivities that Qwest undertook in the Colorado FOC trial.

Simitarly, in the Vericon Massachusetts 271 Order, the FCC recounted the

rion information that Verizon gives CLECs access to, stating:

dron provides four ways for competing carriers to obtain loop
make-up tnformation: (1) mechanized loop qualification based on
information in its LiveWire database; (2) access to loop make-up
mformation in its Loop Facility Assignment and Control System
(LFACS) database; (3) manual loop qualification; and (4)
neering record requests, As we discuss in more detail below,
competitors can request loop make-up information from the
LPACS and LiveWire databases, or can request that Verizon
wrform a4 manual search of its paper records to determine whether
a loop is capable of supporting advanced technologies.57

In uddition o providing direct access to the Live Wire and LFACs

.. the Order describes the manual access offered by Verizon, indicating

e Verizon provides o manual loop qualification process as & pre-order function

in which Verizon examines information from the LiveWire and LFACS

as, and performs a mechanized line test (MLT) on the loop to verify the

setual toop length. If this information is inconclusive, engineers in Verizon's




34

s whether or not the loop is qualified and, if it is not. the reasons why.

b, Vertzon, through an engineering record request, provides additional types

s top make-up information not returned through the mechanized and manual

fesoop guslification processes. Verizon indicates that competitors may request this

eering gquery on a pre-order basis. To conduct this engineering query,

Yot

son's Fretlities Management Center conducts a search of loop inventory and

v yecords. The additional information provided through an engineering query

e . . . . 6l
foop prke-up information for loops notn the LFACS database.

Ciearly. the Raw Loop Data tool fails in comparison to the comprehensive

to loop qualification information that is provided by Verizon and

Southwestern Bell. Both Verizon's and Southwestern Bell’s offers to CLECs are
more comparable to the process that these RBOCs employ in provisioning service
v their customers. The record demonstrates that Qwest has the ability to access
1 LFACSs, other databases, and manual review processes 10 provision service to
ite customers, yet Qwest has refused to provide any loop qualification information
peyvond the RLDT available to CLECs. Qwest's offer is plainly discriminatory
and contrary to the FCC's orders.

By denying competing carriers’ access to loop qualification information as

required by the UNE Remand Order, Qwest fails to meet its obligation to provide

a competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete. Accordingly, AT&T




Howing provision be added to the SGAT to afford CLECs the

et oo nformation that is permitted under the Act and FCC orders:
o shalt provide to CLEC on a non-discri minatory basis access
sany's records, back office systems and databases where
fant information, including information relating to
ides that is accessible to any Qwest employee o1
hate of Owest.  CLECs shall have the ability to audit
s company records, back office systems and databases in
B siste o determine that Qwest is providing the same access (o
s and oop plant information to CLECs that any Qwest
fesvee has access. Such audit will be in addition to the audit
spterplated by § 18 of this Agreement, but the processes
sch nudit shall be consistent with the processes set forth in
: qurees the access afforded to CLEC to Qwest's
hack office systems and databases and the use by the
of any information obtained under this section shall be
@ perfarming loop qualification and spare facilities checks.

ik Owest Must Allow CLECs to Perform or Request a Pre-Order
MLT,

fechanized loop testing (MLT) enables a carrier to test an actual loop and

- information vegarding the loop length and other characteristics. MLT

y is another key component for loop qualification. A CLEC needs the

o perform, or o have performed on its behalf, an MLT before

oting of that loop in order to verify that the loop can support the services
* intends o provide over that loop facility. In addition, an MLT would

siow the CLEC to verify the presence of digital loop carriers or other facilities —

iwable mformation for assessing whether the loop is capable of providing the

the CLEC seeks to offer, Access to MLT would assist in solving a



sertous problem CLEC are encountering in getting access 10 good, accurate
prequalification information on loops, in particular for line sharing on loops.m

Qwest has responded to the CLEC's request for MLT information by
stating that Qwest's retail operations do not have the ability to order MLTs on an
individualized basis. This claim is misleading, Qwest has no need to do new
MLTs on an individualized basis for several reasons. First, Qwest knows where it
has deployed digital loop carrier and can assess for itself whether it can deploy the
cervices it seeks in those areas. Second, as discussed above, Qwest has already
performed MLTS in the areas where it has determined it will market its Megabit
service.

In any case, Qwest has the ability to run MLT for its services on a pre-
order basis if it desires, Qwest has conceded that it has the ability to perform
MLT on its switched based services.” It can do so any time it wants, For
example, Qwest has the ability to expand the area that it seeks to provide DSL
service and to select additional wire centers to test and which loops or service

terminals to test. CLECs must have the same access to be afforded parity.

Qwest has stated that an MLT test cannot be done by a CLEC or on te
CLEC's behalf because the test is invasive and may result in the customer being
disconnected.” This assertion is simply false. Qwest has conceded that the

i

customer’s line is put out of service momentarily, less than a minute.” o

addition, the MLT has the ability to determine whether the line is in use, %0

u WA Transcript, p. 4334 (Exhibit KLW-2); CO Transcript (05/23/01). pp. 195-96 (Exhibit KLW-5,
!A"' (2 Transcript (04/18/01), p. 248 (Exhibit KLW-4).

“ WA Transcript, p. 4335 (Exhibit KLW-2).

™ 1d.. pp. 4335-36.




interference with customer’s usage can be minimized. The fact that Qwest
conducted MLTs on loops in connection with its bulk deload process is evidence
that MLTs are not invasive.

Qwest's has also stated that MLTs are only performed for repair

13&4‘1‘;3c>ﬁe$.€i§ Obviously, the fact that Qwest conducted MLTs for its own loop

gualification purposes suggests that is not a true statement.

Qwaest asserts that there is no need for CLECs to run MLT because the
information the CLECs require is already in the raw loop data tool.”  Again,
Crwest’s elaim is inaccurate and is contrary to the FCC’s requirements. Not every
copper loop in the RLDT has an MLT distance. In addition, Ms. Liston verified
¢t the information in the raw loop data tool associated with MLT is the MLT
distance.” More information can be derived from an MLT than distance. An
MLT also tells you whether there are electronics or equipment on the loop that
would interfere with DSL service, very important information in determining
whether the loop will support the services the DLEC seeks to provide.

As summarized in the FCC's Kansas/Oklahoma 271 Order, the UNE
Remand Order required RBOCs to provide carriers with the same underlying
information that they have in any of their own databases or internal records for
pre-ordering, loop qualification purposes:

In this proceeding, we require a BOC to demonstrate for the first time that

it provides access to loop qualification information in a manner consistent with

4. pp. 4336-37; CO Transcript (05/23/01), p. 194 (Exhibit KLW-5).
W A Transeript, p, 4337 (Exhibit KLW-2),
70 Transeript (04/18/01), p. 257 (Exhibit KLW-4).
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the requirements of the UNE Remand Order. In particular, we require SWBT to
provide access to loop qualification information as part of the pre-ordering
functionality of OSS. In the UNE Remand Order, we required incumbent carriers
to provide competitors with access to all of the same detailed information about
the loop that is available to themselves, and in the same time frame, so that a
requesting carrier could make an independent judgment at the pre-ordering stage
about whether a requested end user loop is capable of supporting the advanced
services equipment the requesting carrier intends to install. At a minimum,
SWBT must provide carriers with the same underlying information that it has in
any of its own databases or internal records. We explained that the relevant
inquiry is not whether SWBT's retail arm has access to such underlving
information but whether such information exists anywhere in SWBT's back office
and can be accessed by any of SWBT"s personnel. Moreover, SWBT may not
“filter or digest” the underlying information and may not provide on'
information that is useful in the provision of a particular type of xDSL that SWBT
offers. SWBT must provide loop qualification information based, for example, on
an individual address or zip code of the end users in a particular wire center. NXX

code or on any other basis that SWBT provides such information to itself.



Maoreover, SWBT must also provide access for competing carriers to the loop
gualifying information that SWBT can itself access manually or e]ectronically.%

Thus, having access to filtered MLT distance information in the loop
qualification databases is insufficient.

Finally, contrary to Qwest's claims, at least one other incumbent carmer
recognized the need for this test and includes it as one way for CLECs to obtain
loop qualification information on a pre-order basis. Verizon offers competing
earriers manual loop qualification as one of four methods of obtaining loop make-
up information. Upon request for manual loop qualification by a competing
carrier. a CLEC may request that Verizon perform an MLT on the loop. If this
test does not provide adequate information, Verizon engineers examine paper
records to determine loop length, whether or not the loop is qualified and, if not,
why.ﬁ" Tt cannot be disputed that Verizon is offering MLTs on a pre-order basis.
Qwest has refused to perform such MLTs for CLECs or to allow the CLECs to do
the MLT themselves,

In sum, Qwest has the ability to perform an MLT on a copper loop
connected to its switch at any time, and can perform this test to obtain loop

qualification information prior to provisioning Megabit. Quwest performed

™ n the Mater of Joint Applicarion by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company.
and Southwestern Bell Communicarions Services, Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance for Provision
of n-Region, InterLATA Services in Kansas and Ollahoma, Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC Docket
Yo, 00-217. FCC 01-29, § 121 (released. January 22, 2001) ("BellSouth Kansas/Oklahoma 277
Erder i Citations omitted).. See also UNE Remand Order, 1 430: In the Matter of Application af Verizon
New England Inc., Bell Atlantic Communicarions, Ine. (dfb/a Vericon Long Distance), NYNEX Long
Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions) And Verizon Global Networks Ine., For
Authorization 1o Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Massachuserts, Memorandum Opinion and
Order, CC Docket No. 01-8, FCC 01-130. § 54 (released April 16, 2001) (“Massachusetis Verizon 27




thousands of MLTs on its copper loops to pre-qualify its own foops for #s
Megabit service. AT&T requests access 10 the same information to which Qwest
personnel have access, which includes the ability to perform and MLUT prior to the
provisioning an unbundled loop. This access is consistent with and required by
the UNE Remand Order.”

e. Qwest should revise certain of its Loop intervais.

A number of the standard intervals set forth in Exhibit € for Unbundled
Loops should be revised. Specifically, the standard intervals for Ltg) DS-1 Loops
and 1(h) Repair Intervals for Basic 2-Wire Analog Loops are too fong to provide
the CLEC a meaningful opportunity to compete, dre discrimimtory,
anticompetitive. and in some cases are contrary to applicable state faw, and phwe

the CLECs in a position where they cannot comply with estublished s

quality standards that have been adopted in Washington.
The standard interval is the interval in which Qwest is comnuiting to

i

provide a particular UNE to the CLEC. It is the interval that the CLEC wi

toly

upon in providing information to its retail customer when the CLEC wil] be able

.. . T . P . Y . "
to provision service to that customer. It is the interval which the CLEC ases oy

calculating its due date for submission of its order to Qwest and 18 de

provisioning other components and factlities that make up the service that the
CLEC is provisioning to its retail customer. Qwest's proposed pervaks are set

forth in the Service Interval Guide (*SI1G™) - Exhibit € to the SGAT.

