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assets remained under the ownership of the same enlity |

As stated earlier, as part of the merger, 1

of the USWC or QC assets were ransferred to any G0 g

the merger. Pre-merger, the entily was USWC: after the m

QC. in other words, none of OC s af

1E5 QW Ay
owned by USWC before the merger

No affiliate of QC has stepped inly the shoeg of

merger USWC, nor has any QC affillate acquired subg

continued USWC’s ILEC business withoul mlesrng

QC affiliate has acquired local exchange or ex

facilities form USWC or QC. No QC affiliate has asquired i

network elements that must be provided on a6 unbitgdiss

; e

section 251(c)(3). The only Qwest entily that |

South Dakota is QC.

QC'’s affiliates and their predecessors have always ey

independent lines of business that do not overlap witk

USWC, at all. QC has not sought to avoid its sestio

moving local network facilities or elemants from QU o g

affiliates lease them back to QU or provide the services the

Contrary to AT&T's assertion, QC has
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as stated above, the only entity thatis a s
entity other than QC provides locat exch
this issue is moot in South Dakola bacsuse
has dark fiber in it this state.

This issue has been raised by ATS

271 proceeding, the Facilifator addis

argument with respect to alfeged unbund

including QCC, has o basis.! A

Qwest's favor in avery one of Qwes
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PLEASE STATE YOUR FULI
ADDRESS.

My name is Robert L. Stright. | am a pra

administrative law judges.

includes some of my congultic

DID THE REGIONAL OVER!

PERFORM WORK AS PAL

Yes. Initially, the Regional Ov

audit of Qwest’s wholesale perlormantd ¢

project manager for that assignment. The s

audit report. The audit had three prisnary eie

processes related to the performangs measur

performance results reporting, and i




2]

10

1

13

14

15

17

18

20

o]

f
e

Liberty issued a final audit report on Qwest's performuance 1

However, several performance measures were changed «
Liberty's audit. The ROC requested Liberty to audit those i

Liberty’s work in that area is ongoing.

0. DID LIBERTY REACH ANY CONCLUSIONS §

MEASUERMENT AUDIT?

A. Yes. While we included several recommendations fos i

monitoring of performance measures, Liberty coneha

measures accurately and reliably report (west aotual ¢

Q. DID THE ROC THEN ASK LIBERTY TO(

RECONCILIATION WORK AS AN EX

MEASUREMNT AUDIT?

A. Yes. In August 2001, the ROC asked Liberty

and Covad Communications - participated in the dats s

whether the data Qwest inputs into its systems ar

5

reconciliation process was designed to detenmine wi

pos

bt ) 3
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these measures were defined in the PID. The ROC requested that Lit

Observation and Exception process for indicating any concerns with ¢

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DATA RECONCILIATION W

HAS COMPLETED TO DATE.

Liberty issued its first data reconciliation report, which used dats

December 3. 2001. The second report on data from Colorade was :

2002.. Liberty issued the third report, which provided the results

from Nebraska on January 28. On February 2, 2002, Liberty ¢

result of all of the data reconciliation work. On March £, 2

the results of its reconciliation of data from the stte of W

38, 2002, Liberty issued a report on the results of its reconei

&

5

f

of Oregon. While reconciliation work is ongoing in the state

expect that the data reconciliation work complated by Liberty toda

what Liberty will find in these remaining states. The repotts

attached to this testimony as Exhibits RLS-2 throwgh RLS-7.

HAS LIBERTY REACHED ANY CONCLUBIONS A5 A

RECONCILIATION.

Liberty’s data reconciliation work is not complete. However. aud for the

same issues are the cause of any problems with (west’s performance re

identified two new issues in its most recent review of data fre

F¥rperpe §
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investigating those matters, but it appears that both were limited to a specific time

interval during the first half of 2001. In all, the issues that Liberty discovered werg

documented in 1 Exception report. 13 Observation reports, and various findings where

Liberty found Qwest’s data collection practices appropriate. Liberty has since closed the

Exception and ten of the Observations. Liberty continues to evaluate the three ¢

Observations.

Liberty has evaluated several thousand orders and trouble tickets on an Remi- by

basis. With one exception, and considering all of Liberty’s work in both auditin
reconciling Qwest’s performance measures and data, [ believe a commission mu

Qwest’s performance results as representative of the level of performance tht

delivers in the marketplace to CLECs.

The condition placed on the above statement is that Liberty has found exvors and
inconsistencies in the way Qwest has treated service orders with respect t customer-
caused problems in meeting due dates and causing delays. This mutter is the subject ot
Liberty’s Observation 1031. Qwest has provided information to show that it has

improved its procedures and processes to minimize the likelihood of these types of ¢o

Qwest recently provided more information that Liberty is evaluating.

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.

Page 4 '
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Consultant for the review of affiliate transactions oF Public Service |
in a management audit conducted for the New Hampshire Pablic 1)

Led task areas in Libertys review of affiliate transactions of Public §
Company, for the New Jersey Board of Regulatory Commissi

Lead Consultant in Liberty's management audit of Arkansas Western
the Arkansas Public Service Commission. AWG, and the Office of the A
State of Arkansas,

Lead Consultant in Liberty’s audit of Baltimore Gas & & sirie €

productive capacity of the Calvert Cliffs power plant for the MPSET
testimony in a special proceeding before the MPSC,
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Company and Baker & Botts.
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Professional Engineer, Virginia
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure
Data Reconciliation for Arizona

I. Introduction

The Liberty Consulting Group (Liberty) conducted an audit of Qwest's performan
for the ROC, and issued the final report from that audit on September 23, 2001, As ar
to the audit, and through its Change Request process, the ROC requested thay Liberty
“data validation to resolve any debates concerning the accuracy of performance ds
from particular ROC PIDs.” (ROC Change Request #20.) Certain CLECs hawe
concerns about the accuracy of Qwest’s reported performance results as thev
that they have been receiving. The ROC decided to conduct this data reconeitiation w
to test those concerns. Liberty's performance measures audit apphied o all of the RO
with the exception of Arizona. Nevertheless, Liberty was requested to include Ariz
scope of its data reconciliation work. This report provides the results of Liberty's review of
Arizona data.

Liberty conducted muitiple discussions with state commission personnel, Qwaest, and
in order to secure their comments on the scope and objectives for this t v hag
determined that the objective for the data reconciliation process solicited by the ROC should be
to answer the following question:

Does any of the information provided by the participating CLECS
demonstrate inaccuracy in Qwest’s reporting of performance results under
the measures defined in the PID?

The question presented is an important, but narrow one. It allowed the exclusion of activities that
would have substantially expanded the scope of this test. For example. Liberty was net requirey
to determine whether CLECs could reproduce Qwest's performance results with their own
information, or what changes would be required to allow such recreation. There were 4l
situations in which Liberty found that Qwest and a CLEC interpreted re i
had different understandings of how interactions w
them should be treated. In those cases. Liberty did n
was wrong. or who reflected the better practice. '
whether, in consideration of the requirements of the PID. Qwest’s methods practices,
processes contained material error. Therefore, in the case of data discrepancies, Libarty reguired
an affirmative showing of Qwest error or omission before ISSUINg an exception or ohservation,
However, in order to make clear the details of its examination, Liberty has reported the cases
where 1t found the information provided by the parties to be inconclusive.

quirements di

erently ot

In its comments on CR #20, AT&T described what it thought should be the process for what hag
been referred to as “data reconciliation,” as follows:

L. The CLEC identifies what it believes are discrepancies between performance
results it has produced and the performance results that Owest has produced. The
CLEC should identifv the particular performance measurement in greestion cnd
the evidence that lead the CLEC to conclude that a discrepancy exists.

Dgcember 3, 200] The Liberty Consulting Group
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After confirming the discrepancy, the auditor determines coud iderifics
source of the discrepancy.

4. If the saurce of the discrepancy is the CLEC, the auditor will share its f?m;": gy
at a high level with the T4G. The specific details of the discrepancy shalt e
shared by the auditor privarely with the specific CLEC.

3. If the source of a discrepancy is Qwest and that discrepancy points to some
problem  with  Qwest's raw data, the auditor shall  create an
Exception/Observation per the Exception and Observation process used bt the
ROC OSS test. In the Exception/Observation, the auditor will ke
recommendations as to whether the identified deficiency is likely to affect mudiiple
services and/or multiple CLECs. The auditor will also identify: what it betieves is
the period of time that Qwest may have been producing questionahle performeance
results.

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

B

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

Three CLECs, Covad, WorldCom, and AT&T, chose to participate in data recong
participating CLECs had identified numerous discrepancies. However, some (
produce sufficient evidence to demonstrate that claimed diserepancie :
connection with this report, Liberty has separately supplied specific information
CLECs’ sources of discrepancies, as well as proprictary information concermin i
and volumes. Liberty sought to prepare this report to inform the interested partict
test and its results, without revealing confidential information. For e "Ampl the rep
refers to percentages of total orders instead of the actual number of orders.
performance measures and products that the participating CLECs wanted includ ;d it :,i'ix:‘:f gt
reconciliation, being widely known, were therefore not considered proprietary,

As an indirect result of its data reconciliation work for the state of Arizona, Liberty wil
issuing one Exception Report on performance measure OP-15. The discoy ery o
described below and in the ferthcoming Exception Repun did not resubt £ 16
provided by CLECs, but rather was the result of Liberty's review of Quest’s informut on n&umu
data reconciliation.

Qwest, the CLECs, and Liberty spent significant time and effort resolving the specitic s
the performance measures to be included in data reconciliation. It tvok considerable added
to digest and process LhL mtormanon provldﬁd hv LI E(\ :md maigh it m&h d.xt,t proy

December 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Graup




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Recr;npii_»iaﬁon;fﬁt a&ri;t.,z?»x;;;:

fbrm:.d a mOm smmhcant than e\pected part of this teﬂ ’)urmg she x_ourw of ity 4

mmmdacton da ta pruented by CLECs and Qwest. Th\s ‘xUCCCab n daxa marmm; Wias wnmimxxz.‘,

but the discrepancies remained very large even after it was completed.

This first report by Liberty on data reconciliation addresses only Arizona data. A fes
from-other states is within the current scope of the work. Liberty considers important aspee

sults of Liberty’s review for Arizona to apply to other states. Liberty r
mmendations in this report about how data reconciliation testing might best proceed ir o
states, given such applicability. ’

On November 19, 2001, Liberty issued a status report to each of the CLECSs and Qwast o |
Arizona data reconciliation. Liberty reviewed and considered comments on the Himited anal
results that were included in those status reports in reaching the results presented in this rep




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Ri”umcfli‘ati{m fﬁr;fs;izmﬁz

1. 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 or: the
ef completing the first of the states included in the current scope of the reconciliation effor.

Given the way that CLECs captured data and accounted for informstion
related to Qwest’s wholesale performance measures, concerns about the
accuracy of Qwest reporting are understandable.

It is understandable that CLECs record data relevant to performance measure results in Wa
best suit their own operational and management needs and their information system capabil
They have not had substantial reason to ensure that their recording and processing of
coineide exactly with that reported by Qwest. although the potentiat for adoption of the ()1
the future will make commonality much more important. Detailed data matching co
as which records are included and excluded. what time-of-day clock to use, and the I
have not been matters of immediate concern heretofore.

In some cases the CLECs do not have the systems required to track performance measure
at the level of detail required of Qwest, which must take measurements in strict accord withy the
requirements of the PID’s approximately 700 sub-measures. Some CLECs sven use multiple and
different data management systems to support their own internal operations. For the most part,
Liberty found that the participating CLECs’ personnel are not familiar with all of the derails of
howw performance data are captured, processed, and ultimately reported by Qwest.

The information provided by CLECs for the state of Arizona did not
demonstrate that Qwest reports of its performance are materially inaccurate,

In the course of its data reconciliation work to date. Liberty found that Qwest did make some
ereors that affected performance results, However, those errors were generafly either (ay he
kind and at levels to be expected at the front end of the performance measurement PrOCEER,
where people must manually enter vast amounts of information, or (k) appeared to be honest
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 considers o he e
levels, even under a carefully operated set of measurement activities. Moreover, there w
evidence that Qwest purposely took steps to make its performance figures appear better than it
autually was. With the exception of a programming problem associated with measure OP-13 aned
a failure 10 report a group of Firm Order Confirmations in June 2001, the errors were not
ystemic, nor did they apply to a significant percentage of the performance measure results.

The results of Liberty’s Arizona data reconciliation work should influence
decisions about the scope and methods of the remaining data reconciliation
work,

L.iberty bas identified what it considers to be generically applicable reasons for targe porti
the discrepancies between Qwest and CLEC performance data. Future data reconciliation w
would be expedited if it does not have to examine for other states what Liberty expects to be «
substantial amounts of data whose discrepancies have the same underlying cuy "

pher 3. 2001 - The Liberty Consulting Crmarm




dedication of resources and the level of detail of information thut is reguired on o
CLECs to participate meaningfully in data reconciliation is certzinly
now that the Arizona work has been undertaken. CLECs need to deters
comimit the resources and produce the information required for the s
Finally, there may be differences in the ways that Qwest performs in
Future reconciliation work should attempt to focus on those perforn
result in differences from the Arizona findings.

December 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Armana

FII. Results of Data Reconciliation - AT&T

A, Introduction

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

° The denominator of PO-5A, B, and C combined for unbundled loops (LIRL).
@ The denominator of PO-5D for Local Interconnection 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 unbundied loops
and for LIS Trunks.

® The numerator and denominator of OP-6A and OP-6B for unbundled foops and
for LIS Trunks.

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

® The numerator and denominator of OP-15A and OP-15B for LIS Trunks.

For 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 OF-15 for Famary
or February; therefore, Liberty could not reconcile data for those months. In addition, Qwest was
untable to provide the data necessary to reconcile OP-13 for LIS Trunks for May: therefore, data
for that month could not be reconciled.

In addition, Liberty was to compare 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 was to compare the repair intervals reported by the two parties, In addition.
Liberty was 1o analyze situations identified by AT&T where AT&T found one trouble ticket, but
where more than one Qwest trouble ticket applied.