Y

71

® UNE Remand Order. § 427.
Id.
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tefore addressing the specific revisions AT&T has proposed to Exhibit C.

{west has asserted in other loop workshops and here that the loop intervals set

forth in its S1G were agreed upon as part of the negotiations surrounding PID OP-

4 in the ROC OSS test process and that, therefore, CLECs are foreclosed from

requesting revisions to the SIG in this Loop workshop. Qwest's assertion Is
flawed on many levels.

The SIG cannot be afforded any weight whatsoever, since it was never
presetted o the ROC for its review and approval. To conclude otherwise would
deprive parties of their right in this proceeding to confront evidence presenied by
{hwest, As discussed below, the record is undisputed that the S1G was never
presented to the ROC for its review and approval and therefore cannot be viewed
as dispositive here.

In the multistate loop workshop, this issue was fullv addressed by the
pardes, including a representative of MTG, Denise Anderson. As a result of these
discussions several facts became clear. First, the SIG was never presented to the
ROC TAG for its approval..n Nor did the ROC TAG formally approve any of the
standard intervals in the SIG.” The reason the SIG was not presented to the ROC
TAG is because the ROC TAG does not control the approval of standard
intervals.” As a result, it was the CLECs understanding that the CLECs were free
to propose specific changes to Exhibit C in the § 271 workshop process. Indeed,

Ms, Anderson from MTG testified that she did not believe that CLECs are

 Stultistate Transcript (06/05/01), pp. 162, 164 (Exhibit KLW-7).
p 162
w

Feboo . bERL
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foreclosed from raising issues regarding the service intervals in this workshop.n
In addition, she confirmed that the TAG minutes which reflect the June 2000
agreement regarding the benchmarks for the 3 loop types described above
specifically state that “once data is available in Q2, 2001, the intervals will be

. . . - . . . L a0
adjusted. This item will be open on the future discussion topic list.

Certainly, Qwest does not appear to believe that the SIG has been agreed

to and cannot be changed, since Qwest has proposed both reductions and
increases for certain intervals in the SIG, without submitting those changes to the
ROC TAG for their approval. For example, Qwest unilaterally increased the DS-

| intervals and decreased the xDSL/ISDN capable loop and analog (Quick) loop

intervals — all without submission of those changes to ROC for their approval. It

would be antithetical to allow Qwest the discretion to change the SIG at its whim,
but at the same time refuse the CLECs the opportunity to challenge the SIG. In
sum, there is no basis to conclude that CLECs should be foreclosed from raising
and requesting revisions to intervals that were never confronted and discussed by
the ROC TAG.

Based upon the multistate discussion and ROC documents, the only
intervals that Qwest brought into the ROC TAG discussions were the intervals for
Analog Loops, Non-Loaded Loops and ADSL-Qualified loops, and then the
intervals that were considered were for order quantities of 9-16 loqps.? The sole

purpose for Qwest bringing these intervals into the TAG was to use those

" L., pp. 183 - 84, 196.
M

1d.. p. 181, See also June 2000 Minutes of ROC TAG (Exhibit KLW-8).
7

Multistate Transcript (06/05/01), pp. 194 — 95 (Exhibit KLW-7).
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intervals as the average for establishing the benchmark. There was no discussion
g% to whether the intervals Qwest raised in discussions were the appropriate
standard intervals. . Also, there was no discussion of any of the intervals for other
guantities of loop tvy’pes.TH Moreover, there was clearly no discussion whatsoever
regarding the appropriate standard interval for DS-1 loops.w
or these reasons. CLECs should not be foreclosed from advocating
changes to the SIG in the § 271 workshops. Clearly, state commissions have the
authority to order different standard intervals than those proposed by Qwest in its
$IG and that, to the extent that a party seeks to have that new interval

incorporated into the PIDs for some future purpose, the party must take that issue

to the ROC.”

As the Washington Administrative Law Judge stated in the Thirteenth
Supplemental Order issued in the Loop workshop:

The ROC OSS Test collaborative process did provide a number of
measurements as benchmarks, as Qwest pointed out in its brief.
However, other measurements were kept at the retail analog. In
essence, there are both wholesale and retail service quality
standards that must be followed. By saying that “Qwest shall
comply with all state wholesale service quality standards,” Qwest
completely omits any requirement to follow retail service quality
standards. In the absence of such requirements, Qwest could with
impunity provide elements that would prevent an interconnecting
carrier from meeting applicable standards in its retail service. That
is unacceptable. Qwest must make every effort to comply with
both wholesale and retail service quality standards.”

) J’c{ pp. 166 - 67,

" See id., pp 168 - 169, For cxample, to the extent that the PIDs have some relevance to the PEPP. parties
may want o update the P1Ds.




That is precisely AT&T s point. The fact that certain benchmarks were
gstablished by the ROC for testing purposes does not undermine the state’s right
1o erforce its own service quality standards, or to change them at their discretion.

The retail and wholesale service quality standards established by the state
commissions are relevant to the assessment of whether the wholesale service
intervals proposed by Qwest are appropriate. This is a relevant inquiry for several
reasons. First, state commissions may have already established wholesale service
intervals in which Qwest must provision the UNEs at issue here. Second, state
conmmissions may have established retail service quality standards that apply to
{"1.ECs. To the extent that the standard interval proposed by Qwest impairs the
CLEC s ability to meet any retail service quality standards imposed on the CLEC
by state commissions, Qwest’s standard is improper. Section 253 of the Act
specifically enables state commissions impose requirements necessary to ™ ensure
the continued quality of telecommunications services.”™
Accordingly, AT&T recommends the following revisions to Exhibit C:

{chy Established Service Intervals for existing DS-1 Capable Loops. DSI
Capable Feeder Loop, 2-Wire Analog Distribution Loop:

[

P a) I — 8 lines 9 3 business days
by 9 - 16 lines 9 6 business days
) 17 - 24 lines 9 7 business days

gtbg.’y 25orMore  ICB

i Established Repair Intervals for Basic 2-wire Analog Loops, Line Sharing
and Line Splitting:

AT US.CO§ 253 (b,

1Q
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% 24 18 Hours OS3 FE (he ~24” needs a strike through as has
| koo done with the wgg” above. [ don’t know how to do that
es |y addition. 1 don’t know why the “127 15 in this. We
ave tatked about 18 and that is in the text below.
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The rationale for these revisions is as follows.

With respect t0 Interval 1(d), DS-! loops, in prior versions of Exhibit C,
Qwest proposed the very intervals AT&T is requesting. Qwest nOW claims that it
fengthened these intervals because those are the intervals that exist on the retail
side (apparently from Qwest’s interstate special access tariff) and, therefore, the
intervals in Exhibit C are parity M Qwest notified CLECs of these changes t0 the
ctandard intervals for DS-1s in the ROC process, but did not seek the approval or
agreement of the ROC participants for these changes. Nor were these changes
discussed by the ROC or TAG participants.

AT&T objects to Qwest's revised intervals. AT&T is the largest
purchaser of DS-1s from Qwest on the “retail” side. Qwest arbitrarily and
unilaterally changed the intervals offered to retail customers in the last year. For
years prior o that, Qwest provided DS-1s pursuant to the intervals AT&T is
proposing here, although it did not do so in a timely fashion. As has been the case
with local service, Qwest has failed to build facilities to meet customer needs in a
timely manner and AT&T filed service quality complaints to attempt 10 resolve
this issue. Qwest’s response was not to improve its service, but rather to change
itg provisioning commitment to its retail customers by lengthening the intervals.
It now uses those retail intervals that it arbitrarily altered to argue parity. In

«,ﬂmmMM__—«

A Transcript, p. 4471 (Exhibit KLW-2).



AT&T's view, the solution to poor service is not to change the intervals.
Moreover, poor service on the retail side should not be used 10 drive parity
decisions of the wholesale side. Qwest should be required to establish an
appropriate interval and meet that interval.

Qwest has been ordered to revise its DS-1 intervals in Arizona, New
Mexico and Washington. In Arizona, the staff final report recommends that

Qwest be directed to adopt the following intervals for DS-1:

1-8 lines 5 business days
9-16 lines 7 business days
17-25 lines 9 business days

- . 55
75 and above lines ICB

In Washington, the Commission directed Qwest to revise the SGAT 1o
include the following intervals:
1-8 lines 5 days (high density)
§ days (low density)
9-16 lines 6 days (high density)
9 days (low density)
17-24 lines 7 days (high density)

10 days (low density)
25 or more  ICB”

In New Mexico, the Commission directed Qwest to adopt the following
DS-1 intervals:

5 business days in high density areas
g business day in low density areas.’

The intervals proposed by AT&T here are consistent with the high density

intervals ordered by these Commissions.

¥ Cite AZ Staff Recommendation on Workshop 4, § 164.
Bl

_ Cite WA Workshop 4 Initial Order, 124-25.

" Cite to NM Group 4 Order, § 72.
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As for 1thy, AT&T contends that an 18-hour interval on repair is more
than sufficient given Qwest performance on mean time to restore. For its retail
customers Qwest’s mean time to restore is in a range of 7 to 14 hours, with and
without dispatch. That is the parity figure that should be used as the basis for
establishing the wholesale service interval. Thus, the 18-hour interval proposed
by AT&T is clearly appropriate and should be reduced even further to be at parity
with retail.  If Qwest is not required to do better than a 24-hour interval on the
wholesale side, CLECs will never be able to come close to matching Qwest’s
repair time for its retail customers.

Qwest has argued that the performance measures establish a 24-hour
repair interval and the repair interval for retail basic service is 24 hours. That is
not the measure of parity. Parity is measured based upon the actual service Qwest

provides to its retail customers, itself or its affiliates, not the standard established

\ .. 88 . . . .

by state commissions.” That is the only measure that will provide CLECs with a
meaningful opportunity to compete, particularly where Qwest is performing better
than the standard. As the record and the reported performance results indicate

Qwest’ repair performance for its retail customers is significantly better that the

24-hour repair interval proposed in Exhibit C.

Finally, Qwest's interval fails to take into account work that the CLEC
must perform relating to the repair. The CLEC must work the customer to receive
the repair and identify the problem. Under SGAT §9.2.5.1, the CLEC must

perform trouble isolation prior to reporting the trouble to Qwest. The trouble

T Ameritech Michigan Order,q 139,

4]




1 then be reporied 1o Qwest and the appropriate documentation created. Once

semds, the CLEC must contact the customer to let them know the

W is Tixed and determine if the Customer agrees. Qwest's interval fails to

s thiv work activity into consideration,

tor 1l the reasons set forth herein, Qwest should be required to revise its

¢ intervals in the manner proposed by AT&T. Such revisions are necessary
iCs o meaningful opportunity to compete, to afford the CLEC
rnatory access to UNE loops, to comply with state commission

iements, and o afford the CLEC the ability to comply with state commission

s whether Qwest must redesignate fiber spans between

i rwest’s distribution facilities in that area are at

et

i

been desdgnated by (Qwent ®
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o5 will pever be

noton 271 proceeding. My, Zulevik, Covad's

e oof U8 WEST, wextified that fber thar was

des was made avatlable when needed for

certandy, OQwest has the discretion 10 use s facilites

the need arses, AT&T understands thar this should be an

b up streets, if there is available capacitv. Accordingly, AT&T

chy redesignation if facilities are at exbaust in order to meet CLEC

5. rather than denying the CLEC the ability to serve its

AT&T s proposal is efficient and pro-competitive and should be

s, g, 440710 (Bxhibit KEW-2) See CO Transeript (04/20/01), pp. 62 ~ 68 (Exhibit KLW-

g g, BT (EXbibit KLW-2)
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o Jwest Must Provide Access to Loops Served Using IDLC.

section $.2.0.2 describes the analog loops Qwest intends to offer on an
Indtinily, the last sentence of this section contained a limitation
aripk would be provided “to the extent possible,” This was included to
t's abligation to provided loops that are served using Integrated Digital

Corrber (CTDLO™),

iy the Bell South Second Louisiana Order and the SBC Texas Order. the

tes than [t BOC must provide competitors with access to unbundled

13 e o d q()l £}
55 of whether the BOC uses [IDLC] technology . . . Qwest's

tiatky fed, was not consistent with this requirement.

vomenids  that the FCC has acknowledged the difficulty of

bzops that are served off of IDLC. That is true; however, the FCC
1 the HLECs ebligation to provide IDLC loops.
experienced  coordination problems when there is a

s serviges provisioned in a community served by IDLC to

eh o ULEC oeders basic instaliation in a community served by

wred & high percentage of disconnects. It appears that the
from the fact that the Qwest disconnect order is niot getting

o the wchmeomns are determining whether the end-user customer's

servedd asmg WO and, if so. bow Qwest is going to provision that loop.

i the custormer experiencing a loss of service. Qwest has indicated it

iade sorme process changes that it represents will solve this problem. It is

1 Nevond Lowisiana 271 Cheder, § Y87, SBC Texas 271 Order, § 248,



iy whether these process changes will. in fact, resolve this problem.

<1 agreed to close this issue in Washington, subject to ROC testing

ctory performance by Qwest.

fR IS BL7R=

the filing of testimony in these workshops, Qwest has made

arble progress in the steps it will take in provisioning IDLC loops.

v, during the course of the workshops, Qwest proposed new SGAT

ge o § 9.2.2.2.1 and introduced new processes and several exhibits that

' C 92
e new processes for provisioning loops that use IDLC technology.” In

delition, Qwest has altered its position that hair pinning would be limited to 3
loops per central office and agreed to provision more than the three loops per
cemtral office on an interim basis. Qwest also stated that a decision will be made
o place o Cemral Office terminal when the number of hair pinned loops exceeds
thee loops.

With these commitments and Qwest's commitment to revise its technical
publications to be consistent with these com}mitments, AT&T agreed to close this
isstte, Mowever, it should be made clear in the order issued on this checklist item
that Qwest remains obligated to provision loops served by IDLC and that the
alitnnite objective of the steps outlined in the workshop and to be addressed in the
wehnical publication is to ensure that CLEC/DLECSs have access to unbundled

toops served using IDLC.

ML Loop & and 9 and KLW-10.
nserips, 4531617 (Exhibit KLW-2),



¢ Rplitiing

i Legal Reguirements.

sHtting is the ability for different carriers to provide voice and data services

¢ Joop. utilizing both the high and low frequency spectrum portions of the

S s determined that incumbent LECs have a current obligation to provide

. o - - 04 .
i with the ability to engage in line splitting arrangements. The FCC’s

ire Ineumbent LECs to provide requesting carriers with access to unbundled

it i manser that allows the requesting carrier “to provide any telecommunications

. ,95 .
vamt be offered by means of that network element.” As a result, incumbent

a0 ohligation to permit competing carriers to engage in line splitting over any

s cembination,

In addition. (Owest is required to provide to CLECs all the functionalities and

iHites of the loop. including electronics attached to the loop " The splitter is an

wpie of such electronics that is included within the loop unbundled network element.
2 Disputed Issues on Line Splitting.

As AT&T demonstrates below, Qwest fails to comply with the Act and applicable

- Opders with regard to line splitting.  Therefore, the Commission should find that

Cyest hias failed to satisty its § 271 obligations. In failing to comply with its obligations

wide nondiscriminatory access to line splitting, Qwest has failed to comply with

5t tems 2 (unbundled network elements) and 4 (local loop transmission).

.?‘Eiiszfin g Reconsiderarion Order, 1 18.
g LB AL 3Ty
";i_“jwzxtgfrl: {Irefer,§ 175,
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a. Qwest Should be Required to Provide Access to Outboard
Splitters on a Line-At-A-Time, or Shelf-At-A-Time Basis.

AT&T contends that Qwest should be required to provide access 10
outboard splitters that it places in its central offices and remote terminals and
miake them available on a line-at-a-time or shelf-at-a-time basis. Qwest objects to
such a requirement. There is no legitimate legal, technical or operational
justification for Qwest’s refusal. Qwest allows access by its retail customers to its
splitters on a line-at-a-time basis. It has presented no technical reason why
cimilar access cannot be provided to CLECs. Qwest should be required to modify
its SGAT to state that. to the extent Qwest deploys in its network splitters that are
not integrated with the DSLAM and are capable of being provided to DLECs on a
line-at-a-time or a shelf-at-a-time basis, that Qwest will provide DLECs with
aceess to such splitters.

Qwest has not disputed that it is technically feasible for Qwest to provide
access to outboard splitters on a line-at-a-time basis. Rather, Qwest contends that
they are not required to provide line-at-a time access.

CLECs purchasing UNE Loops or UNE combinations are entitled to “all
capabilities of the loop including the low and high-frequency spectrum portions of
the loop . . " 1n the FCC's Line Sharing Order, the FCC defined the high
frequency portion of the loop as a capability of the 100p.qH In order to gain access
to the high frequency portion of the loop, line splitting is required. Such line

splitting is accomplished by means of passive electronic equipment referred to as

33

" Line Sharing Order,§ 17,
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sphitters, which splits the low and high frequency portions of the loop. The FCC
has also determined that ILECs must afford CLECs access to all of the UNE’s
features, functions, and capabilities, including attached electronics. in a manner
that allows the requesting telecommunications carrier to provide any
telecommunications service that can be offered by means of that network element.
specifically including DSL services.” The FCC reiterated that the Joop includes
“attached electronics™ if such electronics are necessary to fully access the loops
feature, functions and capabilities in order to provide service to end users.
Under these determinations of the FCC, the splitter is a feature. function or
capability of the loop that must be provided to CLECs.

Qwest cites to the SBC Texas 27! Order in support of its position. My
reading of the SBC Texas 271 Order does not support Qwest's position. In that
Order, the FCC merely notes that it had not yet exercised its rulemaking authority
to require ILECs to provide access to splitters, and therefore, it would not require
SBC 1o provide access to splitters as part of that pmceﬁding.Ein The FCC
explicitly declined to comment on the requirement that an ILEC provide access to
an ILEC-owned splitter on the grounds that it was considering this issue in
response to AT&T's petition for reconsideration of the UNE Remand Order.”
The FCC decision with regard to SBC’s application on this issue was set at a
particular point in time. As all participants know, the law is constantly evolving

in this area. The SBC decision does not address the issue as to what the FCC may

7

" 47 C.ER. §31.307: UNE Remand Order. §9166-67.
I 7S,
" SBC Texas 271 Order.§ 328,
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decide at the point in time when Qwest is before the FCC with its application for
§ 271 relief. nor does it address what state commissions may order to promote the
development of competition and the broader availability of advanced services.

The FCC's decision to not impose a requirement on ILECs to provide
aceess to ILEC-owned splitters in its review of the SBC § 271 Application should
not deter any state commission from imposing such a requirement on Qwest. It is
my understanding that the state commissions are free to establish additional
procompetitive requirements that are consistent with the Act, and the FCC’s
implementing rules and orders.

That is precisely what the Texas Public Utilities Commission concluded in

. . .. a3 . .

a recent arbitration decision.  There, concluding that the FCC's BellSouth Texas
271 Order did not prevent the Texas Commission from doing so, the PUC
affirmed an arbitrators’ recommended decision, which required Southwestern Bell
to provide splitters on a line-at-a-time basis. Specifically, the Arbitrator stated:

Although, as noted by SWBT, the FCC has to date, not required

ILECs to provide the splitter in either a line sharing or line splitting

context, the Arbitrators believe this Commission has the authority

to do so on this record. The FCC has clearly stated that its

requirtements are the minimum necessary, and that state

commissions are free to establish additional requirements, beyond

those established by the FCC, where consistent. Indeed, in the

SWBT Texas 271 Order, the FCC acknowledged that line splitting,

a recent development, would be subject to potential arbitration

before the Texas Commission. The Arbitrators. therefore. believe
on this record that it is sound public policy to require SWBT 1o

W y

Order Approving Revised Arbitration Award, Petition of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company for
Arbitration with AT&T Communications of Texas, Docket No. 22315, pp. 7 - 9 (dated March 14, 20013
{Exhibit KLW-11).
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provide AT&T with a UNE loop that is fully capable of supporting
et .o
any =DSL service.