Liberty received data both from Qwest and from AT&T. Liberty initially received tfrom Qwest:
{a} data files containing information on the records actually used in the measurement. and (bl
those records that Qwest had excluded. Qwest provided one file for each state/product/mensure
combination. These data allowed Liberty to determine the records that Qwest believed should be
inctuded in each measure. Liberty could also replicate the numerators and denominators in
(Jwest’s reported performance results.

AT&T initally provided for each state files by product containing the records it helieved

relevant, AT&T also provided hardcopies of the source documents for its records (7e, UBL
service orders, LIS trunk service orders, and trouble tickets). Liberty needed to know those

records that AT&T believed should be included in the numerators and denominators of each
measure so that Liberty could reconcile the sets of data from the two parties. Liberty therefors

Liecember 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group




Fequestcd il A L&l proviae this miormation. A tedl did 5o, and provided the actust dats Bies
usizd to calculate the performance measure results it believed to be correct.

Adter the scope of the reconciliation was agreed upon and after Liberty received ;c&mpa;ﬁ;h?e Vé@:m
from both parties, Liberty began its analysis by matching the parties’ data files. Liberty identified
records where the parties agreed (so that no reconciliation was necessary). cases where one party
included a record but the other party did not, and records where both parties included the recosd
in the denominator, but disagreed about the numerator.

Liberty then analyzed the discrepant records. If Liberty could reach a decisior: about how the
record should be treated by using the available information, Liberty did so. If more information
was required, Liberty submitted data requests to one or both parties (as agreed among the p
Liberty copied each party on the data requests submitted to the other). Liberty was sometimes
able 1o use the information in the analyses provided by Qwest in lieu of sending data requests to
Qwest,

For each record analyzed, Liberty reached one of six conclusions, as follows:

1. Qwestand AT&T agreed on the treatment of the record

X

Qwest incorrectly included, excluded, or otherwise treated the record in the mes BUre

LI

Qwest’s reporting of the record was correct

4. AT&T did not provide any information to demonstrate that Qwest’s treatment of the
record was incorreet

3. There was no actual discrepancy between the parties, (e.g.. cases where some anals
required to demonstrate that there is no discrepancy)

6. The information available on the record was inconclusive ar contlicting in a way that
prevented reconciliation.

B. Reconciiiation Issues

There was little apparent agreement between the companies at the initial stages
reconciliation. For example, for LIS Trunks. AT&T and Qwest agreed on both the numerator A
denominator for OP-3 for only 9 percent of the orders under consideration. Ob-4, which hy
interval numerator rather than a miss/met numerator like OP-3. showed even less agreesner
percent). After some investigation and analysis. Liberty found. by determining that seme 1t
fell into category #3 above, that there was only a slightly higher level of agreement, Howe
Liberty determined that only a few issues that accounted for much of the discrepancy.

Service Order Completion Date

For LIS Trunks, Liberty found that Qwest and AT&T have different operational definations of
when an order is considered to be completed. In most instances. AT&ET views the arder as

December 3. 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group




completed eartier than Qwest does, AT&T believes the order is completed when 4 first
done, but Qwest does not consider it completed until an additional test is completed as w :
many orders a due date is established; i.e., the date by which both parties expect to {:’-"f%s!ﬂ?,%zf‘aa '
order. When a test is successfully completed on that due date. AT&T considers the or
completed. AT&T therefore includes the order in the relevant performance measures
completed on the date of that test. However, Qwest believes another test is necess iy
tor which AT&T is often not ready on the due date. Accordingly, Qwest classifies 1

§_ v;“v’;_
¥

measure results. This disagreement about the meaning of order completion gecount
significant numbers of discrepancies between the parties. For example, it accounts for a third
the LIS trunk denominator discrepancies between the parties for OP-3 for the months of Lanuary
o June.

Both AT&T and Qwest have reasonable justifications for their definitions of arder cor
Their difference is an operational one, which cannot be resolved in etther party’s i3
referring to the language of the PID. Liberty did not consider this test as including & |1
determination of which company applied the better or most correct operational interpts
Rather. Liberty sought to determine whether Qwest’s approach was out of conformity with the
PID. Liberty concluded that Qwest’s definition and use of a service order completion date could
not be judged to be out of conformance with the PID.

33

The parties’ differing interpretations of the term completion date appears to be Hmited 1o LIR
trunk orders. Liberty did not find that this difference affected results for loops. However, it
possible that a similar difference could cause differing results for other products.

Data Processing Error

Liberty’s analysis of LIS Trunks disclosed that many orders being reported in OP<13 did not
appear to be Qwest “misses,” even according to Qwest’s own data. The cause of the problen '
a data transfer error. The Detailed Data Set that Qwest uses for the OP-135 measure inee
data from the Integrated Data Repository (IDR) Pending data source. One extremely is
piece of this data is the miss code, which determines whether the order will be includ
I3, and whether it will be included in OP-15A or OP-135B. LIS Trunks constitute o
service; therefore, they have three-digit miss codes. Misses for customer reasony be
letter “C." For example, CO1 is the miss code for the category of “Customer Not Ready
the data transfer step, the third digit of the miss code was often {although not als
truncated. The Wholesale Regulatory Reporting program looks up the code in a miss
in order to determine how the order should be handled. I it fails to find the code, it o
Qwest as the default cause of the miss. Therefore, all of the LIS trunk orders showing
miss codes were being reported as Qwest misses, even though not all of them were. Jw
stated that it knew about the problem, and has already fixed it. but the performance repoE
the months being reconciled, and the data provided by Qwest that generated them, contain

error. Liberty will issue an Exception Report addressing this issue. The problem ¢
about half of the LIS Trunk service orders.

g

~r

This problem could exist (for the period being reconciled) for designed services other
Trunks. Accordingly, an investigation would be appropriate to determine exactly the
of products affected, and the months involved.

Zﬁ’ﬁéén;hé? 3200/ The Liberty Consulting Grouy
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Arizona

tse of Reference Date

eral perfortiance measures use the number of orders completed in the reporting; perigd as the
mintor, (Qwest's service order database does not contain a real-time picture of service order
v. Liberty’s review during the performance measures audit showed that r¢cords are
ed close to the time of the activity involved, such as completion; however, there is usually &
Fa couple of days. If the performance measures used only the report month, Qwest s's;égid
4 substantial amount of activity. Qwest solved this potential problem by calculating
tres for records in which the database reference date is the reporting month. This method
-enstre that all records are reported, but may cause orders that are completed in one month
reported in a later calendar month. Liberty does not consider this problem to be a material
becanse:

# Iivery order is eventually accounted for

# The process is well-defined and applied consistently

»

# The overall impact (including an order in a future month's performance report) is
minimal.
However, a CLEC would not know the reference date; it would only know the actual date of
spletion. The reference date matter accounted for about 11 percent of the LIS Trunk
duierepancies and for nearly 6 percent of the discrepancies between AT&T and Qwest for OP-3,
unbundled loops, for April 2001.

Thiy reference date issue affects all products.
Changed Due Dates

thwest and AT&T have differing views on how a service order for unbundled loops should be
ireated in performance measures in those cases where AT&T has changed the due date on the
arder. In every case where AT&T changed the due date after the order reached a certain stage in

ess, (Qwest treated the order as ineligible for inclusion in the OP measures. AT&T, on the
aand, only excluded an order if it changed the due date on the due date itself] it regarded
rders 10 be the ones whose due dates were missed due to for AT& T-caused reasons. If
I changed the due date at any earlier time, it did not exclude the order (at least for a reason
4l to the changed due date). This difference accounted for about a quarter of the OP-3
uniled loop discrepancies and for a smaller percentage of the LIS Trunk discrépancies
veunt west and AT&T.

sug is not applicable under the current Qwest method for calculating performance
megasures. Version 4.0 of the ROC PID changed the method of accounting for cusiomer-

4 changes in the due date. Qwest now reports those orders against an “Applicable Due
mstend of the original due date. In earlier versions of the PID. Qwest measured against
1} due date and it judged as ineligible orders for which the customer requested a later
te. The carlier PID did not explicitly allow this exclusion: its language said “customer
sted @ later due date when the technician arrived to do the work.™ Qwest interpreted the
ston more liberally than this phrasing would allow. While it may seem unrealistic o hold

i

KN/ ' The Liberty Consultmg Group




AR LU R YRS B AR AR AR AARNLL VIR Al L VaAla IARAASERARIa R AT SR AL

due date in every case that its customer requested a later one. Qwest was in
:e Janguage that had been contained in the PID.

Mlssed Due Dates

have differing views on which orders should be excluded from OP-3. OP-4,
wrounds of customer-caused missed due dates. Qwest excludes every order that
due date for any customer (i.e., AT&T) reason. AT&T states that it attempts to
ss¢ orders that have missed due dates for the specific reasons stated in the PID.

b due date issue discussed above, this distinction did not constitute a major
epuncies between the parties.

B

Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs)

s vaused a vast difference between what Qwest reported and what AT&T thought
d. First, AT&T counted multiple FOCs for PONs that included several orders
Second, AT&T did not capture FOCs for disconnect orders. cancelled orders.
Finally, for the month of June 2001, Qwest failed to report the first order of
seed multiple orders. Qwest had already reported this problem in its October 3,
of notes to the regional results report. Liberty is still considering whether that
sutficient.

ceounted for practically all of the discrepancies between AT&T and Qwest in the
wmimsator Tor unbundled loops. Qwest’s and AT&T’s initial submittal showed that only
¢ of thelr records matched. Qwest's reporting problem in June caused 5 percent of the
nd H1 percent of the records for June to be in error. It was not clear which
s ervor Tor 8 percent of the records.

ind vasthy higher matching of records in the case of LIS Trunks. Qwest and AT&T at
Fon the denominator in 70 percent of the cases. About 36 percent of the apparent
- were ultimately not real discrepancies at all. Liberty found that Qwest had
Iy reporied on less than 3 percent of the records.

Hot Cuis

mensines the percentage of loop hot cuts completed on time. This measure reflected
fe agreoment between Qwest and AT&T, but even in this case, only 73 percent of the
“agreed. Another 8 percent of those that did not match initially were found to be
the discrepancies that existed, Liberty found that 6 percent fell into the
category. These cases were instances where Qwest and AT&T disagreed on
s wut was completed on time, The recorded start and stop times for the two companies
ce of most disagreement was the recorded start times for the cut, but even there
s wiried by less than one hour. There was no evident procedural or systemic

support 4 conclusion that either comnpany was routinely recording times earlier
the other was, [n summary, while reported times varied. the information provided by
4 not show that Qwest was making any attempt to shorten the cut interval for the
: ing reported hot cut performance. In several cases, Qwest’s reported interval
w ane recorded by AT&T. 1t appeared that AT&T might have considered the

o
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ed time was greater than one hour. However, the PID actually
volving 16 or fewer lines, Liberty requested more detailed log
ded times in selected cases. Qwest did not provide a response in

sults

owing the results of its analysis of the AT&T data. These
atson thiat is proprietary to AT&T; therefore, Liberty has made a very
the sprendsheets, The following paragraphs provide a summary
bown in greater detail in the spreadsheets.

A, Liberty Tound that Qwest and AT&T agreed on the treatment of 9
it Lwest elearly treated the order correctly in 73 percent of the orders.
ihow that Qwest was incorrect in 12 percent of the orders, and
lemanstrated inconclusive results. For OP-4, the percentages-were
5 agreed on only 6 percent and the number of inconclusive orders

-3, Qwest and AT&T agreed on the treatment of 64 percent of the
85 Qwest was in error on | percent of the total, that in 19 percent of
Aearly correet or AT&Ts information did not show Qwest to be
¢ of the onders fell into a category of not actually being a discrepancy,
& pereent of the orders were inconclusive,

s

ng problem for OP-15 and the June 2001 incomplete reporting of
s made by Qwest were minimal. Liberty found a small number of

st incorrectly classified a customer-caused miss. [t may be ‘that
classified 2s inconclusive could have the same type of problem, as
est-tlesignated customer miss code.

s 4 review of AT&T's and Qwest’s Arizona trouble ticket data for
April to June 2001 period. Liberty conducted this review to
seetly reported s performance measures, particularty MR-6 ~
Lty received summary information in spreadsheet form from
s of many of the AT&T and Qwest trouble tickets,'

@ ncluging, among other things, trouble ticket number, product code, repair
ar dales or start/stop times providec. AT&T provided, for each of its
i teouble ticket number(s), the open and restore date and time of the
oblent and reatment by Qwest.

e et re s s e
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1 1y prefiminary analysis:

i MTTR or repair duration recorded by each party match.

iy in the population of relevant Qwest trouble ticket numbers that
ely 60 percent of the Qwest ticket numbers in each party’s data
ppear in the other party’s data. Liberty confined its analysis to
mumbers found in both data sets.”

ir orders had multiple, i.e., between two and six, Qwest ticket
. o main reasons explain why Qwest assigned more than one
r arder:

" repair order included two or more different circuits, which were
med separate Qwest trouble ticket numbers.

r¢: thin one repair performed on the given circuits, and these repairs
wedd on different days. Qwest typically opened and closed the original
nil opened new ones for the later repairs,

wiing multiple Qwest trouble tickets on an AT&T service request
- between the parties. CLECs are permitted to bundle repair

irs are for the same customer and location. Qwest, on the other
arate trouble tickets in order to allow proper calculation-of billing
uits, While individual trouble tickets on a given problem may be
. AT&T may have reasons (e.g., recurring, intermittent service
sle ticket with its own customer open. Should AT&T wish to pursue a
LT ticket, Qwest would have to open new tickets. From AT&T's
thus be more than one Qwest ticket number for an AT&T ticket.

aipmiary chart itemizing the reason for multiple Qwest tickets, and
comments. AT&T ultimately agreed with Liberty’s analysis in one-
- others, AT&T questioned how specific situations were treated mn the
e situations raised by AT&T included:

ate the reasons for the diserepancy, but during the course of iig analysis identified
snd that some of the ticket numbers provided by AT&T were for dates
I, aml some appeared to contain typographical errors (since Qwest was able to
nbiers],
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# hen & trouble ticket is opened and closed but the AT&T customer remains down
1 another trouble ticket is required to restore service (i.e., more than one Qwest

trouble ticket is required to solve an AT&T customer’s problem)

® When a reported trouble contains two circuits, each having different problems

& When 4 trouble is repaired incorrectly or incompletely

& When the wrong circuit is either repaired or reported (i.e.. a records error by
gither party]

L When a trouble ticket is opened to test a repair just made

% When a trouble ticket is closed incorrectly to “no trouble found™ (NTF)

# nbsequent or “tracking” tickets.

amined each of the trouble tickets in question, and subsequently reviewed them with
tail. Qwest uses guidelines set forth in its business requirements documents to gtide
ind restoring of trouble tickets. Specifically:

# Multiple circuits on one CLEC repair request are split to separate Qwest tickets,
# A ticket is closed upon consent of the CLEC; if the problem remains after a ticket

is restored, then a new ticket must be opened.’