Then, citing the rulings of the FCC referenced above. the Arbitrators

determined that SBC must provide access t0 its splitters. The decision stated (1)
it “excluding the splitter from the definition of the loop would limit 1ts
functionality,” ( 2y that “it 18 technically feasible for SWBT to furnish and instali
splitters 1o [enable CLECs to] gain access 10 the high frequency portion of the
loop when purchased in combination with a switch port,” and (3) that it 1is
~ipaccurate from a technical standpoint to analogize spliters t0 DSLAMS.“”E
Finally, the Texas decision noted that SWBT's effort 10 require LECs to
collocate in order to gain access 10 the high-frequency portion of the loop “(1)
unnecessarily increases the degree of coordination and manual work and
accordingly increases both the likelihood and duration of service interruptions: (2)
introduces unnecessary delays for space application, collocation construction and
gplitter installation; and (3) unnecessarily wastes central office and frame

it

space.” Thus, the arbitrators found that SWBT's approach “significantly
st . . . Rl .
prohibits UNE-P providers from achieving commercial volumes.”  On the flip

side. they found that requiring the ILEC to provide the splitter not only advances

n,-»,-«.m,..,m.,._,,,«-——,,.._-—n.—_____,_,..——’—-—"

23

F3
Revised Arbitration Award, Petition of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company for Arbitration with

AT&T Communications of Texas, Dockel No. 22315, p. 16 (released September 7. 2000y Texas
Arbirration Award ™). (Exhibit KLwW-12).

I pp. V7 - 19
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competition but also “promotes more rapid deployment of advanced services 1o a
broader cross section of consumers. as required by § 706" of the Act.”

Qwest has also claimed that it does not currently use outboard splitters in
its central offices, stating that its splitters are integral. hard wired units.” During
the Colorado Loop workshop, Qwest finall y revealed the tvpe of splitters it
deploys in its network and testified that. in Qwest’s current configuration, a shelf
of splitters are “connecterized” to their DSLAMs. " Splitters that are
“connecterized” to the DSLAM are not integrated into the DSLAM and.
therefore, it is technically feasible to separate the splitter from the DSLAM.""' For
the splitters used by Qwest. it is technically feasible to break out the splitter from
the DSLAM.'" 1In fact, Covad testified in Colorado that the Qwest
DSLAM/splitter configuration is no different that the Covad/Qwest splitter/
DSLAM céx1ﬁgurati0n that Qwest is requiring CLEC to use in lieu of the Qwest
splitter and under this configuration the Covad splitters are “connecterized to the
Qwest DSLAM.' Indeed, Qwest's witness conceded that it was possible to
provide access to a shelf of Qwest splitters in this confi guration.

Access to Qwest-owned splitters will serve to advance competition for
DSL service and bundles of voice and data service, and as such, are very much in

the public interest. As AT&T discussed in its comments relating to the Emerging

T
L S . - ey, ,

WA Transcript. p. 4559 (Exhibit KLW-2).

C6 Transcript (05/22/01), pp. 141-42 (Exhibit KLW-13), WA Transcript. 4560-61 (Exhibit KLW-25.

€O Transeript (05/22/01), pp. 149 - 50 (Exhibit KLW-13),
i,
.
Pt

fd.. pp. 143- 45,
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Services workshop, there are several significant benefits to Qwest providing
access to outboard splitters. When data CLECs share an ILEC-owned splitter.
switching a voice customer’s data provider among such providers is much simpler
and conserves valuable resources.

Access to Qwest owned splitters also yields benefits when a customer
rerminates individual services, allowing for the efficient usage of splitters and
racks within central offices where space is already scarce, and promotes
competition among data CLECs because voice providers and ISPs encounter
fewer barriers to switching from one provider to another.

Requiring Qwest 10 provide access to its splitters also promotes the ability
of CLECs to offer a bundle of voice and data service in competition with Qwest.
One of the procompetitive aspects of UNE-P is that it allows a voice CLEC to
enter the market and compete with Qwest without having to obtain collocation
space. Access to Qwest-owned splitters ot @ line-at-a-time basis eliminates the
need for UNE-P providers to secure collocation arrangements, and thus provides
similar benefits to the expansion of DSL with UNE-P. For example. by having
access to splitters, UNE-P providers can effectively partner with any data CLEC
that has deployed a DSLAM in the central office, and are not limited to those that
have already deployed their own splitters or lack space for additional splitters. By
making it less difficult for UNE providers to access the high frequency portion of
the loop, this impediment to competition may be avoided.

Accordingly, Qwest should be required to modify its SGAT to state that it

will provide access to its splitters on a shelf-at-a-time basis.




b. Qwest Should be Required to Provide Line Splitting on all
Types of Loops.

Qwest is required 1o provide line splitting on all forms of loops and
Qwest’s differentiation between UNE-P splitting and other forms of Loop
Splittng.

In its SGAT, Qwest proposes to make line splitting available only for
foops provided via its UNE-Platform (“UNE-P") POTS offering. AT&T and other
CLECs objected to this. It is AT&T s position that Qwest must offer line splitting
on the UNE loop and any combination that uses the UNE loop. Qwest indicated.
{ater that it would offer loop splitting on UNE loops as of August 1, 2001 M That
offer does not appear to be reflected in the South Dakota SGAT. Qwest must do
oop splitting on UNE loops and 1ts failure to do so makes Qwest's offer
insufficient to constitute compliance with § 271 for several reasons.

(Owest’s attempt to differentiate UNE-P line splitting and Loop Splitting
demonstrates the fundamental dispute between Qwest and CLECs/DLECs. Qwest
has agserted that its obligation 10 provide line splitting under the FCC's Orders 18
Jimited to UNE-P line splitting, citing to the FCC's Line Sharing Reconsideration
(rder, claiming that the Order is somehow ambiguous as 10 its applicability
bevond UNE-P."”

AT&T disagrees. The ECC stated in its Line Sharing Rcconsidercuinh

(rder that the line sharing and line spliting obligations apply t0 the entire loop.

WA Transeript, pp. 457 1-72 (Exhibit KLW-2): See also, SGAT § 9.24.
1 . . < .
WA Transenpl pp. 4575-77 (Exhibit KLW-2).
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eutly, with respect to line splitting. the FCC stated in the Line Sharing

sesidderation Order:

We find that incumbent LECs have a current obligation to provide
competing carriers with the ability to engage in line splitting
gements, The Commission’s existing rules require incumbent

to provide competing carriers with access 1o unbundled
s i o manner that allows the competing carrier "to provide any
welecommunications service that can be offered by means of that
network element.” Our rules also state that “[ajn incumbent LEC
stall not impose limitations, restrictions, or requirements on .. the
use of unbundled petwork elements that would impair the ability
of* a competing carrier “to offer a telecommunications service in
the mannet” that the competing carrier “intends.” We further note
thist the definition of “network element” in the Act does not restrict
the services that may be offered by a competing carrier, and
expressly includes “features, functions, and capabilities that are
provided by means of such facility or equipment.”™ As a result,
independent of the unbundling obligations associated with the high
frequency portion of the loop that are described in the Line Sharing
Order, ineumbent LECs must allow competing carriers 1o offer
bath voice and data service ever a single unbundled loop. This
obligation extends to situations where a competing carrier seeks to
provide combined voice and data services on the same loop, or
where two competing carriers join to provide voice -and data
services through line S}‘)lit,ting.l '

The FCC concluded that requiring RBOCs to provide line splitting:

will further speed the deployment of competition in the advanced
services market by making it possible for competing carriers to
provide voice and data service offerings on the same line. As we
found in the Line Sharing Order, these offerings are especially
attractive to residential and small business customers. At present,
end users receiving voice service from competing carriers via the
UNE-platform may be unable to get xDSL service from a
competing carrier without rnigrating their voice service back to the
incumbent LEC. Line splitting, however, increases consumer
choices by making it possible for carriers to compete effectively
with the combined voice and data services that are already
available from incumbent LECs and through line sharing
arrangements. In addition, line splitting provides voice carriers
who do not wish to provide xDSL service at this time to develop

Sharing Reconsideration Order, | 18 (Emphasis added).
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The FCC makes 1O distinction in {he manner in which the 10o0p is
detivered 1o the CLEC in its line splitting requirement. The FCC confirms that
¢ whould have broad access 10 use all the features and functionalities of the

fop and that [LECs may not impose any limitations on the use of the 1oop by the
| to allow CLECs to use the full functionality of the loop
on the CLECSs use of the

g T s
. Qwest g refuss

foyr puUrposes of ling splitting {5 an improper limitation
onp. Qwest should be required 10 permit line spliting o all loops and loop

combinatons.

As 4 pt‘ac:t'\c:ﬂ matter, there is no material difference between Qwest
p&rmining Jine spliting on UNE-P. UNE Loops or any UNE loop combination.
fn all of these CAses, the underlying loop facilities are peing leased by the CLEC
angdl the CLEC should be allowed 10 us€ the full features and functions of the loop
as they ¢hoose. Moreover, splitting of the UNE loop and the EEL 100pP both
involve spliting the line at the central office and should not require any different

work by Quvest.
Owest must make line spliting available on all loops, including all 1oop
d basis. CLECs/DLECs must

combinations, as @ standard offering, on an unlimite
ed 10 use the time consuming SRP process 10 implement line spliting.

ot be fore




v €rwest should revise § 9.21 of its SGAT to clearly set forth its
tion te provide line splitting on all loops and loop combinations. In

o, the SOAT should be revised to clearly state that Qwest will offer EEL

iming as o standard offering and to state the terms and conditions of such an

. Uit Qwest does so, it cannot comply with Checklist Item 4.

SNerwark Bvterface Device (NID)

i Legal Regquirements.

fon 27He (I uBGD states that a BOC must provide “[n]ondiscriminatory

w network elements in accordance with the requirements of §§ 251(c)(3) and

b I it recent UNE Remand Order, the FCC on remand identified the list of

work elements that Qwest must provide pursuant to § 251(¢)(3).

The FOC redefined the N1D to * include all features, functions, and capabilities of

dex used to connect the loop distribution plant to the customer premises wiring,

A R , . . 120 . .
rflesy of the particular design of the NID mechanism.” Specifically, the FCC

=] the NID 1o include “any means of interconnection of end-user customer premises

wiring 1o the incumbent LEC's distribution plant, such as a cross connect device used for

At papose.” The FCC also requires that "an incumbent LEC shall permit a

¢ telecommunications carrier to connect its own loop facilities to on-premises

sy through the incumbent LEC's network interface device, or at any other technically

wsible point.”

net Order, ] 233,
Lok AL
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the FOCs definiton encompasses “smart NIDs™ which are devices

31 teops that give some maintenance monitoring for the loop.

*

El

st Must Make the NID Available on a Stand-Alone Basis.
st dispute is the manner in which Qwest is defining the NID.