Al trouble tickets are included in the population of relevant trouble tickets used
to caleulate performance measures, except those with trouble codes related to
customer or carrier equipment and information tickets, (CPE. IEC, and INFO,
which explains why some tickets appeared in AT&T’s data but not in Qwest's
data, because Qwest provided only tickets used to derive the reported measures).

® "No access” time is subtracted out of MTTR under the PID.
* Subsequent tickets are not included in the measure under the PID.

% Trouble reports on products under “retail tariffs™ are included in

retail
performance measures, rather than in the wholesale measures.

does not require distinet measurements to reflect the “quality” of a repair, The fact that
it may have been made incorrectly, or that multiple attempts were required before the
rwas compieted s irrelevant; each repair that does not involve a CPE, IEC or INFO (which

t0 Owest, it gets approval from the CLEC before closing a ticket and records the name of the person

proveal, 1f the CLEC requests that Qwest hold a ticket open and there is no further action 24 hours
055 the ticket back 1o the restore time.

sited thit some AT&T customers’ products are under the w

holesale tariff and some are not: only those
idesale @rilf are included jn the wholesale measures.
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'y trauble is included in the MR-6 measure.” When the Wrong circuit is
. regardless of which party made the error, the ticket is typically closed 1o
quently excluded from the performance measures.

wstored with a trouble code of NTF (no trouble found) are included in the
w8 the PID requires. Liberty found, however. that there was some

bin the assignment of trouble codes. “No trouble found™ was closed to
and to CPE in other cases, According to its guidelines, if Qwest teste
Blem, then it would close the ticket to NTF. However, if additional a
ated that the trouble was on the CLEC s side (e.g., the customer identify
that the trouble was actually on the customer’s side), then Qwest wo

" In the former case, the ticket would be included in the measure; inth

£

1 that. for each of the trouble tickets in question, Qwest handled its troubie
its stated procedures and with the PID. Liberty did, however, find human
iy 4 percent of the tickets. Specifically, tickets that apparently inv
sed 1o CPE or INFG, and incorrectly excluded from the measure. |
wghitude of these errors was not sufficient to affect materially the:
ty has concluded that Qwest had handled the repair tickets correctly d
1 1o reason to conclude that it had reported its performance incor,r“_t,_,_y‘.

arted by AT&T on a given Qwest trouble ticket never matched the duration®
ted by Qwest. For 59 percent of the tickets, the durations differed by moretl
ereent, the durations differed by more than 12 hours. In a few cases, Qiwest h:

La fonger MTTR than did AT&T, but in the majority of cases, thetime recorded

ted 4 dat request to Qwest asking it to provide: (a) explanations for the differe
@ 10 percent sumple of trouble tickets, and (b) copies of some of the individual
tound that: el

# The disparity in durations ranged from 3 minutes to over 9 days.
i There was an apparent 3-hour difference between the system clock used by Qwest

nt

andd that of AT&T (Liberty therefore assumed this difference to be aconsta
hroughout its analysis). :

# I 77 pereent of the cases, Qwest and AT&T had recorded the same (or 'r;dtijgfhly
the same) open time for the ticket, SR

K instead manifest themselves in the relative performance of each company. For example; if
ube ticker number open while Qwest opened and closed tickets more than- once: AT&T"s
r thin Ohwest’s, but Qwest's repeat trouble rate would be higher. S

At ang time all of these tickets were restored as NTF. but this policy changed 2-3 vears-ago.
2 s distinetion between NTF and CPE. -

The Liberty Consulting Group
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me) open and restore time for the ticket.
» of the cases, Qwest had at some point during the repair “no access™

ATET did not remove from its MTTR.

ble 1o fully upldm the differences in open or restore times. According to
,u,i \nth & gwen uckct are %S]an’d by its qystem amomaucally AT&T

e xSl‘d prcuscl} the limes assomated thh the Qwest tlckets rat
red more to recording interactions with its own customers. Absent
‘ hds comludtd that there is not a basis for concluding that ¢

: grise {rom the hu th'xt AT&T dxd not restate nckets back
' m fur thls smp ¢ ocls. tlme Fhe fact that AT&T dxd not Iy

15 not a basis for concluding that Qwest’s no access time, and tl
e, During its review of Qwest’s tickets, Liberty did, hewever.
roperly subtracted “clock stop” time when it was unwarranted. Libe
e they were not frequent enough or significant enough in magnit
st-reported results,

¥
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Arizona

esults of Data Reconciliation — Covad and WorldCom

Covad

iw requested an audit of the disaggregated line sharing and unbundled 2-wir¢ non-

erators and denominators for OP-4, OP-5, MR-3, MR-5, MR-6, and PO-5 for
ay, June, and July 2001. After its own analysis, Qwest indicated that QOP-5 was
- hevause the data used to calculate it originated from too many sources to permiit a
il reconciliation. Qwest and Covad could not produce data with a commen field,
{id be necessary to permit reconciliation of the maintenance and repair measures.

Hed OP-4 10 the extent possible. given the information provided by Covad and
/ ified the orders according to whether Qwest and COVAD agreed on the
mmator, and inclusion in the measure. Liberty then requested information from
est provided Local Service Requests (LSR), Work Force Administration Control
15, and a discussion of specific orders that were included by Covad, but not by
d provided an updated database that included a number of orders that had been
urovartous reasons by Qwest, but did not include any documentation of Covad's
o any of the orders. Liberty reviewed the data filings, then performed additional
id presented a supplemental data request to the two parties. Again, Qwest provided
AL documentation on orders it had excluded, and, with only limited exceptions,
i all the information requested for OP-4. Covad did not respond. On November
wad indicated that it had additional documentation related to the Arizona
n. Liberty did not have time to secure and use that information in time to include its

ol from May through J uly 2001, Covad and Qwest agreed on 42 percent of the total
siminator orders, They agreed on the numerator in many fewer cases.

cd documentation for all its OP-4 line sharing orders that were in conflict with
ded in Covad’s numerator. The documentation consisted primarily of LSRs that
fwe application date, completion date, and reference date. Liberty compared the values

cuments with values included in the comparable field in the data files supplied by
Averty did not find any inconsistencies between the LSR documents and data files.
I dud not provide support for its data files, Liberty conducted the same type of analysis on

L UBL orders with similar results, Liberty did not find inconsistencies between the LSR
nd Qwest data files.

¥ also requested that Covad provide information on Qwest’s PONs that were not matched

L Covad indicated that it was unable to provide the information. Covad did provide an

4 ddita set that may have addressed some of the problems, but did not provide headers for

4. Liberty was unable to use it, Liberty treated orders where Qwest was able to identify

“ appropriste for inclusion in the performance report. Qwest was un

- osmme orders included in performance reports for the
< orders as inconclusive in its analysis.

sy

able to provide
three-month period. Liberty




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Arizons

Aberty requested documentation from Qwest for the orders that Covad included in the line
sharing performance, but that Qwest did not include. Qwest responded with data for some
istances, but stated there were some orders for which Qwest could not provide information.
Liberty also treated these orders as inconclusive.

numerator for the line sharing orders. Qwest provided LSR documentation to support its
position. Covad did not provide documentation for its position. For the period examined, Liberty
found that 34 percent of the orders demonstrated inconclusive results. primarily because nei
party ¢ould provide any support. Liberty’s review of the Covad data and of the Qwest data and
supporting  documentation did not reveal any problems with the accuracy of Quwest's
performance reporting.

For PO-3, Liberty again matched and classified the extent of agreement between the parties, and
requested support for areas of disagreement. Qwest provided a file analyzing the Covad orders
that were not included in Qwest’s files. The file identified the reason for excluding each order.
Qwest also offered to provide additional documentation, provided that Covad provide
documentation of its data file. Since it was the best and only information available, Libert '
the Qwest analysis to evaluate Covad’s May and June data. It showed that many
should not have been included for Arizona or for the months within the test period.

sed
of the records

Liberty has prepared spreadsheets showing the results of its analysis of the Covad service orders.
These documents contain information that is proprietary to Covad; therefore. Liberts made &
limnited distribution of them.

B. WorldCom

Liberty’s scope of work associated with WorldCom (WCom) and Arizona included ©F
Installation Commitments Met, and OP-4, Installation Interval. for LIS Trunks and
unbundled analog loops. The time period under consideration was January through Mav 2001,

WCom did not provide data at the level of detail measured by OP-3 and OP-4 in certain cases.
Therefore, Liberty’s reconciliation had to be adjusted accordingly. For example, WCom did not
disaggregate its OP-3D and OP-3E, and OP-4D and OP-4E. data by zone: therefore. the
reconciliation addressed results for these sub-measures on a combined basis. In addition. the dat
provided by WCom did not contain sufficient information to calculate the OP.4 numerator,
which is the actual installation interval. The UBL denominator for OP-d excludes orders with
customer-requested due dates that are greater than the standard interval. Wlom could only
determine these excluded orders on a limited basis. Therefore. Liberty sought to determine
whether WCom’'s information on the total order counts showed any problems with the numbers
reported by Qwest for OP-3 and OP-4,

B

Liberty’s reconsolidation process confirmed the existence and generally appropriate use of
(west’s systems to produce accurate OP-3 and OP-4 measurements tor WCom. Liberty found a

Digomber 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group
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syl mumber of Qwest errors in the data inputs to these systems. These errors affected less than
ent of the total orders considered.

E?xx. mitial reconciliation focused on the fact that Qwest reports at a service-order level, while
g dmdnpx data at a purchase order level. A purchase order. or PON. might result m
fe service orders; therefore, Liberty had to establish the PON/SO relationship. Liberty

arders. For example, WCom uses the month of actual order completion for reporting, while
uses the reference date of an order, which means that some orders completed at the end of
ith may be reported by Qwest in the following month or later. (See discussion in the AT&T
tion of this report.) The other significant difference in order counting was the fact that Qwest
&,1;} not count orders classified as a customer-caused miss of the due date.

Liberty verified that Qwest’s reported performance for WCom was correct strictly on the basis of
st's own data. Then, after the service order reconsolidation, Liberty determined that the
s reported by Qwest and WCom matched in 42 percent of the cases for LIS Trunks and in
73 percent of the cases for UBLs.

Mf the apparent discrepancies on LIS Trunk orders, Liberty found that in 47 percent of the total,
sither Qwest's and WCom's records affirmatively showed that Qwest was correct or that there
was no information to prove that Qwest was incorrect. In 6 percent of the total, the results of the
cord analysis were inconclusive, and in less than 5 percent of the total, Liberty found that
£ L was incorrect, Qwest's errors were of two types: (a) that an order should have been ruled

ble using Qwest’s rules for a customer-caused miss, or (b) that the commitment date did
not appear to be met as reported by Qwest,

A

either Qwest’s and WCom's records affirmatively showed that Qwest was correct or that there
wis iy information to prove that Qwest was incorrect. In 2 percent of the total. the results of the
g vd analysis were inconclusive, and in less than 2 percent of the total. Liberty found thm

ext was incorrect. Qwest’s errors involved either lack of support for a customer-caused miss

fication or some other reason for excluding the order. Most of the errors occurred in
January 2001,

For the apparent discrepancies on UBL orders, Liberty found that in 22 percent of the total.

Liberty has prepared spreadsheets showing the results of its analysis of the WCom service
arders. These documents contain information that is proprietary to WCom: therefore. Liberty
made a very limited distribution of them.

For 30000 The Liberty Consulting Group
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¥, Future Qwest Data Reconciliation

. ¢laims that Qwest’s performance measures were inaccurate had a foundation in the data
bie fo them. The basis for those claims was a set of results that differed from those reported
et by a very large amount. Liberty's data reconciliation work in Arizona showed that a

ber of reasons explained a relatively large percentage of the differences. CLECS may
st ggree with Qwest on matters such as the definition of service order completion, Qwest's
e of makihg records ineligible because of customer changes to due dates, or ¢l sing
¢ tickets simply because the wrong circuit had been identified. Nevertheless, these kinds of
re the main reasons why results were so disparate. While debate on such matters may
cotitinue, the value to be gained from future reconciliation work would be substantially more
e~ and resource-consuming in the event that it must deal with each of the many records that
winld be ultimately explained by one of these issues.

ation of resources and the level of detail of information that is required on the part of
‘% 1 order to meaningfully participate in data reconciliation should be better understond as
alt of the work done for Arizona. Even if the number of records that are subject o
ation is limited in future reconciliation work, the CLECs and Qwest now know the level
and nature of the records that are necessary to support positions on the treatment of n
i} for the purposes of a performance measure, If any party cannot make the requisite
spmmitment, any attempt to reconcile records will have limited value.