Hon 1w found at § 9.5.1 of the SGAT. Qwest asserts that the

sotn merely the FOCC's language. ™ However, Qwest clearly

foir its defimition of a NID o provide access to a terminal only when such

itntes the demarcation between a customer’s inside wire and

I Qwest owns the inside wire then the CLEC obtains access to

wepasinal via the subloop processes, Qwest's testimony clearly indicates

upbundling rules.

I the Loval Competition Qrder, the FCC defined the network interface

33 a8 0 eross-connect device used to connect loop facilities to inside

Subseguently, in the UNE Remand Order, the FCC broadened its

“1 fnclude all the features, functions and capabilities of the facilities




e fonp distribution plant o the customer premises wiring, re gardless

g R 3w e . L ke . "l‘
s e NI mechanism.

ey Mtfmmmumw NS crrier to (,mnm,ct ns own loop
s wiring through the incumbent LEC's
nﬂuﬁwﬁ device, or at any other technically feasible

finttion of the NID is not consistent with this definition. The

tear it geeess to the physical devices that might be described as a

important than access w the functions constituting the NID.  The

hs made elear that the NID “structure™ and “function™ are distinet,

o that “fallthough the physical structure of the NID is widely available,

i the function, rather than the hardware itself, that competitors rely

Cawest has stated that the NID definition is irrelevant because Qwest is

whing the CLEC every conceivable access it could want through the NID or

wibipop produets. That is not the case. Qwest’s own witness observed that

stoyment of NIDs was complex, noting that there are “hundreds of

e eaErwy . . ) R .
5 of INID] terminals out there. As was clear from the subloop

shop, the terms and conditions associated with accessing subloop are
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ificanily different and more complex and time consuming than the NID
aceess terms. Theretore, CLECs need the assurance of specific rules applicable to
all NiDs ﬁ?L:ECf,»' should not be forced to risk Qwest’s application of such
specific rules to Hmit the CLEC's “access to the function, rather than the

hardware™ of a NID. This is precisely why AT&T seeks to ensure that the

expansive definition established by the FCC is not undermined by Qwest.
The FCC has also indicated that incumbent LECs, such as Qwest, have
used the MTE chokepoint as a means to severely inhibit competition. In the MTE

Order, the FCC found that “incumbent LECs are wusing their control over on-

i,

premises wiring to frustrate competitive access in multitenant buil'dings,""”"‘
Further, the FCC found “that incumbent LECs possess market power to the extent
their facilities are important to the provision of local telecommunications services
in MTEs."™  Finally, the FCC recognized that “[i]n the absence of effective
regulation, they therefore have the ability and incentive to deny reasonable access
131

to these facilities to competing carriers.”

Without a clear statement that Qwest is indeed required to provide access

to he NID to the full extent of the FCC's order, CLEC's risk problematic
interpretive disputes with Qwest. These disputes may require initiation of -the
Bona Fide Request process, Dispute Resolution or, possibly, arbitration under the

Act.  Although CLECs specific operational issues may be inevitable, it is

T Iy the Mauer of Promaotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets., First Report
arid Dirder and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in WT Dacket No. 99-217. Fifth Report and Order
lemorandum Opinion and Order in CC Docket No. 96-98. and Fourth Report and Order and
ndom Opinion and Order in CC Docket No. 88-57, WT Daocket No. 99-217. FCC 00-366. -6
ireleased Ocrober 25, 2000) ("MTE Order”).

U MTE Orderg 11,

o
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unacceptable to have to litigate every form of NID access. when the law is so
¢Rpansive,

Accordingly, Qwest must be required to revise the  “finition of the NID in
its SGAT to be cousistent with the FCC’s definition. In addition, the remainder of
§9.5 should be conformed to be consistent with the FCC's definition. For
example, Qwest has maintained that where Qwest owns the on-premises wiring,
Quwest will not offer the NID to CLECs. In such instances, Qwest maintains the
NI is only available as a component of Qwest’s subloop product.m Tiu‘e
application of the definition of NID may extend beyond the physical terminal
Qwest restrictively identifies as the NID. Indeed the functions and features of the
NID may extend to certain “downstream” network components that may include
sonie wiring, adjacent protectors and other equipment. Qwest should be required
to make all components of the NID—including all features and functions of thie
NID-—available to CLECs.

This is precisely what applicable law requires. The FCC’s definition of the
NI “include[s] all the features functions and capabilities of the facilities used to
conngct loop distribution plant to the customer premises wiring, regardless of the
particular design of the NID mechanism.”" Tt bears repeating: the FCC made
clear that “[allthough the physical structure of the NID is widely available, it is

access to the function, rather than the hardware itself, that competitors rely
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dingly, alf components of the NID must be made available to

not merely the NID “terminal.”

I Osvest should be required to remove its connections from
protectors when CLECs access the protector.

CLECs may encounter situations where they will need to request that

w free capacity on the NID so that the CLEC can provide service to the

wper, This s an important issue because § 9.5.2.1 of the SGAT limits the

s gecess 1o NHD to cases where space is available on the NID. There is no
Jon that would reguire Qwest to make space available on the NID. This

be particularly necessary in situations where the customer does not want an

fional NI on their premise or in MTE setting where association rules limit

onal boxes, Failure to free such capacity may make the NID, or connections
within the NID, inaceessible to the CLEC.
Qwest has objected to this request, claiming it has no obligation to make

wie svailable on the NID and that AT&T’ s proposal for removing Qwest loop

eopneetion violates the National Electrical Code. Qwest is obligated to provide

aeeess 1o the NI, unless it is technically infeasible for it to do so. Therefore,

£rwist is obligated to remove its loop connections from the NID, absent technical
ifeasibibity.
There iy no question that it is technically feasible for Qwest to remove its

eonnections from the NID. Qwest does not dispute this. AT&T provided a Bell

dem Practice that explicitly permits a procedure called “capping off,” a

pracedure which would entail removing the Qwest circuit from the NID and tying

Eememd Order. 2372,



o odown, (hwest claims that this practice is from 1969, implying it is outdated.

has never presemted any evidence that this practice was ever superceded in

el Bystem or U S WEST/Qwest.

i1 Biats also claimed that this Bell System practice addresses a scenario

L is different from the removal of the loop by the ILEC for use by the CLEC.

Thiy arguoent is false. Of course, the precise scenario at issue here did not exist

gt the time since CLECSs were not envisioned at the time the Bell System practice

s adopted.  However., the procedure depicted in the Bell System practice of

remving the protector from the house is analogous to the procedure proposed by

Muare to the point, lightning and over-voltage issues have not change
since the date of this practice. The Bell System practice depicts a procedure that

i proper and acceptable practice. If this practice was acceptable then from a

Ly perspective, there is no reason it would not be safe now.

The only evidence Qwest has presented to support its refusal to provide
aevess (o the NID is its reference to § 315A of the National Electrical Safety Code
and the § 800-30ca) of the National Electrical Code.™ Qwest claims that these
provisions somehow proseribe it from removing its loop connections in the

awaner proposed by AT&T.  Neither of the provisions cited by Qwest to the

e ¥

dational Electrical Safety Code and the National Electrical Code address the
proposal made by AT&T. Section 315A of the National Electrical Safety Code
addresses the need for protection where a “communications apparatus is handled

by other than qualified persons.” That is not the case here. We are talking about

whilsis LW 14
et BLW-15 and 16
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Stmilarty. & 800-30ta) of the National Electrical Code is not applicable.

101 apphes 1o circuits that run partly or entirely in aerial wire or aerial

de that st confined within a block or circuits, aerial or underground, located

the Bleck contalning the building served so as to be exposed to accidental

4 with electric light or power conductors operating at over 300 volts to
A Block is defined in § 800-2 as square or portion of a city, town, or

esictosed by streets and including the alleys so enclosed, but not any street.

" hms three definitions in the Code. In Article 100 — Definitions.

b ias applied to live parts) is defined as capable of being inadvertently

Al
Pi3

ched nearer than a safe distance by a person and it is applied to
i ot suitably guarded, isolated, or insulated. Also in Article 100,
s applied to wiring methods) is defined as on or attached to the surface
bedinad panels designed 10 allow access.  Finally, in § 800-2 Definitions.
1% defined as a circuit that is in such a position that, in case of failure of
« ind insulation, contact with another circuit may result.

A capped cirouit is not exposed under any of these definitions. Based

an the st definition, when the conductors are capped, the wire cannot be

gty wmched. For purposes of the second definition, a capped circuit is

wed direetly to the structure, it is attached to a standoff that is an

Finsally, based upon the third definition, the circuit is doubly insulated
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and so it cannot come in contact with another circuit even if one insulating
sheathe is compromised.

When a communications circuit actually interfaces with inside wire at a
building, then it is “exposed" and nwst have a protector under the National
Electrical Code.

In essence, paragraph 800-30(a) requires Qwest to have a protector on 4
pole in the block for each circuit. This is because not all distribution facilities are
actually connected to premises. Spare facilities exist in the loop plant that are not
"dropped” to buildings. The reference to electric light or power conductors at
over 300 volts is referring to the fact that telephone wires typically coexist on
power poles with high voltage lines. Workmen must be protected from accidental
contact with communications circuits that have become connected to high voltage
power lines or lighting. If Qwest does not have such protectors on all circuits in
the block, they are in violation of the National Electrical Code. All cables must
have such protection as there is no assurance that any particular circuit actually
terminates in a protector at a building. There is no exposure to voltages over 200
volts at buildings (with the exception of industrial facilities that are covered by
other sections) as the voltage that is available to such buildings is at maximum
220 V. However, the National Electrical Code does not require a protector at the
house when the drop does not penetrate the building. Thus, this section of the
National Electrical Code is not germane to AT&T's proposal.

Therefore, Qwest has not presented any viable technical or safety

concerns. It must remove its loop connections in order o provide access to its
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NID in order 10 provide CLECs access to its NID where space is not otherwise
available. AT&T proposes the following modification to the last sentence of
§ 9.5.2.1 to implement this obligation: At no time should either Party remove the

other Party’s loop facilities from the other Party’s NID without appropriately

capping off the other Party’s loop facilities.”