There muay be differences in the ways that Qwest performs in various parts of its region, and

2 yeconciliation work should attempt to focus on those performance aspects that could result
erences from the Arizona findings. For example, service orders could be treated diff ently
different service order processing centers, or systems in some parts of Qwest’s region could
losing trouble tickets with different codes or upon different circumstances than exist other
5. Liberty has requested that Qwest make an assessment of possible reasons why there could

j snees among the states. The response to that request was not received by the time this
Feprt was written,

y concluded on the basis of the work done in Arizona that the information provided by

lid not demonstrate material inaccuracies in how Qwest reported its performance.
» Liberty also believes that there is value to some level of data reconcil
:of Qwest's region. To gain that value. the focus should be on a more
cieil or sampled records rather than attempting to explain the

T
However iation in other
detailed review of
reasons why. for example. one

s denominator of a particular measure and product is different than the other’s. If the goal
provide additional assurance that Qwest's performance measures are accurate. then more

#f work on questions like the assignment ol customer jeopardy o service orders or no-
e-tound close-outs of trouble tickets could prove beneficial. If, however, the goal is to
an generally why CLECs” results are so much different from those reported by Qwest, then
ty considers the results found in Arizona to be largely responsive in meeting that goal,

The Libertv Consultine Crour
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Second Report on Qwest Performance Measure
Data Reconciliation — Colorado

1. Introduction

The Liberty Consulting Group (Liberty) conducted an audit of Qwest’s performance measures
tor the ROC, and issued the final report from that audit on September 25, 2001. As an extension
to the audit, and through its Change Request process, the ROC requested that Liberty conduct a
“data validation to resolve any debates concerning the accuracy of performance data emanating
fram particular ROC PIDs.” (ROC Change Request #20.) Certain CLECs have expressed
caneerns about the accuracy of Qwest's reported performance results as they relate to service
that they have been receiving. The ROC decided to conduct this data reconciliation work in order
te test those concerns. Liberty’s performance measures audit applied to all of the ROC states
with the exception of Arizona. Nevertheless, Liberty was requested to include Arizona in the
scope of its data reconciliation work. The report that used Arizona data was issued on Decemiber
3, 2001, This report provides the results of Liberty’s review of data from Colorado.

Liberty conducted multiple discussions with state commission personnel, Qwest, and the CLECs,
in order to sccure their comments on the scope and objectives for this test. Liberty has
determined that the objective for the data reconciliation process solicited by the ROC should be

e answer the following question:

Does any of the information provided by the participating CLECs
demonstrate inaceuracy in Qwest’s reporting of performance results under
the measures defined in the PID?

The question presented is an important, but narrow one. It allowed the exclusion of activities that
would have substantially expanded the scope of this test. For example. Liberty was not required
to determine whether CLECs could reproduce Qwest’s performance results with their own
infbrmation, or what changes would be required to allow such recreation. There wete also
situations in which Liberty found that Qwest and a CLEC interpreted requirements differently or
had different understandings of how interactions with Qwest or the information resulting from
Hwem should be treated. In those cases. Liberty did not seek to determine who was right and who
& wrong, or who reflected the better practice. Instead, Liberty’s goal was to determine
whether, in consideration of the requirements of the PID, Qwest’s methods practices, or
processes contained material error. Therefore, in the case of data discrepancies. Liberty required
an alfirmative showing of Qwest error or omission before issuing an exception or observation.
However, in order to make clear the details of its examination, Liberty has reported the cases
where it found the information provided by the parties to be inconclusive. In the course of is
data reconciliation work, if Liberty found something wrong with the way Qwest reported
parformance results, regardless of the information provided by the CLEC, Liberty reported that
problem.

In its comments on CR #20. AT&T described what it thought should be the process for what has
been referred 1o as “data reconciliation,” as follows:

page !
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L The CLEC identifies what it believes are discrepancies berween performance
resulls it has produced and the performance results that Owest has produced. The
CLEC should identify the particular performance measurement in question and
the evidence that lead the CLEC to conclude that a discrepancy exists.

2 The auditor takes the CLECS information and confirms the existence of the
HECTE Py

& After confirming the discrepancy. the auditor determines and identifies the
sarce of the discrepancy.

£ i the source of the discrepancy is the CLEC. the auditor will share its findings
at a high level with the TAG. The specific details of the discrepancy shall be
shiared by the auditor privately with the specific CLEC.

3 Af the source of a discrepancy is Qwest and that discrepancy points to some
problem  with  Qwest's  raw  data, the auditor shall  create  an
xeeption/Observation per the Exception and Observation process used in the
ROC OSS test. In the Exception/Observation, the auditor il make
recommendations as to whether the identified deficiency is likely to affect multiple
services and/or multiple CLECs. The auditor will also identify what it helieves is

the period of time that Owest may have been producing questionable performance
results.

6. After the Exception/Observation has been created, it should follow the normal
proevess Jor closure as would any other Exceprion or Observation.

s general, the process described by AT&T reflected how the data reconciliation e

ffort
priceeded.

Three CLECs. Covad, WorldCom, and AT&T. chose to participate in data reconciliation. The
partieipating CLECs had identified numerous discrepancies. In connection with this report,

erty has separately supplied specific information about the CLECS’ sources of discrepancies,
well as proprietary information concerning specific records and volumes. Liberty sought to

r¢ this report to inform the interested participants about the test and its results, without
aling confidential information. For example, the report generally
#al orders instead of the actual number of orders. The specific per

sfucts that the participating CLECs wanted included in the data re
rnown, were therefore not considered proprietary.

refers to percentagés of
formance measures: and
conciliation, being widely

As aresult of s data reconciliation work for the state of Colorado, Liberty has or will be

issuing
several Observation Reports, each of which is discussed below.

it, the CLECs. and Liberty spent significant time and effort resolving t}

e specific scope of
formance measures to be included in data reconciliation. It ook considerable added ¢ffort
WEY

5t and process the information provided by CLECs and match it with data provided by
Liberty began this data reconciliation test with a significantly greater familiarity with the
sirusture and nature of the Qwest data, with which Liberty worked extensively during earlier
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formed a more significant than expected part of this test. During the course of i dat
reeonciliation test work, Liberty was able to match a significant portion of the apparently
sontradictory data presented by CLECs and Qwest. This success in data matching was important,
but the discrepancies remained very large even after it was completed.

January 3, 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group




[, Overall Summary of Findings

This report presents more detailed, non-confidential results in later sections that are organtzed by
CLEC. This section provides Liberty’s overall conclusions. which have been formed on the ba
of the reconciliation of Colorado data.

Several process errors significantly affected Qwest's reported performance results
prablems are documented in Observation reports 1026, 1027, 1029. and 1030. Qwest
retatl line-sharing orders as wholesale orders, orders were repeated in consecutis
begause of different completion codes, orders were not reported because the CLEC d
was “unknown,” and records were excluded because of no state code. Qwest has indt
hits either corrected or is investigating these matters.

While the problems discussed in the four Observation reports listed above cause
results to not reflect actual performance, they are the type of problem that can rather ca
fixed. and at least in some cases, performance results can be re-calculated. OF mere COF
Liberty because it may not be so easily corrected is the number of apparent human errors
oceurred in the processing of AT&T LIS trunk orders. This matter has been FEPOTE
Observation 1031. In addition, human errors were apparently the cause of some Covad
orders not being excluded from OP-4 in cases where the requested interval was longer i
standard (Observation 1032), and application dates and times were meorrectly determingd b
Qwest personnel on AT&T LIS trunk orders (Observation 1033},

As a result of its data reconciliation work for Arizona data. Liberty found that Qwest mad
aerrors that affected performance results. However, those errors were generally either {a)
kind and at levels to be expected at the front end of the performance measurement p
whete people must manually enter vast amounts of information, or (b) appeared to be hor
errors in judgment. The amount of these errors in relation to the total amotmnt of inforsy
required for the performance measures did not exceed what Liberty considers to be
levels, even under a carefully operated set of measurement activities. The Arizona wo
noted a programniing problem associated with measure OP-15 (Exception 1046) and a
report a group of Firm Order Confirmations in June 2001,

qrpune 1

For the Colorado data. there were three primary factors that drove to different conclusions. P
Covad provided support information for the performance measures that were to be recon
Second. the scope of the AT&T reconciliation was smaller and so Liberty was able

to i
@ higher percentage of orders in more depth than had been accomplished for the A
Finatly. Liberty did not need to spend effort on issues that had been investigated in Ar
in jeaming about how data were stored and processed. Qwest has indicated that there should
be differences among the states in its region as to how data are collected and processed
reporting performance measures. Therefore. Liberty views the results of its data reconcili
work to be cumulative and that overall conclusions should be made after its work for the states
Washington and Nebraska is complete.

gy 3, 2000 The Liberty Consulting Group
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I11. Results of Data Reconciliation — AT&T

A. [Issues

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-13 for LIS trusks.

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-13 for January or Febr
therefore, Liberty could not reconcile data for those months. [n addition. Qwest was
provide the data necessary to reconcile OP-15 for LIS trunks for May: therefore. do
month could not be reconciled.

Human Error

Liberty noticed several types of human error that caused inaccuracies i Qwest’s ¢
measure reporting. Liberty discovered instances where the Missed Function Code ¢MEC
by Qwest to an order in WFAC was inappropriate, e.g., when Qwest applied a CO1 jeop
cases when the jeopardy should have been to Qwest. The MFC is entered by @ ;

who are supposed to choose the code that represents the reason for a miss. It is ug
Qwest personnel as one factor in determining the Service Order Miss Code (SOMC) it
the SOMC is to the customer, then the order was exciuded front OP-3, OP-4, and €
the period being reconciled by Liberty. Numerous orders were, in fact, inappropriate
from these measures because of this type of human error, This issue is the subject of Libesty s
Observation report 1031.

In addition, Liberty noted instances where Qwest’s comp!etion ciat:, was (";'ﬂ ( 1‘ ”Jl’ i;\."hi'e::-h rm*wt

measure. In other cases, the application date to entry date interv al was g:rwtx.,r thfm zl dﬁ =
the order was legitimately excluded from the measure. However. the underlying cause of inv
completion dates and excessive intervals is also human error on the part of Qwest personriel,

Application Date/Time

l.iberty noticed instances in which Qwest personnel determined AT&T's order apphea
dateftime mcorrectly. This application date/time is used in OP-4 calculations. The PIL :
that LIS trunk applications received after 3 p.m. MT are to be counted as received the next s

wrong application date because of uncertainty as to 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
(bservation report 1033,

Ina 12/28/01 e-mail from Qwest, Liberty learned that Qwest apparently does not always
record of the application times for LIS trunks. It is the responsibility of the Qwest Whot
Service Coordinator (WSC) to determine the correct application date by lovking at




s

appucation tme and following the process for writing service orders. 'l‘hzis process mf;‘iudcs
recording the application date as the next day when the application time is after 3 p.m. MT on a
LES trunk order. This is consistent with the definition section at the end of the PID. T'he 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/supplement

was received from AT&T. These times need not be the same time as the application time. Thus,
Q2west cannot always 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
eompleted 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 1o 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 measures as
completed on the date of that test. However, Qwest believes another test is necessary, f.e., atest
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 discrepancies
between the parties for LIS trunks for OP-4 for the months of January to June in Colorads,

Both AT&T and Qwest have reasonable Justifications for their definitions of order completion.
Their difference is an operational one, which cannot be resolved in either party’s favar by
referring to the language of the PID. Liberty did not consider this test as including a [iberty
determination of which company applied the better or most correct operational interpretation.
Rather, Liberty sought to determine whether Qwest's approach was out of conformity with the
PID. Liberty concluded that Qwest’s definition and use of a service order completion date could
nat be judged to be out of conformance with the PID.

Data Processing Error

Liberty's analysis of LIS trunks disclosed that many orders being reported in OP-15 did not
appear to be Qwest “misses,” even according to Qwest's own data. The cause of the problent was
i data transfer error, The Detailed Data Set that Qwest uses for the OP-15 measure incorporates
data from the Integrated Data Repository (/DR) Pending data source. One extremely important
prece of this data is the miss code. which determines whether the order will be included in OP-
E3, and whether it will be included in OP-15A or OP-15B. LIS trunks constitute a desipned
service: therefore, they have three-digit miss codes. Misses for customer reasons begm with the
fetter “C." For example, CO1 is the miss code for the category of “Customer Not Ready.” During
the data wransfer step, the third digit of the miss code was often (although not alwayvs) being
iruncaled. The Wholesale Regulatory Reporting program looks up the code in a miss code table
in order to determine how the order should be handled. If it fails to find the code, it establishes
£ as the default cause of the miss. Therefore. all of the LIS trunk orders showing two digit
miss codes were being reported as Qwest misses. even though not all of them were. Qwest has

-
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stated that it'’knew about the problem, and has already fixed it. but the performmance
the months being reconciled, and the data provided by Qwest that generated th
error. Liberty issued an Exception Report 1046 addressing this issue. The problem oceurre:
four of the LIS trunk service orders.

This problem could exist (for the period being reconciled) for designed services ot

Trunks. Accordingly, an investigation would be appropriate to determine ex
of products affected, and the months involved.

Use of Reference Date

Several performance measures use the number of orders completed in the reporiic
denominator. Qwest’s service order database does not contain a reat-time pictate of &
activity. Liberty’s review during the performance measures audit showed that

updated close to the time of the activity involved, such as mmmi::timx howev

lag of a couple of days. If the performance measures used only the repost
miss a substantial amount of activity, Qwest solved this potential nmb tem

measures for records in which the database reference date is the rtpm‘t 1 et
helps ensure that all records are reported, but may cause orders t :

to be reported in a later calendar month. Liberty does not consider xhts pr
one, because:

» Every order is eventually accounted for
 The process is well-defined and applied consistently

o The overall impact (including an order in a future montiy's pertormice oy
minimal,

However, a CLEC would not know the reference date; it would anly know
completion. The reference date matter accounted for shout 15
discrepancies for OP-3 for the months of January to June 200%, Thi
all products.

Lengthy Completion intervals

In response to data request 30-2, Qwest told Liberty that it is unable 10 1
reporting any service orders that are not completed within cight mont
for six percent of the discrepancies in both OP-3 and OP-4 for L
January to June in Colorado.

B. Reconciliation Results

For the measure OP-3, Qwest and AT&T agreed on 47 pereent af the o
the companies disagreed on, Liberty found that:
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° 21 percent were likely caused by Qwest’s err
customer-miss exclusions. In addition. another ¢
01/01/01 completion date, which meant that {;},
the orders but thai thc.re was hkei humse

® 6 percent were not counted by Qwest be
months to complete.

e For 61 percent. Qwest’s treatment was correc
for not counting orders with a customer
discrepancy was caused by Quwest usi
completion. In 40 percent of thew o
disagreement as to when a LIS trunk

s 12 percent of the discrepancies contained
unable to resolve.

For measure OP-4, the base results are the same ¢
however, the companies disagreed on most of the inte
agreed that the order should be included. For niany
not given information that resolved the conflict. i
correctly determined the numerator for OP-4 and
discrepancies were caused by errors in Quest's

For measure OP-6, Liberty found that there w
orders, Qwest was incorrect on 27 perce

analy51s Qwest was correct in 18 percent «
conflict,

For the few orders that could he analvzed for nw
actual disagreement in 24 percent of the reces
records, Qwest was correct on 29 percent of the re
but one of the Qwest errors related to the dats
Exception 1046. The other case was gne in whic
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Installation Commitments Met, and €
unbundled analog loops. The time perin
The data provided by WCom &id nw
numerator, which is the actual insialiar
orders with customer-reguested duc s
could only determine these excluded
determine whether WCom’s information on ¢

orders. After recetving additions
percent of the orders. In 24 ;
customer miss. WCom inform
information to make Liberty think
However, Liberty did not have th
type of human error problems o
more than one service grder -
administrative record. Qv ot
often included that order. This sit

Qwest will report an order that «
of the database reference date
accounted for 7 percent of the
because WCom lacked cither a
trace the other informuation that W
29 percent of the orders. Later, ¢
completed at various dates in the
This brought the total down o
a major concern given the gus

8
it
&
i

For unbundled loops, the cosmpan
information was obtained from %
62 percent. Qwest excluded the
outside the period of the recone
Qwest’s information.

On December 19, 2001, Liberty sen

on the analysis of OP-3/4,
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A. Issues

The agreed upon scope of the data reconciliation for
(installation interval) for line-sharing and s
Confirmations on time). Liberty chose the sam :
method of drawing the sample. The time period for the ¢
July 2001.

Liberty found several problems with Um,s{
reported some retail orders as wholesale. Fo
for the CLEC data side and another to account
orders of the second type were incorrectly reported
CLEC. Liberty documented this problem in Obsers
Qwest said that it had implemented & code change
for line sharing and reviews all line- leve A
excludes them from the results. Qwest siid that
retail orders as line sharing activity and effectivel
2001, Liberty found that this probleny ¢
records that Liberty reviewed. Qwest imdicated
historical data starting from January 26681 and b
December 2001.

Liberty also found that Qwest rep
problem was documented in OF
sharing orders. While Liberty has not ¢
Qwest has indicated that this problen
the problem had to do with different
effect was minimal. However, for the |
sampled number of diserepant recordy

yrigd s

atk

Liberty found that some I-Enu\‘harma oile
designated as unknown, This probles
confirmed the application and mﬁ%p?e}“ i
However, Qwest could not report the o

correctly. This problem affected 7
the category of included by Ce
for OP-4,

Covad’s information provided to t theriy
did not report for PO-3, Inves
excluded them because ui an inval
with Covad’s orders. This probl

reviewed and that were the categos,
July PO-5 results. This muitter wis ¢

January 3. 2002 Lo




requested pro
This problem. whs
1032,

For OP-4 and ush

another § percent &
measure but diz
orders for whie

the 86 pe




.

® In 19 percent of
unable to resalve
day on either the ag

the

percent of the orders for wl
those discrepancies that:

© Qwest was incorregt §
by Qwest because of the
were somte {PO=3C1
Liberty, althou
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Measure Data Reconciliation - Nebraska

i.  Introduction

The Liberty Consulting Group (Liberty) conducted an audit of Qwest's pcrzﬂrmmm e
for the ROC, and issued the final report from that audit on September 23, 200 5
oy the audit, and through its Change Request process. the ROC requested that I
“data validation to resolve any debates concerning the accuracy of performance data
ffom particular ROC PIDs.” (ROC Change Request #20.) Certain CLECS Imx :
goncerns about the accuracy of Qwest’s reported performance results as they relate
iiat they have been receiving. The ROC decided to conduct this data reconciliation wi
w0 test those concerns.

The data reconciliation process was designed to determine whether any of the inform
provided by CLECs demonstrated inaccuracy in Qu st's reported perfo Tmasce ww‘
measures were defined in the PID. The detailed process has been discussed
has not been repeated here.

L %bcrw issued its first data reconciliation report, which used data from Arizena
2001, The second report on data from Colorado was issued on January 3, -
;nmv;d s the results of Liberty’s review of data from Nebraska, In addition, th

the status of observations and the exception issued as a result of all of the dats recon
wirk.
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I the course of its initial data reconciliation work in Arizona. Liberty found that Q?
make some errors that affected performance results. However. those errors were generally ei
fa} of the kind and at levels to be expected at the front end of the performance measurerent
provess, where people must manually enter vast amounts of information. or (b) appeared 1w
#errors in judgment. The amount of these errors in relation to the total smouat of
ration required for the performance measures did not exceed what Liberty ¢ :
cted levels, even under a carefully controlled set of measurement activities. Moreever,
dence that Qwest purposely took steps to make its performance figures appeir
¢y actually were. With the exception of a programming problem associated svith m
xeeption 1046) and a failure to report a group of Firm Order Confirmations in J
b, the errors were not systemic, nor did they apply to a significant percentage
Hormance measure results.

&

Confrary to its conclusions in Arizona. Liberty found that several process errors significantly
affeeted Qwest’s reported performance results for Colorado. As documented in Observats
eparts 1026, 1027, 1029, and 1030, Qwest had: (a) reported retait line-sharing ords
wholesale orders, (2) repeated orders in consecutive months’ measures because of di
cumpletion codes, (3) not reported orders because the CLEC designation was “urtknown,
{4} excluded records because of a missing state code. Liberty also found that performe
measures had been affected by human errors. For example, human errors (13 occurred in the
rocessing of AT&T LIS trunk orders (Observation 1031), (2) caused some Covad L ¢ s
0 not being excluded from OP-4 in cases where the requested interval was longer than 1
standard (Observation 1032), (3) caused line-sharing orders to be classified as UBLs cs
mearrect reporting of PO-5 (Observation 1034), and (4) occurred in determinin
dates and times on certain orders (Observation 1033).

¢ the applicat

sing data from Nebraska, Liberty found an additional process-type problem. As documented i
ervation 1035, Qwest’s system allowed cancelled orders to be incorrectly included in the O

nd (P-4 measures as completed (and on time) orders. The error oceurred only for ore

ugh the SOLAR system serving the eastern states (lowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, '

4 South Dakota). Qwest has indicated that the problem was resolved as of May

il results prior o June 2001 for the five states were affected.

{
8]

Liberty also found that human errors affected performance measure results using the Nebir:
data, Qwest 1

1ad an error rate in calculating mean-time-to-repair (MTTR for MR-6 of reng
percent. This was reported in Observation 1028.

As first mentioned in Liberty's report on Arizona. Qwest had

4 programming anomaly that
attected results for PO-5 results the month of June 2001, whereby orders for multiple loops

from the measure. The same programming problem existed for Nebraska. wherchy
15 tor multiple loops and those orders that had a duplicate entry in Crwest's
vladed. Qwest corrected the programming problem such that resuits for July 2001 and forwagrd
e 10 longer affected. Qwest had already reported this problem in its October 3, 2001, sammiars
ot tntes 1o the regional results report,

AT

I
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Nebm‘s{ka

Results of Data Reconciliation - AT&T

A.  Introduction

yssion between the parties, it was ultimately determined that the following
TRECE Measures were to be reconciled:

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

# The denominator of PO-3D for Local Interconnection Service (LIS) trunks.

” The numerator and denominator of OP-3D and E combined for unbundled foops
atud for LIS Trunks.

§ The numerator and denominator of OP-4D and E combined for unbundled %mp~
and for LIS Trunks.

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

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

] The numerator and denominator of OP-15A and OP-135B for unbundled loops and

for LIS Trunks.

“or yphundled loops. the period to be reconciled is April 2001 through June 2001, The LIS

: eeonciliation period was from January 2001 through June 2001. Qwest stated, however,
not report CLEC-specific state results for LIS Trunks for OP-135 fer January or
vy therefore, Liberty could not reconcile data for those months. In addition, Qwest was
i¢ to provide the data necessary to reconcile OP-15 for LIS Trunks for May; theretore, datx
fiar that month could not be reconciled.

{ibenty compared the unbundled loop trouble tickels provided by ATET with s wouble fickes
: «d by OQwest. Where Liberty had data about a trouble ticket from both parties, Liberty
wpared the repair intervals reported by the two parties. Liberty also analyzed situations

I by AT&T where AT&T found one trouble ticket, but where more than one Qwest
st thoker spplied.

B. Beconciliation Results

Unbundied Loops

“wr the measure OP-3, Qwest and AT&T ultimately agreed on 89 percent of the orders. For the
areent of total orders that the companies disagreed on, Liberty found that:

In roughly 3 percent, Qwest incorrectly included cancelled orders in its measure.
These errors were the subject of Observation 1035, As noted in the Observation.
Qwest macle a programming change effective May 12, 2001 that now preclides
cancetled orders from being included.

The Liberty Consulting Group
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» In 1 percent, Qwest had counted the same order in two months; this deuble
counting error was the subject of Observation 1027.

o In 7 percent, Qwest did not include orders in the measure that AT&T believed
should be included. These were cases in which the CLEC supplemented the o
and moved the due date past the original due date. This matter was dig
the Arizona report. wherein Liberty concluded that it was appropriate for ¢
to exclude such orders. It should be noted, however, that there was an instag
which both AT&T and Qwest included such an order in the measure, and thus
parties agreed, but Qwest later clarified that it had mistakenly included the o

For measure OP-4, the same issues arose as those presented above for OP-3. In zw:iﬁ?
hoswever, Qwest incorrectly excluded roughly 3 percent of the orders that should !:ﬁ,
included in the measure because of human error in coding the order. Specifically, the ord
been coded as being longer than the standard interval, when in fact they were not. This fus
eoneerning miscoding ot the order interval was addressed in Observation 1032,

For measure OP-6, the orders the companies disagreed on were limited to those w
supplemented the order and moved it beyond the original due date. These disers
aeeounted for roughly 33 percent of the total orders examined and Liberty found that
hundled these orders correctly. The parties had no disagreement on the OP-13 and OF.1%
miesures.

For PO-5, Qwest and AT&T agreed on 90 percent of the orders. All of the diserepanci
due to Qwest errors. Roughly 2 percent of the orders included Qwest's errors due to the
it had included orders where no FOC was issued on the initial LSR but one was issucd the tw»’

cancetlation. The remaining 8 percent of the orders had errors because of a proge: :mT'
problem that existed during the month of June. Orders that were either for multiple loops at w
duplicated in the Qwest system were left out entirely. Qwest has since carrect
programming error, effective with July 2001 results. Accordmg to Qwest, the error was teres
of programming changes made to move to PID 4.0.

LIS Trunks

Working together, Qwest and AT&T were able to reduce the number of Nebraska LIS tn
arders requiring reconciliation to one. For that order, Qwest stated that it was Happroprio
exciuded from the measures because of human error (Observation 10313, Because only ¢
trunk order required reconciliation, Liberty is not including any LIS trunk spreadsheats
epor,

. Trouble Tickets

Liberty’s work scope included a review of AT&T's and Qwest's Nebraska trouble ticket diy
unbundled loop products for the April to June 2001 period. Liberty conducted this rey :
determine whether Qwest had correctly reported its performance measures. particularly MR-H -
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Nebraska

utir (AMTTR). Liberty received summary information in spreadshec;:t form from
il as o hard copy of many of the AT&T and Qwest trouble tickets.

% S

CFAE ES5UES in its preliminary analysis:

*ﬂ There was a large discrepancy in the population of trouble tickets provided by

wavh parly.

# tn many cases, AT&T had logged more than one Qwest trouble ticket number i
connection with a single AT&T repair request.

# In 30 percent of the tickets in common, the MTTR or repair duration recorded by
each party did not match.

ificant disparity in the population of relevant Qwest trouble ticket numbers that

led. Al but one of the Qwest trouble tickets appeared in the AT&T data (AT&T

¢ this ticket), but one-third of the tickets in the AT&T data did not appear in the

Lrwest stated that all these tickets (except for one that it could not find) were

@ts, and were not included in the measure.’ Liberty found that Qwest had treated
cnsistent with its procedures and consistent with the PID.

> pereent of AT&T repair orders had multiple, ie., two, Qwest ticket numbers
iy them. Qwaest had assigned more than one ticket number to an AT&T repair order

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

8 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 ¢losed the original tickets and opened new ones for the later repairs.

eveloped o summary chant itemizing the reason for multiple Qwest tckets, and

Pt o AT&T for comments. Liberty found that, for each of the trouble uckets in
5 Lhwest handled its rouble tickets consistently with its stated procedures and with the
acvepted Liberty's analysis in all of the cases. All of these tickets were included in
ir¢ by both parties.

hwest provided data including, among other things, trouble ticket number. product code, repair
ved diate: there were no clear dates or start/stop times provided. AT&T provided. for cach ol its
% the corresponding Qwest trouble ticket number(s), the open and restore date and time of the
£ @i 8 short deseription of the problem and treatment by Qwest.

S

hat some AT&T customers’ products are under the wholesale tariff and some are not: only thase
¢ taritl are included in the wholesale measures.

#d dis on some tickets owside the relevant time period, which Liberty excluded from the atralysis,
- swmber that Cwest could not find was likely a typo. since the number was not in the same foriw ag




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Dats Reconciliation for Nebra

For 50 percent of the individual Qwest trouble tickets that the two parties had “i
MTTR reported by each party did not match.” Of these, the durations dittered b
hour for 60 percent and by more than 12 hours for 40 percent. At times, Ow
longer MTTR than did AT&T, but in the majority of cases, the time records
stgnificantly longer than that recorded by Qwest.