F. Local Number Portability.

1. Legal Requirements.

Number portability is the ability of users of telecommunications services “to
retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers without impairment of
quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from one telecommunications carrier

W37 o e -
to another. In its initial order on number portability, the FCC noted that number
portability is essential to meaningful competition in the provision of local exchange
services and affirmed that number portability provides consumers flexibility in the way
they vse their telecommunications services and promotes the development of competition
. . . . . 138
among alternative providers of telephone and other telecommunications services,

Conversely, the FCC recognized that:

a lack of number portability likely would deter entry by competitive

providers of local service because of the value customers place on

retaining their telephone numbers. Business customers, in particular, may
be reluctant to incur the administrative, marketing, and goodwill costs
associated with changing telephone numbers. As indicated above, several
studies show that customers are reluctant to switch carriers if they are
required to change telephone numbers. To the extent that customers are

reluctant to change service providers due to the absence of number
portability, demand for services provided by new entrants will be

137

47 US.C. § 153(30}.
138

In the Manter of Telephone Number Portability, First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 96-286. ] 28 (released July 2. 1996) (“First Number Portabiliry
Order™),
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depressed. This could well discourage entry by new service providers and
v 13
thereby frustrate the pro-competitive goals of the 1996 Act.

Section 271(c)(2)(B) of the 1996 Act requires a BOC to comply with the number
portability regulations adopted by the FCC pursuant to § 25 1Y Section 251(b)(2)
requires all LECs “to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portability in
accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commission.”" In order to prevent the
cost of number portability from thwarting local competition, Congress enacted § 51(e)(2),
which requires that “[t]he cost of establishing telecommunications numbering
administration arrangements and number portability shall be borne by all
telecommunications carriers on a competitively neutral basis as determined by the

_ S
Commission.’

Pursuant to these statutory provisions, the FCC requires that RBOCs provide
number portability in a manner that allows users to retain existing telephone numbers

, . . . . Y . sa b3 .
“without impairment in quality, reliability, or convenience. In addition, the FCC
requires the RBOC to demonstrate that it can coordinate number portability with loop

cutovers in a reasonable amount of time and with minimum service disruption.

2. Disputed Issues.

To satisfy Checklist Item 11, Qwest must demonstrate that it provides LNP with

minimum service disruptions and without impairment of quality. Qwest's performance

U‘.' Id., § 31 (citations omitted).

M 47 US.C.§ 271 B i),

Ml § 2510302,

. Id., § 251(e)2); see also BellSouth Second Louisiana 271 Order. § 2745 In the Matter of Tetephone
Number Portability, Third Report and Order, 13 FCC Red 11701, 11702-04 (1998) (“Third Number
Porrability Order”y, In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Fourth Memorandum Opinion and

Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 95-116. 99 L. 6-9 treleased June, 23. 1999) (“Eourth Number
Poriability Order™).
3

143
' BellSouth Second Louisiana 271 Qrder, § 276.
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demonstrates Qwest is not providing nondiscriminatory access to LNP with minimum
"ser‘vijc_.e disruptions and without impairment of quality. In addition, Qwest's processes do
not eﬁsur‘e that CLEC"s will obtain LNP in this manner and that Qwest's SGAT must be
revised to provide such assurances. AS discussed in more detail below, Qwest has now
proposed a mechanized process that will delay the disconnect of its loop from its switch
~to 11:59 p.m. of the day following the CLEC's scheduled customer conversiomn, While
AT&T commends Qwest for the movement it has made on this issue and AT&T is
hopeful that this process change will resolve this issue ultimately, Qwest proposal is now
erely a paper promise. Untl the process is. in fact, implemented and tested and the
parties have sufficient experience that the process will in fact resolve the problems that
AT&T and Cox have encountered, Qwest cannot be deemed to be providing
nondiscriminatory access to local number portability with mintmum service disruptions
and. without impairment of quality. In addition, while Qwest has distributed s
documentation that reflects its revised product offering, (Jwest has steadfastly refused to
fully reflect the new process in its SGAT. Until Qwest does so. it has no legally binding
commitment to provide LNP.

When AT&T provides a new loop to a customier, either viu its cable telephony or
fixed wireless facilities, and requests that the customer be ported for this new phiysical
loop, if Qwest disconnects its loop before the new CLEC loop is in place, the customet
will lose telephone service. There are numerous reasons why the disconnect may oteur
before the port: to name a few, customers don't keep their installation appointments, tha
installers could be delayed, or there could be installation problems. Whatever ihe

reasons, to avoid customer service outages. coordination must occur on these conversions:
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and some verification process needs to exist to ensure that the port has been activated b
the CLEC before Qwest disconnects its loop.

Coordination of cutovers — whether it be for a Qwest-provided loop or & CLEC-
provided loop — is critical to ensuring that the port is compleled without interruption of

the customer’s service. Qwest’s LNP process does not provide sufficient protections

against customer service outages. Qwest’s own testimony highlights the problem. W

Qwest attributes the problem to two CLECs and their processes. AT&T and Cex
presented testimony that Qwest’s processes have caused customers to fose dial tone.
SGAT revisions must be made to provide CLECs with the assurance that their custoniges
will not loose dial tone when switching service from Qwest to the CLEC,

Qwest refuses to put forth the SGAT language that would put teeth belind soeh
coordination for CLEC-provided loops.

The FCC has stressed the importance of such coordination, stating:

a BOC must be able to deliver within a reasonable timeframe and with o

minimum of service disruption, unbundled loops of the same quality as the

loops the BOC uses to provide service to its own customers. In the

context of checklist item (xi), we interpret this to mean that the BOC must
demonstrate that it can coordinate number portability with loop cutovers i

i

a reasonable amount of time and with minimum service ﬂisrupticm“

In addition, in the context of hot cut loop conversion, the FCC has stressed the
importance of proper hot cuts to avoid customer service outages and the mmpact that the
failure to provision proper hot cuts will have on competition:

The ability of a BOC to provision working, trouble-free loops throueh hot
cuts is critically important in light of the substantial risk that a defective
hot cut will result in competing carrier customers experiencing service
outages for more than a brief peried. Moreover. the failure to provision
hot cut loops effectively has a particularly significant adverse impact on

14 o i
BellSouth Second Louisiana 271 Order, § 279. (Citations omitted.
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¢ competition because they are a critical component of

" efforls to provide service to the small- and medium-
£ )

parkets,

camie logic applies equally t¢ all coordinated cutovers for LNP with

oo OLLE

{C-provided loops. Clearly, the objective should be, as i

“ NP standards, to avoid customer service outages. Otherwise. the

will reflect ndversely on the CLEC and will negatively impact the

w3 ahtain and retain customers. Customers blame the CLEC when they

Sieii 4 their service when they convert te a CLEC. Tt is not uncommon

% sl Ive encountered service disruptions when switching from the

* g the CLEC (o teturn to the incumbent LEC. Therefore, from a
sedpohit, smooth conversions are critical to competition.

s bo ot 4 fvpotlietical issue. Both Cox Communications and AT&T raised

sezageding the impact that Qwest's disconnect process is having on their
1o residential customers, particularly where the CLEC is providing
its own loops, Cox, the other CLEC that Qwest acknowledges is

1 servige over its own loops, raised concerns about the coordination of

with the removal on the translations from the Qwest switch in the fall

whi § 271 proceeding and requested that Qwest delay its disconnect

er the Cox scheduled install. Cox in Arizona, appeared at the workshop
sl poneemns regarding Qwest’s LNP performance in coordinating its

x install and requested that Qwest’s disconnect be delayed until
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following the scheduled install of Cox's service. AT&T has raised this same

e throughout the § 271 LNP workshops.

o

<t indtiadly responded that if a CLEC wishes to coordinate LNP with CLEC-

whed foops, the CLEC must order the managed cut process that is set forth in

2 The managed cut process set forth in § 10.2.5.3 is designed to manage the

of large business customer conversions. The managed cutover process, while

for large business conversions, would be unwieldy. costly and an

don nightmare if applied to the mass-market. In order to ensure that
fithid entovers were coordinated, AT&T would have to subject every conversion to

resl et process.  Not only would this impose significant cost on every

. bt given the number of AT&T residential conversions in Qwest’s region.

iply not enough manpower in either AT&T or Qwest to accomplish the

Jwest then offered was to move the disconnect time back to 11:59 p.m. on the
s install, which means that the CLEC must provide notice to Qwest by

sptoni the day of the disconnect. While AT&T agreed that Qwest's proposal was

nent from the 8 p.m. time frame, it was still insufficient to protect customers

dial fone.  AT&T presented evidence that demonstrated that Qwest was

enlty stapping its disconnect even when it received notice in the morning of

and several adverse rulings, Qwest proposed a new next-dav

solution, designed to resolve the si gnificant problems that AT&T and Cox. in
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wire experiencing.”™  AT&T believes that the new process has improved the

&T is seeing fewer premature disconnects. However, AT&T believes it

a reach any conclusion regarding Qwest's performance on LNP for several

an titial matter, OP-17, the PID that is designed to measure Qwest's

sty thits disconnect issue, will not fully measure the new disconnect process

toed by Qwust. The OP-17 states that one of the prerequisites for measurement

nuist fotify Qwest by 8:00 p.m. on due date in order to be counted as a

d delay, if not, that order is excluded from the PID measure. However,

it offer indicates that CLECs have until noon of the day following the

te tw notify Qwest to delay the disconnect. Thus, absent a notification

af the dee date, under the current PID, Qwest will count that order as an

st would not be measuring whether the disconnect was made on the

the due date or not, Thus, the PID will not produce any evidence of whether

g iie

s 15 wotking or not. AT&T has proposed a revision to OP-17 in the
that would synch up the PID with Qwest's new offering. Qwest has

»revising the PID.

this data demonstrates that Qwest's new process is working. However,

mever provided the underlying data that supports these results, so there is no

¢ this dats to understand whether it is accurate and verifiable. Nor can it be

cther this data even tests Qwest's new process. It is unclear how this data
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bases so that it would reflect the deload had taken
place, and then it was posted to the Web site and
simultancously -- well, it was actfally the same Web
site that was used for Qwest and for wholesale.

M35. DOBERNECK: Okay. And when you say data
bases, which data bases are you talking about
specifically?

MS. LISTON: It would have been the update of
the LFACs data base to show that loads were no longer

present.

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thave a quick question
before you go, Mr. Wilson. The action status listing
for this action item is deferred to the cost docket,

MS. SACILOTTO: That’s what happened in
Colorado. I mean --

MS. DECOOK: 1 think that may be our issue.

MR. WILSON: Which I was going to address
next.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Please let go ahead then,
Mr. Wilson.

MR. WILSON: Yes, one additional issue
relating to this, it's AT&T's position that Qwest is
already recovering the costs for deloading in the price
of the loop. Qwest has historically done deloading of

Exhibit KLW-2
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loops, and that work and the associated cost for it has

always been in their maintenance category of cosis, one

of the categories that is, in fact, used in the cost

models to generate the costs for unbundled loops. So we

believe that charging CLECs in addition is defacto

double recovery since the price for the cost for the

activity is already built into the cost of the loop

itself through the maintenance cost that Qwest has used.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Response from Qwest.