REEt

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

® There was a 1-hour difference between the system clock used by Crvest amd tha
of AT&T (this difference would not affect net duration, however).
@ In 70 percent of the cases, Qwest and AT&T had recorded the sanse fuor

the same) open time for the ticket.

o In 30 percent of the cases, Qwest and AT&T had recarded the same
the same) open and restore time for the ticket.

In 20 percent of the cases, there was “no access” time thut AT&T did Tt e
from duration.

The net results of the duration reconciliation were as follows:

e In 60 percent of the cases, the parties ultimately concurred that v
properly handled the ticket duration.

® [n 10 percent of the cases, the discrepancies could not be explatned.

° In 30 percent of the cases, Qwest had made administrative errors o did not
its own procedures, which led to durations that were stgn |
those recorded by AT&T.

o The adjustments to MTTR for the Qwest tickels in
approximately 20 hours shorter to roughly 9 hours longer,

ervor tnged

The population of tickets analyzed above constituted half of those used by Qwest e e
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 caleul
measure. Although the sample analyzed by Liberty was small compared to Qwest's ent
ticket population, the human error rate was higher than Liberty believes is dceg

process of this type. Liberty issued an Observation report (#1028} on this subject.

(Qwest’s response to Liberty's Observation maintained that the mistakes i
were isolated human errors and not typical, and that no corrective action wa e
added that it conducted semi-annual reviews at its service centers, routinety Gndis g
I percent or less; Qwest center managers also reportedly conducted randon cheeks and

coaching to technicians whenever discrepancies were found.

fentified by

s

? Liberty considered instances where the parties disagreed by 20 minutes or less to be “muateles,”

banuare 37 M9
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& trouble ticket audit. In Arizona, Liberty found: (1) an error rate of roughly 2 pe

MTTR, and (2) an error rate of roughly 3 percent in coding, which resulted
¢luded from the measure. Liberty found that Qwest’s overall error rate o
It i Arizona. when viewed alone, was within the range of a reasonable human ¢
ver, when Arizona and Nebraska results are combined. the MTTR error pite
ent. which in Liberty's opinion is problematic.

wnal investigation was warranted to determine whether Qwest’s proclaimed 1 per
rate s accurate. Liberty has therefore begun an analysis of AT&T trouble tickets in
obtain additional data on the nature and frequency of errors. Liberty has also requested ad
tormation on Qwest’s compliance review and coaching programs to ascertain wheth
programs have been effective; this information has not yet been provided.
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Nebraska

IV, Status of Observations and Exceptions

i%ﬁf preceding  discussion covered matters that explained the differences between the
: mance measure results obtained by AT&T and by Qwest for data from the swate of
a, In its prior data reconciliation work using data from Arizona and Colorado, Liberty
atitied several problems with Qwest’s performance measures that were reported in the form
xeeption and several Observations. In addition, Covad provided some order information
ted with Arizona that was received too late to incorporate in the Arizopa report. The
olfowing sections provide the status of those issues.

Exeeption 1046

B u.pnon 1046 stated that, during the period being covered by Liberty’s data re:.omrlmumm
(hwest’s systems sometimes truncated the third digit of an order’s missed function code w
wits being transferred from the Integrated Data Repository pending data source to the Det
1’)&1::1 ’*m usc.d b} RRS to Lalculate OP- 13 performance measure resu ts Thu \&hol‘“‘

show d ba handled [f it fails to find the code, it defaults the miss to Qwest Thu n C}f mr: ‘1 7‘\
tmnk nrders showing two-digit miss codes were being reported as Qwest misses, even though
not all of them were.

fa its response to the exception, Qwest stated that it had already identified the problem and:that
the code had been corrected in the August 2001 release of performance results. Qwest also stated
that the problem affected all results produced for OP-15A and OP-15B on all designed service
prewtucts for the period of January through July 2001.

Liberty issued data requests (set 45) for the old and new programming code for OP-13, as well as
for Owest’s documentation of how it identified the problem, developed revised busine

requirements, and solved the problem. Based on Qwest’s responses, Liberty issued foliow-on
datu requum (%t 591, but has not yet received a response. Liberty has al%o not vet rece

mii review 1,h_c.m And determme whether the exccpnon can be closed.

Observation 1026

Observation 1026 identified retail orders that were being included in performance reports as

lesale orders. Qwest indicated that the process of provisioning a line-sharing order involves
[3west issuing a separate retail and wholesale order. The wholesale order was being cortectly
included in the RRS calculations. However, because there was no retatl line sharing, the sec
order was being defaulted into the wholesale category. resulting in a double count.
implemented a code change to look for orders that contain billing USOCs with retail activi
then exclude such orders from the measure. Qwest indicated that this action preven
reporting of retail orders as line-sharing activity. The code changes were implemented et
with the November 2001 release of performance results. Qwest indicated that the Dec
2001 release corrected the results for all months in 2001.

Owest provided data files that contained the orders identified by Liberty that were attected by
this observation. Liberty has reviewed these files and found that the appropriate changes had
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Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Nebraska

ity conducted an interview with Qwest on this matter and recently receivec
to related data requests. Liberty expects to complete its review and close this
s within the next couple of days.

fan 027

1027 identified various orders that were included and counted in more than one
st acknowledged the problem and indicated that it occurred when an order was
m are month and passed through completions again in a second month. If an order
- through with a Lompleted status (CP) in one month and goes through a second
as a billing post (PP) in another month then it was double counted. Qwest has
i mew code that reviews the record for the previous seven months and if the record
Aously counted then it is omitted from the current month’s calculations,

ments on this observation noting that measures other than OP-3 and OP-4 could
I'&T also questioned why this problem was apparent when earlier, in a response to
11 u’iwtzmd in Arizona, Qwest indicated that prior results would be re-generated with
(west stated that corrected data could not be made available for the

1 because the problem was not yet resolved at the time Liberty was given (hL
on data (west also stated that the problem affected OP-3, OP-4, OP-3, OP-6, OP-]
*3:9, and all disaggregated products.

} .”,,Ls r:.*quu‘:n Liberty is now reviewing the RSOR data files provided by Qwest to

”rmblam has been resolved leerty expects to complete its review and close this

ton 1028 reported that there was a significant error rate in the mean-time-to-repair
or repair durations, used by Qwest in calculating its MR-6 measure for AT&T in
F'he status of this Observation is discussed above in the Nebraska-specific section of

yiion 1029

fon 1029 noted the exclusion of certain CLEC line-sharing orders because the CLEC
own. {Jwest acknowledged that it was unable to report the majority of line-sharing
in the months of July and going forward for certain CLECs. Qwest indicated that its order

rocess did not capture the data used to identify CLECS, and thus Qwest was not able to

aring results for the majority of the orders at the CLEC-specific level for this time
mning with the December 2001 data and going forward. a new detail field was
/S that addressed this problem. Qwest indicated for the period from July through
“work around” solution had been implemented.

Hed comments on this observation noting that measures other than OP-4 could be
V& T also requested that Qwest identify the specific performance measures for which
e reporting was not available as a result of the problem identified in this
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ay, (Jwest stated that the affected measures are OP-3, OP-4, OP-5, OP-6, OP-15, PO-8
ine shating only.

sves that Qwest's solutions (interim and permanent) will permit it to properly
> and related orders for the periods identified and will provide proper reporting.
ved the changes to the field details that provide the required information. Liberty is
swith the interim solution but has not completed its review of the new data field used in
permiment i,

tinn 1030

1330 noted that Qwest failed to report a number of Covad Firm Order Commitment

s because the state code was not auto-logged for those transactions. Qwest
gd that there was a problem. However, Qwest stated only a small percentage of the

% were not recorded. Qwest indicated that the issue was caused by a code break in EDI
4 1o unbundled loop processing. Qwest indicated that customers were moved off EDI
Augost and September and EDI 6.0 was retired in December 2001, so the problem for the
'»m,""i h:ad i}wn addressed with the new technology. For those records that are not auto-

' P mhm the stme code

&1 commented that since PO-2, PO-3A-1, PO-3B-1, PO-3C, and PO-4C all require state
1 it was highly likely that these results were inaccurate. AT&T also t.\pl'b‘hhd colicern
;‘u ‘hreak” occurred and whether, in months prior to July, the CLECs using ED1L 6.0
rate performance results for PO-5 because of this problem. Finally, AT&T requested
prmrz*sa ensure that all transactions affected by the omission of the state code were

- agrecs with AT&T that the results of other measures may be affected by this problem.
, Liberty had no specific knowledge of such an effect. Moreover, Liberty had concerns

{18 de minimus argument because a significant percentage of Covad orders sampled
< by having no state code. Qwest indicated that the problem affects PO-2. PO-3, PO-
(33 Dwest also said that it primarily affects UBLs, but also impacts line sharing, Q 25t
v that the problem affects less than 1 percent of orders during the period from January
ih Mav 2001

wed that it has implemented a manual process to fix the problem. and that this
s waontd work for all measures. Liberty needs more information on the percentage of all
widers submitted via EDI that had the problem, and expects to be able to close this
w1 aller reviewing that information.

vation 1031

,,uwn N’Hi reported that the Service Order Miss Code (SOMC) in the RSOR data for

fgrs was incorrect, leading to errors in performance measurement reporting. Liberty
¢ iz}} different types of anomalies regarding the information in WFAC, the SOMC, and
#v are wsed in performance measure reporting.




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation for Nebraska

“"~"*'11‘\mi0n on January 24, 2002. Qwest stated that it had re-evaluated
: xk and unbundled loop order for the reconciliation period from the states of
mal {mmd thak zero of the 33 LIS trunk orders evaluated by Liberty in
of 827 unbundled loop orders

890 (0,11 percent) unbundled loop orders, and 6 of 98 (6.i2 percent)
43 sr:m*x orders were miscoded as customer caused misses. Qwest stated that it had
eoding process documentation, conducted a review with the Network
ansure that employees correctly complete the MFC field, and individually
fing with each [SC representatives responsible for the coding errors

pleted its review of Qwest’s recently received response to Observation 1031,
he attachments Qwest provided with its observation response and evaluate
el Qwest improved its procedures and retrained its ISC representatives.
+complete its own evaluation of the LIS trunk orders from Arizona to validate
41 that none of them had been miscoded.

d prm‘xsxonmg interval was greater than the then current Smndard
5’5 response indicated that out of a very large number of orders.

> f or which this had occurred. In fact, however, Liberty performed an
..,wmph: of the orders and found that this improper exclusion affected over 8

st has not yel replied to data request (set 54), which asks for a detailed
w55 solution 1o the problem and support for the error rate Qwest reported as
pohlem,

tatied that there were instances where Qwest personnel determined the order
ingorrectly for OP-4 LIS trunk performance measurement reporting
ances, Qwest failed to change the application day to the next day; even
L wa received after 3:00 p.m. MT. In other cases. it appears that (west used the
o1 date because of uncertainty as to whether or not the application was “complete
quired in the definition section of the PID.




it Laberty determined that several Covad UBL orders in Arizona received after 7 p.m,
1wil the same day, rather than the next day in accordance with the PID. This resulted from
eview 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, fe.. a
tice during the period being reconciled. Liberty believes it is pure coincidence,
i1, that (hwest's errors may net out to a small number for the period. The important
1y Ewest committed human errors in a third of the LIS trunk orders for which the parties
{ et the denominator but not the numerator.

@ commenis on this observation, questioning whether other performance measures and
wts could be affected by the problem, whether there could be both systems errors-and
ars involved, and whether prior results could be re-stated.

# awaiting for the responses to several questions (set 53) to Qwest regarding this Issue
r¢ information on Qwest’s ability to rehabilitate historical performance data and on
emnnce measures have been affected by this problem.

tion 1434

tion 1034 reported that Qwest failed to report many Firm Order Confirmations for
se¢ it incorrectly identified line-sharing orders as unbundled loops with a non-
aval of 72 hours. Qwest does not report records in cases where the interval is non-
wd, Covad currently has a special contract with Qwest that requires delivery of UBLs
n T2 hwowrs. o non-standard interval. Line-sharing orders have a standard interval of 24
me-sharing orders that are misidentified as UBLs are therefore excluded from the

¥ bag submitted data requests to Qwest regarding the time period invelved with this
3 ol the changed its processes to correct the problem.

srvation 1935

iory 1633 reported that there were errors in the OP-3 and OP-4 measures for states in the
wion prior 1o June 2001 because Qwest included cancelled orders in the measures. This
ation s discussed above in the Nebraska-specific section of this report.
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Pata Reconciliation Update

it is second report on data reconciliation. That report discussed
CLECs and Qwest for the state of Colorado. As a result of
toand on reconciliation efforts that used data from Arizona and
sxeeption and ten observation reports. This report provides a
h of the exceplion and observation reports. It also describes one
fis of @ open issue from the Colorado report.

issues app ear to require pmgrammmz, changes that chst
.Im mhu ha If of thuse issues mvolves human error. Qwest 188

it during the period being covered by Liberty’s data reconciliation,
¢ triancated the third digit of an order’s missed function code while it
1 the Integrated Data Repository pending data source to the Detailed
16 mlml ate OP-15 performance measure results. The Wholesale

1 fooks up the code in a miss code table to determine how the order
» find the code, it defaults the miss to Qwest. Thus, all of the LIS
i1 miss codes were being reported as Qwest misses, even though

sen corrected in the August 2001 release of performanee  results.
ablem affected all results produced for OP-15A and OP-15B on all
he period of January through July 2001,

for the old and new programming code for OP-15, as well as for
i kow 1t jdemtified the problem, developed revised business
the problem, Liberty reviewed the revised code for OP-13, conducted a
cluded that the code was no longer truncating the missed function
the PEND data files for the months of September through December
Was rgpnﬁm. ly in place. Liberty confirmed that these files contained

¢ function wdc. i.e., there was no truncation. Liberty then used
y l.)(dl«:l"h should have been included in the OP-15 measure results
rmed that the published performance reports included the same
vonsiders this exception to be closed.
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Gud retail orders that were being included in performance reperts as
iradicated that the process of provisioning a line-sharing order involves
et} and wholesale order. The wholesale order was being correcily
ations. However, because there was no retail line sharing, the second
od e the wholesale category. resulting in a double count. Qwest
1o look for orders that contain billing USOCs with retail activity and
5 from the measure. Qwest indicated that this action prevents the
s Hine-sharing activity, The code changes were implemented effective
I redease of performance results. Qwest indicated that the December
tedd the results for all months in 2001,

g
A
3
i

ey that contained the orders identified by Liberty that were affected by
- has reviewed these files and found that the appropriate changes had
ting July measures onward. Also, during its re-audit of the PID:4.0 OP
he code that is used to identify orders with retail activity. Liberty
g with Qwest on this matter and received responses to related data

months before July 2001, Qwest’s revised code could not correct the
ledged this in a supplemental data request response. Liberty considers
To ensure that the record is clear, Qwest should supplement its
starty that only results from July 2001 and forward are free of this

fied various orders that were included and counted in more than one
ped the problem and indicated that it occurred when an order was
- and then passed through completions again in a second month. If an
; mth a completed status (CP) in one month and goes through a second
ast (PP) in another month then it was double counted. Qwest
tit reviews the record for the previous seven months and, if the record
wed, i s omitted from the current month’s calculations.
s observation noting that measures other than OP-3 and OP-4-could
:azflc..d why this problem was apparent when earlier, in a response to
i, Qwest indicated that prior results would be re-generated with
ted that corrected data could not be made available for the
: the problem was not vet resolved at the time Liberty was given the
4t also stated that the problem affected OP-3, OP-4, OP-35, OP-6. OP-15.
regated products. Qwest provided documentation showing that the
ientified in the Arizona test had been closed.
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Page 3of 8, April 2, 2002

rview with Qwest on this matter and received responses to related data

the data files and the revised code provided by Qwest to confirm that
ived. Liberty considers this observaticn to be closed.

<} that there was a significant error rate (about 15 percent) in the mean-
TTYR Y or repair duration, used by Qwest in calculating its MR-6 measure for
i, In #s carlier reconciliation work, Liberty found that Qwest’s overall error
it i Arizona, when viewed alone, was within the range of a reasonable
wwiever, when Arizona and Nebraska results were combined, the ertor rate
ich i Liberty's opinion could be problematic. Liberty has therefore begun an
miuf {e tickets in Oregon to obtain additional data on the nature and frequency
s aso requested information on Qwest’s compliance review and coaching
e ﬁhcthu such programs should be effective. This observation cannot be
‘ tides the required information and Liberty has completed its analysis.

acknowledged that 1t was unable to report the majority of line-sharing
.}"!? July and going forward for certain CLECs. Qwest indicated that its order
ure the data used to identify CLECs, and thus Qwest was not able to
for the majority of the orders at the CLEC- -specific level for this time
+th the December 2001 data and going forward, a new detail field was added

i this problem. Qwest indicated for the period from July through
. around”™ solution had been implemented.

ienis on this observation noting that measures other than OP-4 could be
atse requested that Qwest identify the specific performance measures for which
reporting was not available as a result of the problem identified in this
stited that measures OP-3, OP-4, OP-5, OP-6, OP-15, PO-§ and PO-9 were
- sharing results only. Qwest also indicated that the problem did not affect the
¢ the relevant information was retrieved from other sources.

ed an interview with Qwest on this matter and received responses to its data
ponses included revised computer code, updated July RSOR data files with
I solution in place, identification of other measures affected by this problem,
n on the development of the new data field. Liberty compared the original test
> with the corrected July RSOR data file sample and was able to confirm
seluded orders were included in the new July RSOR data set. Liberty
vation to be closed.

Ciharty Consultine Groun Fitceer 1
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i noted that Qwest failed to report a number of Covad Firm Order Commitment

quse the state code was not automatically logged for those transactions. (west

rt there was a problem. However, Qwest stated that only a small percentage of

wiete ot recorded. Qwest indicated that the issue was caused by a code break. in

<4 to unbundled loop processing. Qwest indicated that customers were moved off

st and September and EDI 6.0 was retired in December 2001, so the problen: for

- beeir addressed with the new technology. For those records that are not auto-

» mew techmology, Qwest will run an ad hoc report to identify them and will
w the state code.

ad that, singe PO-2, PO-3A-1, PO-3B-1, PO-3C, and PO-4C all require state
ity hikely that these results were inaccurate. AT&T also expressed concern with
segurred and whether, in months prior to July, the CLECs using EDI 6.0 had
armance results for PO-5 because of this problem. Finally, AT&T requested that
ensure that all transactions affected by the omission of the state code were

bad converns with Qwest's de minimus argument because a significant percentage of
: mpled were affected by having no state code, while Qwest claims that the
s than 1 percent of orders. Qwest also indicated that the problem affects PO-2,
| PO-5, and that it primarily affects unbundled loops, but alse affects line

4l additional information on the number and percentage of other performance
i by the code preblem and the percentage of EDI 6.0 transactions. Liberty
¢t close this observation after reviewing that information.

reparted that the Service Order Miss Code (SOMC) in the RSOR data tor
incorreet, leading to errors in performance measurement reporting. Liberty
et types of anomalies regarding the information in WFAC. the SOMC, and
Fin performance measure reporting,

i to this observation on January 24, 2002. Qwest stated that it had re-evaluated
: k and unbundled loop order for the reconciliation period from the states of
nd found that no LIS trunk orders evaluated by Liberty in Arizona were
ed misses and that only one of many unbundled loop orders evﬂluated
v were miscoded as customer caused misses. Qwest also stated that..

m the three states collectively (Arizona, Colorado and Nebraska), it 'tmmd
the unbundled loop orders, and 6.12 percent of the interconnection trunk
as custorner-caused misses. Qwest stated that it had clarified the MFC
amentation, conducted a review with the Network Organization to ensure that
omplete the MEC field, and individually reviewed SOMC coding with
itives responsible for the coding errors identified.

ed
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Liberty discovered that it had mis-categorized one order and th
problem in the Colorado report. The correction is described in detail ot the en

Liberty has not completed its review of Qwest's respense 1o €
reviewed the attachments Qwest provided with its sbservatio
manner in which Qwest improved its procedures and retrained i
will also complete its own evaluation of the LIS trunk orders
statement that none of them had been miscoded. Liberty s
Januwary 29, 2002, and Liberty expects to be able to close this abgerval
reviewing that information.

{bservation 1032

Chbservation 1032 noted that Qwest included some orders
excluded because the requested provisioning interval was greate
installation interval. Qwest’s response indicated that out i a
Liberty found only a few PONS for which this had occurred. In
an analysis on only a sample of the orders and found that :
percent of the sample. Liberty is now beginning its anafvsi
and continues to observe this problem.

Qwest indicated that it had improved its documentation in an effot
regurring. Liberty requested a copy of the improved docus
Qwest address what measures, products, time frames, a"ui ¥
type of error. Qwest has not yet replied to | tbu’tv s dat

resulting from this problem. This observatio‘n canmnot i“ﬁ* closed unth
information and Liberty has completed its analysis.

Observation 10633

Observation 1033 stated that there were instances v
application date/time incorrectly for OP-4 L I
purposes. In some instances, Qwest failed to char
though the ASR was received after 3:00 p.m. MT. 1
wrong application date because of uncertainty as to whuhm or i the

and accurate” as is required in the definition section of the PIE

In addition, Liberty determined that several Covad UBL arders in Arizona
were dated the same day, rather than the next day in accordanee v
Liberty’s review of the data Covad provided too late for inclusion i i

In its response to the observation, Qwest stated that the net effect of i eon
one day difference during the period being reconciled. Li :
and trrelevant, that Qwest’s errors may net out to a small o

February 2, 2002 Thclibcrlv nlmiffmsj(:}*mf



fact is that Qwest committed human errors in a third of the LIS trunk orders far
agreed on the denominator but not the numerator.

AT&T filed comments on this observation, questioning whether other per
other products could be affected by the problem, whether there cov
human errors involved, and whether prior results could be re-stated.

Liberty is waiting for the responses to several data requests o Qv
observation cannot be closed until Qwest provides the reguived ity
completed its analysis.

Observation 1034

with non-standard intervals of 72 hours. Liberty identifiec
May PO-5 performance report and did not {ind this prob

July. Qwest in its response concurred with Liberty that & san
had been excluded from the performance report because i
standard FOC interval of 72 hours. Qwest indicated that the
the exclusions of the line sharing orders were impropes

unbundled loop products where the CLEC has & speciad ey
contends that this process should and did address the conery

)

Qwest identified for Covad’s May performance report 33 hine
sharing orders in Colorado, and 91 line sharing wrders in 9
assignment of a non-standard interval. Qwest provided ad
through December 2001. Liberty has reviewed wach
identified the magnitude of the problem in Arizona, Col
Liberty confirmed that the sharing non-standard inteprval 4
months from June through December 2001.

In an interview, Qwest gave a plausible explanation for why thi
the month of May 2001. Since Liberty has confirmed that the
month, this observation is considered closed.

Observation 1035

Observation 10335 reported that there were ervors in the O
2001 because Qwest included cancelled orders i
problem affected only orders coming through the S
orders for the five eastern states (lowa, Minnesota.

(west has indicated that the problem was resoly
June 2001 for the five states were affected. Although L




Arnizona or Colorado, Liberty has net vet conclud
states.

Qwest recently provided a response that i
orders were affected by this problem and tha
Liberty is now reviewing the information pro

Other Issues
Lengthy Completion Intervals

To capture the data required for compieted ser
current and the prior seven nonths, {west |
99.9 percent of the completed orders. Ui
two LIS trunk orders that were not rep
was concerned that Qwest’'s test may
complex than average, such as those
another test limited to LIS trunk otder
month interval. Qwest has not vet respe

Report Correction

Liberty recently discovered that it had 5
the parties disagreed in Colorad
jeopardy codes and customer-miiss
error because Qwest did not support |
Colorado report, Qwest did pravide
should now be considered inconciy :
Accordingly, the beginning of the recom
should read:

%

B. Reconciliation Results

For the measure OP-3, (Jwest and A4
the companies disagreed on. Lif
o I8 percent were i

LUS“{()m(:r mrw "iaf

wmp[uimn u’zm
e 6 percent were Aot crnm
moriths (o compi
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o For 61 percent, (Jwest's treatmient s
Jor not counting orders with &
discrepancy was caused by
completion. In 40 percent of ¢
disagreement as tir when ¢ 1.4

o 15 percent of the dis
unable to resolve.
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Measure 1

I. Introduction

The Liberty Cousulting
any debates concerning t
(ROC Change Reguest
Qwest’s reported performa
ROC decided to conduct 1
reconciliation process was
CLECs demonstrated mag
were defined in the PIEY, T
been repeated here. Liber
Arizona, on December |
3, 2002, and on Janu

review of data from
report, which provided
data reconciliation =

The scope of the
included: (1Y AT&T
and OP-13. and {23 €
PO-5 and OP-4.

This report prov
Detailed, confi
The report ai :
reconciliation werk.

Muarch . 28




t1.

For Covad o
performance :
identified in earlier ¢
only a very i
performance m
Issues.

For a large numtber
treatment of the ord
used tn other states
Qwest had indicated
where the due ¢
Liberty found
met. Liberty i

For AT&T,
reporting, bt ¢
problem
from the OF
switch to

Kfury







OP-3. For 12 percent of &
is discussed below under
Observation 1031)
Qwest having maded
for OP-3.

55 g
e

¥

For OP-6, Qw
termination iss
jeopardy coding {

P

Finally, for PG-3.

-

March [, 2







“scrubbers,”
histories. Qwest’s compliance
on these troublesome areas.

Qwest subsequently provided |
programs and review cfforis
focused training process was
Administrative Technicrans
training and documentation
information to customers
coaching programs that had
Design Service Center mana

While Liberty expects that th
the error rate in MTTR. #
recommends that the error mie §
that Qwest has taken positi
reconciliation work, and ¢o

Obsessation 1029

Observation 1029 noted the
was unknown. Liberty eval
excluded orders were inclu
closed.

Observation 1030

Observation 1030 noted ths
Commitment (FOC) record:
transactions. Qwest acknowle
small percentage of the tra
caused by a code break in E
that affected customers were fie
retired in December 2001, '
technology. For those recor
run an ad hoc report to identi!

AT&T commented that. s
codes, it was highly fikelv
concern with the time the

March [, 2002




Repart on Qwest Performance Measure Dalz He

using EDI 6.0 had inaccurate performance results for PO
AT&T requested that Qwest’s process ensuse thit all wa
state code were recorded for accuracy purposes.

Liberty had concerns with Qwest’s de minimus asgument |
Covad orders sampled were affected by the | fuilure 1o r
the problem affects less than 1 percent of orders. G
PO-3, PO-4, and PO-5, and that it primarily affe
sharing.

Liberty conducted interviews with Qwest personnel
concerning this issue. Qwest responded and adds
acknowledged that “code break™ affected the re
April 2001 there were 28 records that werg exe
PO-5A and PO-5B were not impacied. Also
excluded from PO-2 (3 out of 99487 records), ?
150,776 records) in July. In each case the ¢
equal to .005 percent. Qwest indicated that of ¢
records or 47.6 percent were EDT 6.0 transactions.

Qwest agreed that the “code break™ ¢
performance. According to Qwest, Covad dzifm
and that would explain the dhprt“i;:!{}m‘uﬁ’it&q
impact of the “code break™ on other PID
problems for PO-2, PO-3, PO-4, and PO-3

On the basis of Liberty’s review of this
identifying records that did not contain  ste
Liberty considers this observation closed.