MS. LISTON: We disagree with that position.
Like I said this morning, I'm not a cost witness. but
based on the discussions I have had, the conditioning of
a loop is not included in our maintenance cost, and
that's why it was deferred 1o the cost docket.

JUDGE RENDAHL.: In Colorado.

MS. DECOOK: And. Your Honor. the reason it
was deferred to the cost docket is because all of the
facts that would support either our argument of Qwest’s
would reside in the cost docket information. not in any
information that’s in this case.

JUDGE RENDAHL.: Ms. Anderl. do you have
anything to clarify here on that point?

MS. ANDERL: T just wanted to add that the
parties did brief that issue in the Part B briefs that
are currently being considered in Docket 003013,

Exhibit KLW-2
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I make clear that Covad has the same concern as AT&T about
2 the double recovery on the conditioning costs.

3 JUDGE RENDAHL.: Okay, then we will expect to

4 hear about it on briefing if you have not resolved it by

5 then.

6 MS. DOBERNECK: Yep.

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr. Wilson, are you going to
8 address Section 2(b)?

9 MR. WILSON: Yes, Your Honor.

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay.

11 MR. WILSON: Section 2(b), or I mean sorry,

12 ves, loop 2.

13 JUDGE RENDAHL.: Item 2(b).

14 MR, WILSON: Item 2(b) regarding an issue on

15 the situation where a CLEC would pay for loop

16 conditioning, which can be a substantial amount. and

17 because of problems or other issues with the

18 provisioning of the circuit could lose the customer to

19 Qwest and will have essentially lost an investment that

20 the CLEC has made in Qwest’s plan back to Qwest. So we
21 have actually proposed some language 1o add to the SGAT
22 that would address this situation. This is Exhibit 9535

23 that we passed out this morning.

24 We have focused this language for situations

25 where either we never received the xDSL service from

Exhibit KLW.2
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Qwest, or there's an unreasonable delay in provisioning,
or we experienced poor quality in the service that is
Qwest's fault. And we are saying that in those
circumstances, Qwest should refund or credit the CLEC
for the conditioning charge associated with the service,
And the rationale here is that we are, in
fact, paving for Qwest to improve its plant facilities,
because once this conditioning is done, Qwest could use
it for its own megabyte service, and that since Qwest
retains the use and, in fact, the asset itself, that we
should be compensated or credited back for what we have

paid.

MS. SACILOTTO: I'm going to turn this over
to Jean in just a second to address the sort of the last
parts of this, but from our perspective, and this isnt
going to be factual testimony, it’s more in the nature
of legal stuff, vou know, this language is full of words
that are just impossible to implement on a stand alone
basis, things such as poor quality of service and
unreasonable delay in provisioning. There’ no
mechanism in this language to make those assessments,
and our problem with this language has been that AT&T
wants it to be sort of a self executing, whereas those
kinds of determinations are subject to variation. And |
will let Ms. Liston address these aspects of our
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1 and we ate it. So weTe in a situation where that

2 version dogsnteven apply.

3 Experiences poor quality and service. how do

4 you determmine due to Qwest's fault. The cancerns | have
5 there are there are lots of different kinds of DSL

6 services that can be provisioned. Some of them are Mere
7 gensitive to voltage issues on a circuit o Can he

g related to the equipment at the customer’s prer e, It

9 would impact the circuit. it would make it appea? tike
{0 the circuit is not working, they couldn1 get the

11 correct speeds: however, i1's 1ot Qwest’s fauly that
{2 that happened. S0 we're in more of a dispute pesue
13 simpty a creditor refund issue. Qwest did say that

14 we would address these the same way as we W auld addeess
15 any other billing dispute. that if it doesn’t work.

{6 there’s billing dispute avenues that they can 29 through

17 to work through the issue.

18 The last piece on heve is the poor quality.
10 Again, it has the qualifier on there due o Qwests

90 fault. How dowe determine whose faudt it is. Andany
71 time that there is @ fault issue, we're into & dispute

72 issue. And thatif AT&T wanted to pursue thi ,,
23 the billing dispute 15 in place, it can be denie, it can
24 be addressed that way. Bat to put a bluaket & oot
15 jike this into the SGAT. Qwest does not pedie
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two I guess at dispute. And as I said. we have tried fay
make this such that it does not cause the parties the
agony and aggravation of a billing dispute. which can ke
very involved and much more expensive thun the refund
itself.
MS. LISTON: Ken. a couple of things, Owe is

I don' see anything in here that Says vou have to jowe
the customer, first of all. Second of all. the Fact
that you lose a customer does not mean thut the custe
did not go to another CLEC. So wiat's beirg asked
Qwest in this situation is to put into the SGAT lang
that savs, if an end user customer for SO reasdy
leaves and vou pav for conditioning, that vou wi
o get a refund.

There’s no language in here that puts 4 thme
frame on this, there's no -- theres Just <= Tt just -
first. you know., you say vou don't want te e
dispute. but as soon as you say i is poor qua
experiences unreasonable delay, that PUis it
dispute issue. You can't -- there is me way
it's going to happen black or white.

I mean you cant put it - #t's after the
fact also, and so it's not fike the eredit cun be - §
can be a waived charge or anything Hke that
customer is up and running whready. so #'s por ke

e
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weTe waiving an existing nonrecurring charge. it
something that’ already happened.

I would never accept what vou e saving that
I'was saying is that because the first one doe=nt
happen I agree to the language. Fmnet £OIng to put i
the SGAT language that if you don't get the end user
that youTe not going to get charged for it, because
then that would put us in the position where alf vou
have to do is put the order in. wait unti we condition
the loops. cancel your orders. then conie baek fater on
and get the conditioned loop.

In my mind, this provisioning that vou're
asking us to put in is unreasonable, it is a billing
dispute issue that if vou want to pursue bifling
dispute, it’s already covered in the S,

.

AT, and we will
not agree to any kind of conditioning charge refund
issue.

\Dm\lg\-;;;n:{;@w\lmmhwu—

—

—.

k. anif then
are and then

JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, Ms. Do
T'think we may be through, and Ms. Ki
Mr. Dittemore.

MS. DOBERNECK: I think we can i
are, ] think as Kara has put it elsewhere, wa
impasse. But, you know, and another hi
certainly concur with AT&T on thi
23 I'think though what { wosld fike o p
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MR. WILSON: Mr. Zulevic wants 1o dp Part B,

JUDGE RENDAHL: And dees thar adedre ’
9.2.2.87 v

MR. WIiLSON: believe .-

JUDGE RENDAHL: ¢ 92437

MS. SACILOTTO: G228 s just the rererie
section that describes our loop qual toed, so it fmore
or less an arbitrary designation,

JUDGE RENDAHL. It's not an SGAT tay
10 issue. it's an jssue arising out of how Quwest iy
I'T providing the service?
12 MS. SACILOTTO: Right.
13 MR. WILSON: Yes, and T guess vou could v
14 that if the Commission agreed with the CLECs, we « el
15 add a paragraph 2 to the SGAT 1o give us for par A
16 access to LFACs.
17 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay, s is there o resy
I8 from Qwest on A2
19 MS. LISTON: Yes there is. thank voy.
20 The LFACs data base B an sssignment daga
21 base. and Qwest uses it 19 mhtke sctual
22 The information that's stored i LFA¢
23 makeup information. what Kind o
24 pair, vou know, what terminals it poes
25 has made that information aviilable,

W00~ e L g —
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. DeCook. vour rudio is
playing wonderful music. but I think we need to wm it
off. Maybe it’s not Ms. DeCook. Is there somessie an
the bridge line listening in?

5 Well, we will enjov the music.

6 Okay. Ms. Liston.

7 MS. LISTON: So the duta that's stored in the

8 LFACs data base in terms of loop makeup informution is
9 provided to the CLECs through various loop gualification
10 tools. We focus primarily on the raw loop dats el

11 If we look at the raw loop data ol there's two

12 different venues that the CLECs have acg
13 loop data. One is at a telephone number ba
I4 other is at an address number basis. They also

o ol T e

3 i
17 community served by iDLC and can we know that, i dwe
I8 wire center level reports were pulled. i would show
19 where there's a concentration of iDL, and they wonld be
20 able to have that information availalsie.
21 The tool is -~ LFACs is not a sgurch ¢
22 tool to ook for facilities or anvihing, but it% reall
23 ap assignment tool. So vou can’t ge to snd suv, te
24 where you have spare capacity. What vou wind up dotag

25 instead is say. I need a circuit from point & o poing
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18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

given information availabilit Y on spares through
facility check issues parity with retail, und nowhere
does Qwest provide direct access to LFACS to our sales
representatives, and it's not a tool to be used for a
search engine. It would require si enificant svstem
changes to do what Mr. Wilson said.

MS. SACILOTTO: Jean, could you discuss a new
exhibit that weTe submitting in Washington, which is
one we handed out earlier this morning, Y39, it’s from

the ROC test.

JUDGE RENDAHL.: Let’s be off the record.

(Discussion off the record.

JUDGE RENDAHL: We were discussing Exhibit
939.

MS. LISTON: 939 is u copy of -- from the
master test plan to the OSS test that wiil be done o
validate that the loop qualification process and the
data that we provide is in parity between wholesale and
retail. And these are the specific steps that the
process will go through to make sure that the
information that we provide to CLECS is consistent with
what we do on a retail basis also. So in terms of 4
parity issue, we will be testing that through the OSS
test.

MR. WILSON: And its AT&TS position that

Exhibit Ki.W-2
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the UNE remand savs that the CLEC

in this situation is the bench mszrk
this for back office, not for our ¢

otﬁ,r eﬁu dﬁm inme-ss sue h .
other jurisdictions they said mwh’i ifk: HOTE |
for the information we need. We n
information. Ithink the secondary
data base.
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where they would show the
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and that would be -
i use. That informat
CLECs through raw
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1 for qualificaton.

MR. ZULEVIC: So vou did not use ik
specifically for that”
MS, LISTON: Nen
MR. ZULEVIC:
vou did doa mmi mﬁ o1
into the raw loop &
with this, or ts that s¢
MS. LISTOXR:
and, in fact, 1 don't kn
discussion, but when 4}
qualification, we were !
gathiering from
d'xm is being used for g
were finding was a fait
straight LFACs duta

fiid

duta base was
distance init. Andart
was, you know. Fng 5
bulk test thing, but ;i ¥
and then the:

megabvte. T
of megabwie is then
made available 1o th
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¥ Quwest arbitrarily changed their retail
interval to nine business days, and now theyre sayving
i allows them to change the interval here to nine
iness days because it’s parity. 1think it points to
eral problems, one, that Qwest can change its retail
wal and thus change the wholesale interval because
“ their interpretation of parity, and second, we had
tvie, six, and seven in the initial SGATSs, and we

9 think that was appropriate. So we would like to see the
H) SGAT go back to the original intervals for DS1.

1l JUDGE RENDAHL.: Response?
12 MS, LISTON: Ken summarized what the issue

13 is. The DS1 service, if you look at performance

14 measurements perspective, DS1 is on parity with DS1
relail service. The interval changed for retail to a

k6 nine day interval, and we then went ahead and changed
17 the interval for the wholesale. If you look at the

I8 measurement, we have said within the discussions that
went on for the overall performance measurement
midicators that where you had a service where there was
21 avetail analog that we would be providing the service

22 inthe same time and manner, the same quality.

3 The issue is for the DS| services, we have

24 suid that there is a retail analog. And when the

25 interval on retail changed to nine days, if we remained

Exhibit KEW.2



Dsd(y7
i d sign facilities, a couple of issues I would like to
: snon this issue. One of these -- one of the
is that as a design engineer and outside plant
sineer, we don’t have access ourselves to IOF
acilities, Even under the same -- if theyre in the
Se aheuth TOF and design, outside plant design
2 facilities, the JOF facilities are basically reduce
% those aumbers of strands of fibers are reduced from the
o gvailability of the full count of that fiber. Soasa
10 design engineer, we donteven see those fibers as being
It available,
12 When vou place, on the second issue, when you
i3 place TOF and design facilities in the outside plant,
ssost of the times theyre in what we call splice cases
affle cases. When you splice fiber in a waffle
¢, the TOF is spliced in an inner compartment of that
Te case, and the design, outside plant design
‘reuits are then placed in trays that are then separate
frpun the IOF facilities.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Mr. Hubbard, can you --
M. HUBBARD: And they don’t have access.
TUDGE RENDAHL: Can you explain, is that a
watfle ¢
sk, HUBBARD: Waffle case. it’s a splice
water tight splice case.

Gd B

L 8

I
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NDAHL: Is it like what yeu eat, 1
}‘ll:e \:xf‘l‘-mt vou eat, waffle, or is it

sl
SBARD: Its kind of watfle shaped, if

wits stating, 1o the waffle case, we
- taeilities in thue They're in an inner
‘ rm:m thats ¢

s or the fibers for outside

Ity the splicers do not have access
< that ave designated as T0OF.

JTTO: Jeff, muld you clarify for

i s uhu are mot engineers what you mean by the
1 thuw. as opposed to the IOF, which
o .lbmu“’
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Exhibit KLW.2

: ()ka\, ,‘ml wat ro ddlif\’
e wor ky,n%g I(JI as new '«xulm@s tox
,\RH 1 mzld nwc: say never on

m ac‘l ase any h bers to

v uhmmn if vou will.

: H() And what does Qwest do if it
with new facilities if those

i does it do with these facilities?

e about tis in other jurisdictions.

ARD: Yeah, it - older trunk cables

actlities that were replaced with

itdes that are of fiber, if that copper

A emice A trunk cable or interoffice cable

ipe, i can be redesignated as

Teeder cables and put into a normal

ies i you had old copper that
lmh ﬂmx c:nuld be m:lwcrmucd Wiy
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* \’I(; NMore comment than question
fous life, T did some integrated

ed of both 10F as well as feeder
WIS Y mpf:ncnw i Tat w hxk we

¥ (LN nm‘} % f:c'rtuin
mth :md I'mpduih we got

: :tmd lhe iau that
; : ready aceess to all the
.}mm} ﬁm in sifuations where you
an order that that data can be made
SEVTIE unkrmwn reason thc




; t{mt it § muii be made
sleling an order.

- Well, Mike, being an old
Lam, vo emphasis on old, but
iber thiat T have been involved
asen wsually by the JOF

f fibiers that JOF is going to
it They allow, if you will,
ize the fiber cable to have the
ity of having their own
. Buit we still do not
?ac"i!‘iti@s.
WO an nldm c:xhlt,

qu V

150 ﬂ'i. !v 1 hdwd on lhu:

plant engineer, we didnt

easting tools.

5 Wel, hopefally the new Qwest
g of conperdtion among those

ir e:su’i thm with the new

. mh sathy DWIDM or

deducted from our forecasting
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Fedt, andd we closed iDL in every other
' 1'% reguest that we make a
siisiog on an interim basis on

i the hadrpinning, all of
Wion trees, the commitinents,
airee this, ail of this has been
: b beon discussed, and all of
fowmed i mm other states, including
Him: wa provided o AT&T for the wire

a tanl Hat can show them every
£t i proticudar wire center,
K Kara, is Becky DeCook, 1
itents that you just articulated on
jon of three lines on
stimony. Can you eite me to that?
I’f} ‘»\ &J) 1! mmst in ttm,

msm Jeff Hubbard with Qwest, Yes,

Exhibit KLW-2



Cxhibit KLW-2

 w *mu%d gnmldc more i mpnmnm more

We atp‘;m.wi:metd
fded. However, we did
5, d 1* it Iﬂl[‘hl‘;‘sk there
v ke, we Ttave concerns, we
ey (Jwast vel implementing
serience with what they have
we will, vou know, wait and
1 thit we pul this
Ve would like to see if

ﬂ thc\r W am m
3¢ pursuant (o the
v established and

; Pkﬁ A E
1 owe d%n:

« Just to clardfy, can you just
¢ meastres that this would



very much like
miply another
oned with.

ges with the
L Our POTS

iy, Howas Kind of they had
e was an FCC ruling that

e, you hive to do it

rd wired together. We do not
Htfers that are being discussed and
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in the seven stale process
g argument as well as it

iL: Okay, any further response by
flien we will close out the issue,
NECK: 1 would simply state for the

s with Qwests interpretation of
Asorr that M, Liston just
«or hote that the findings of a
proceding where the
s haven't rendered their
prv that may or may not have
I baven't seen it, | don't



it that the splitters were not integral 1o

e DSLAMsS, so that in the multistate in
5. they did not have the advantage of

3 P not sure how < I'mi not sure

: nild histve been the same if they - if

.,;i w Imn Enosen what we know now.

The information was shared in

mwation presented by Qwest in the

hat it was an integral unit, it was

ter, Qwest still is saying that

; shitters, 118 hard wired, We did

¥ iV thz‘ record in Arizona. We did have
det same information that’s in my current

b

rr
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Hes il i undm stanvct that.

: Ms. Hopfenbeek. yvou'te
ati tssue fsted as a
: e spatting issue

Liston, do you -
s the bridge?

k,mm,,, Ms, DeCook, we'Te

Rendahd, it 1 can ask one
ks, Are you
"‘:ﬁuv e by thc:( LEC or owned
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hm mn \wnmhmunl\ -1 don’
i, hut we were suppmed (o lmv

' §] mc,‘m f\’I &.T dm‘s 80 We
ues. We do ndvoc ate that Qwest
La sphinier to the CLECs for the same
Fhas stated, And on this particulay

4’b ssste of the first, this just
EC owned splitter should be loc: ated
¢ s possible in order to provision
the highest quality possible,

I s m du W rth thc m.u:i to
; md whc:rc Wt* duu To Llu,
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Worward. Qwest is providing line

5 And ﬂm fext issue is to provide

’ loop. And [ think we
1y (Jw St on th\s hu( Tg ;,uusx

‘ﬂ;e Joop splitting is - there’s

st e Tst for loop sphitting.

ng loop spstining.

Ax. Liston, Dominick Sekich. 1f
ord, 1 think it is iy your

slain mu dtffewnce hetween

;iuw \wm 0 :ﬂxc sphl Ihdt lum,

"&ﬁf dta on the one foop.
HI: Mr. Zulevic.

K T just wanted -

1. Ms. Doberneck.

st to ke certain our

gre, it Owasts position that itis

I e ﬂphuma, which is the UNE-P
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# i ard i will be iaplemented on

still apen p,.ndmy SUA
129 fmt surre what the res ulmnm i

& giimie abowt
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!
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

Pocket No. 971-198T - Workshop 5

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION OF US WEST
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S COMPLIANCE WITH S$ 271(c)
OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996.
Parsuant to continuation, the Technical Workshop

% was held an 8:35 ., May 25, 2001, at 3898 Wadsworth
Houldevard. Lukewood, Colorado, before Facilitators

Hagoud Bellinger and John Schuliz,

APPEARANCES

1A% noted in the transeript,)
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e

siﬁ‘%i wﬁmﬁiﬂ“ to the other ILECs, they are

; x s strictly for raw Im)p data
'\ni} it n; pmxa that it sounds very
- have been deing for quite a while.
SON: s there any capability °n
Wt sk 10 gl reports on spue

ucmmm tt vou wxll.
1. WILSON: Oh, so, these two databases
s e the LFACs information to allow an

< at spave fagilides, Is that how it

BRARD: Thats kind of the way that
LEACS Teeds the number of work orders
i:i‘ Vi wall M account, So, that

xhibit KLW-3
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—z
i

LEACS bins dn it 1 am sure a Jot
s andd al! of the information
A And Thaven't palled it
v LFACSs feeds into; tha
et e, or she already bas

Bathoi

nd 1hink, Ken, what's
thant the pieces that Jeff is

o

tether we call #t LFACSs or whether
s within the LEIS and LEAD, it
med and provided, then, into

grade 1o the raw loop data

oitgh is how to capiure the spare

el bring it forward, in some

Ao neaingiul representation, inta the raw log p
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bodata ol 1 bave not seen the specs on how thais
2 o 4 Be age plished. We have some real corncerns,

k. about how you do it, because, again,
tatking abowt spare facilities, but it

; We're nat talking about, vou know, we
L necessarily always huve finished foops or
emd-tirend connects,
; WILSON: And I think this interest
Cs stems from an ability 10 look and see in
hood how much spare facilities there were of
So that you could know if you could market
s where there's IDLC, or advanced services,
% digital loop carrier. And maybe one

sld be to get access 1o these other two
LELS and LEAD, rather than LFACs, since you
FACs is not immediarel ¥ usable to make
WO spare fucilivies,

ME. LISTON: 1 guess what | am trving to

01, i1 ferms of spare facility information, Qwest
ating th