Observation 1031

Observation 1031 reported that the Service Onde
some orders was incorrect, leading o errogs
noted several different types of anomalics repu
how they are used in performance measure repe

Qwest responded to this observation on k
every AT&T LIS trunk and vabundled loog
Arizona and Nebraska and found that ne |
miscoded as customer caused misses and the
by Liberty in Arizona were miscoded
evaluating the data from the three siat
that 0.11 percent of the unbundled o

March 1. 2002
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each ISC represematwes responsible for the coding

leerty has reviewed the anachmcmg ()w sz presy

represent,atives, Liberty conducted its own evaluag
validate Qwest's statement that none of thens huad |
those obtained by Qwest. Liberty reviewed 23 Ay
having been excluded for customer misses. Lit
jeopardized by Qwest well after the original i
showing that AT&T had caused a miss of that due
excluded 3 other orders as customer misses, evon ¢
Qwest, thus violating Qwest’s own !cugmrcz'
found that there was no support at all in the
orders, and that the SOMC field wag biank itr one o
customer miss.

For Washington LIS trunk orders. Qwest inchide
AT&T had caused the delay. This matter will

For a large number of Covad’'s anb
treatment of the order for OP-4 was correct,
used in other states and differed from that
(Qwest had indicated that the service order i
where the due date had been migsed. For the
Liberty found customer-caused miss ¢
met. Liberty is investigating this matier

Observation 1032

Observation 1032 noted that (wes
excluded because the requested proy
installation interval. Qwest's resy
Liberty found only a few PONS for

the percentage of orders affected :
correction of errors, Liberty {nu;zd ﬁm'
Washington combined, about 4 1

&

had this problem. When the ;az.mwd ap

s
&

Qwest’s responided to the observation by |
but were not because of human error when
to populate the "L (for longer than stands

March 1. 2002




that it had improved its documentanion in g
Liberty reviewed the improved decument
process and should help to avoid this kind of

Liberty also -investigated whether other m
affected, and determined that eniv QP-4 far d
problem.

foipt

The nature of this problem falls into g
KPMG's Observation 3086, However, o1 the
and Washington orders showing a lowir
evaluation of the steps and im

] ﬁ?("rﬁé %
the error, Liberty has concluded thut th

Observation 1033

Observation 1033 stated that there «
application dateftime incorrectly ¢

purposes. In some instances, f
though the ASR was received o
wrong application date because ¢
and accurate” as is required in the

In addition, Liberty determined that
were dated the same day. rather than zw:
Liberty’s review of the data

[n its response to the observation, {)s
one day difference during the pf,‘:z“iwe;l £
and irrelevant, that Qwest's errors «
fact is that Qwest committed human ertiss
agreed on the denominater but not the #u

“Improve the quality control pro
review process from 2 to 30 ASHs
quality review process. However, i ¢
control reviews did not hegin until July
days (unless a problem ts identifieds,
time.

AT&T filed comments on thi
other products could be affected by 1
human errors involved. and whett
63-2, Qwest stated that it does
minimal, it is a Qwest policy not to &
original records would create e
the only performance meuasures 1
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5D and OP-4. Finally, in response to data ks
period it had audited, 98.1 percent of unbunile

In the responses to data requests 33«1, 33-1. aiw
by Qwest to train personnel in pr quri det
application date methods and procedures. Libert
clearly described the application date and how i
were all internally consistent. Liberty consider
that Qwest retain its quality control reports for a
error rates be closely monitored and tracked o

Ohservation 1034

Observation 1034 identified various Hine-
with non-standard intervals of 72 hours. L
after May 2001, and, as previously reported, ¢

.

Observation 1035

Observation 1035 reported that there were
2001 because Qwest included canceled «
problem affected only orders coming throu
eastern states (fowa, Minnesota, MNebras]
indicated that the problem was resolved ag of
the five states were affected. Liberty saw no
and has found no reason to conclude thut thy
five states.

An order coming through SOLAR is initiafis
(stnce the field cannot be blank). Freviously, 1
database by the RSOR EFMT (Eastern formaty %«-‘
changed. Qwest subsequently implemented & re
with new RSOR ERTP (Eastern real time p
programs and eliminating the problem. While
due date, this date is no longer passed w =t*a, ¥
receive the completion date from 5CGLAR
cancelled in SOLAR are assigned a comp me
from the measures.

(Qwest maintained that only about 2 percent ot rr
problem, and that the problem did not occur it :
data requests to clarify, among other thing
assigned in some but not all cases prior to \«in

i
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Bk 7t i




Report on Owest Ferformance !

to ensure that the completion dates for nom-canceil
were changed if the order was not completed a1 time.

Qwest indicated that the cause of the problem wa
cancelled orders being assigned a completion date
from the measures). According to Qwest, any

assigned the 11/11/1111 date. Any order w
have been handled correctiy. Since the ink
exists.

Liberty also asked Qwest to explain more 1
provided in response to the observation.
in RSOR for only 60 days. Qwest there

Liberty. Qwest’s analysis indicated, for
of total retail orders for all products un
products were cancelled orders withou

were included in both the denominates
performance appear better tham it wa

In its comments on this observation, AT&T
orders that were not cancelled could b
automatically assigned by SOLAR and g
that completion dates for missed com;
from being equal to the due dates. (w
non-cancelled orders had agcurate com
place to ensure that accurate completic
automatically assigned by SOLAR. Te the &
to be being auto-completed. such that the comp

forward; it is, however, still theoretieally
dates that were not entered correctly.

The programming fix put in place as of M

orders being included in OP-3 and OF
affected. Liberty therefore considers this ¢

Observation 1036 (Re-terminationy

When Qwest plans to undertake a switeh oo
disconnect and re-termination orders to &
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new one. Coordination between the partes is ree
affected during the conversion process.

In Washington, Liberty identified several L]
included in the OP and PO-5 performance meas
them in PO-5 because Qwest considers re-term
excluded from the PO-5 measure.

However, orders deemed to be project:
measures. Qwest excluded these same
human error caused the orders to be img
customer misses (this issue was discussad &
showed inward activity, and they
identified several Colorado AT&T
that Qwest did include in the OF measw

Other Issues

Lengthy Completion

To capt‘ure the data reqniw‘ci f’@r complete

two LIS trunk orders zhaii WETe 1
was concernied that Qwe.st’ﬁ: test §

another test limited ta i% mmk exeeliy
month interval.

Liberty and Qwest agreed that Ow
September and December 2001, For cach
trunk orders that had completed durt

performance measures because they hs
Qwest was unable to do exactiv that B
a LIS trunk class of service from !hu LK
than would appear in the performy
codes). Qwest determined that. %mﬁ'
longer than 8 months to complete, 1 or
complete, and one order compieting in [¥

Liberty asked Qwest to further iny
Qwest’s analysis during an inter
would have been reported in 4
other two orders were for a ¢hy
activity, and a retail order for a
trunk orders included in the Qwest

Adeserds T 20002




percent (which is 2
performance results be

The one LIS trunk ord
a retatl order fora d
the OP-3 performan

Finally, the one LIS
would have been ¢
Accordingly, for I
OP-3 petfe

support {Jwe
measure resulis,

During its
numerous ordey
for mterconn
Qwest swit
of OP-3, OP-
main teleph
classifie:
it classifi
cross boumdlary
the &

The P does
be reponied. Alth
report, (Jwest
of orders in ¢
changed.

Muarch |, ;
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The parties ag
1o determung w
(west had v

For OP-13,
cuts, and m
interval corre
started oart
moved the hot s
be have bee

some nsta

ATET the w
Qwest subtra
WERE 1ot ©
errar affect
o only one
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that either AT&Y
Qwest ertors, either:
data to its cafoubn
Qwest assigned

technicians ¥
rather than a i
For OP-134, 1
produce reliab
Qwest had inciu
sigmificant nur
significamt ¢l
orders in ¢

&

W

For P35, ¢
due 16 O

.

For LIS trunk

For OP-6. Lib

For OP-13,

March 2




C. Trouble Tickets

Liberty’s work scope mdu&;g @ re
unbundled loop products {HRL
to determine whether Qwest |
— Mean Time io Repair ¢/
from both parties, as well as

Liberty identified several

° There was &
each party.

® In many <as
connection wih

° In 61 percent
sach party di

There was a significant disp
each party provided. ‘Rmsg%
Forty percent of the tickets
these tickets (e except for thire
DS1, or DSOY, for a state othes
in the measure. Liberty | ‘

and consistent with the

Roughly 13 percent of the t
more, Qwest ticket number
than one ticket number to a

o The ATET reparr

assigned the ¢
° There v

were port
and cw

In one case, AT&T hu
econd duplicate

Liberty developed 2 sw
submitted it to the part
question, Qwest handied it
PID. AT&T nccepted L
the MR-6 measure by b
UBL products or l;m:;

For 61 percent of the indi
MTTR reported by each

T

: e Y T ]
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Observation 1032 noted that Qwest included some ordess i
excluded because the requested provisioning imtervai w ‘
installation interval. Liberty’s subsequent analysis of Colo
lower percentage than had been thought to be the cuse,
improved tools implemented by Qwest to minumize the kel
had closed this observation.

Observation 10633

Observation 1033 stated that there were instances wi
application date/time incorrectly for OP-4 LIS trw
purposes. Liberty was satisfied that the documentat
properly determining the application date was soumd. :
observation but recommended that Qwest closely mon
over time.

Observation 1034

with non-standard intervals of 72 hours.

after May 2001, and. as previously reported,

considered ¢

Observation 1035

Observation 1035 reported that there were ersors in the OP-
2001 because Qwest included cancelled orders in
programming fix put in place as of May 12, 2
beginning with June 2001 should not be affected. ;
observation closed.

Observation 1036

When Qwest plans to undertake a switch conversian
disconnect and re-termination orders to move their LIS ¢
new one. Coordination between the parties s required ¢
affected during the conversion process.

In Washington, Liberty identified several LIS wrunk
included in the OP and PO-3 performance measures, b
them in PO-5 because Qwest considers re-terminat
excluded from the PO-5 measure.

However, orders deemed to be projects are not exchuded
measures. Qwest sometimes excluded these re-tem
sometimes 1t included them. For example, Liberty
re-termination orders that Qwest did inchude

Muarch 28, 2002




DENP0103679.) In addition, Washington re-termzing
to human error. This issue was discussed in an mtervisw ©

PID version 3.0 specifies that only inward orders are 10 be
QP-15. Qwest stated in its response to this observation ey
as having inward activity, and it therefore believe:
from the OP measures. It also agreed that, historieatiy, i
sometimes including them in the measures and son
stated that it accepts Qwest’s explanation of w hk
the performance measures, although it expres :
orders will not be measured. Accordinuly, the parties
should not be included in performance reporting.

In 1ts response to this cbservation, Qwest also siated
change that would fix the re-termination order pro
Qwest provided Liberty with the revised programmis
observation response. Liberty reviewed it and confism
(exclusion type 93) that removes central office conversiy
supplement, Qwest also provided Liberty with the sex
reviewed it as well and confirmed that the same new
created, and for the same purpose.

Qwest stated that it retrained all Cusmtmr &'L.mx’;mfxm
Des Moines Design Service Center (IS

confirmed that they clearly require that the
and not the jeopardy code of C40. Liberty row cor

Observation 1037

Observation 1037 noted that there were errory i the
loop coordinated cuts. According to Qwest, thess em
cut service center from Des Moines to Omaha.

Stop time is defined in the PID as when Qwest notif
and the appropriate tests have been successfully ac
had, for some orders, recorded the stop time for ¢
confirm the order was completed, rather than the thm
order was completed. In effect, Qwest had mwrp@msw. i
coordinated cut. In most cases, Qwest still made the intersal,
time caused an order to be considered a miss.

Liberty found a somewhat different manifesustion of
began to regard the time spent waiting for a call b
appropriately subtracted any delav time from the eals
coordinated cut would be accurate in this case. Howes
incorrect,

March 28, 2002 The L mern £ ezmm;mm 5&%4‘.(;;?
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Observation 1038

Observation 1038 noted that there were orders omitted from OPF-184 U
2001. Qwest stated that there was a mistake in its programming code t
According to Qwest, any completed order that had not been posted tix
15A results were re-run in June did not get picked up in the measure. Q)
explanation of the nature of the programming code mistake, and d
fix is either planned or in place. Qwest should also discuss whether similas
in other months and quantify the effect on reported results. Liberty cong
still open.

March 28. 2002 The Liberty Consulting Gronp
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i introduction

A.  Objective

The Liberty Consulting Group ¢ Liberivy co
for the ROC, and issued the final report from
to the audit, and through its Change Request proce
“data validation to resolve any debates concerming U
from particular ROC PIDs.” (ROC Change l\u; ;
concerns about the accuracy of Qwest’s reported performa
that they were receiving. The ROC decided to conduct ths
test those concerns.

Liberty conducted multiple discussions with state commissi
order to secure their comments on the scope and objectives |
the objective for the data reconciliation process solicited i‘f’» the Ri
following question:

Does any of the informaﬁﬁn pmvided iw ‘i‘hl’r {iﬁti’%‘"’

-----

the measures defined in the PID?

The question presented 1s an important. but narrow one. B &
would have substantially expanded the scope of this fes
to determine whether CLECs could reproduce (Jw
information. or what changes would be reguired to
situations in which Liberty found that Qwest and a 1
had different understandings of how interactions with €
them should be treated. In these cases. Liberty did not seed
was wrong, or who reflected the better practice. Inst
whether. in consideration of the requirements of the PIE¥ {
Qwest’s methods practices, or processes contained msterial
discrepancies, Liberty required an affirmative s

howing
issping an exception or observation. Heowwever,
examination, Liberty has reported the cases where |
parties to be inconciusive,

Certain CLECs have claimed that Liberty’s stated
to prove the performance measures correct Hies w
prove Qwest wrong. These claims are misplaced. First
thar Qwest was reporing inaccurgiely that this «
however, is the simple fact that in the course of &
something wrong with the way Owest reported
information provided by the CLEC. Liberty repe
problems, it wasn't because a CLEC proved (
pointed 1o differences in data that Liberty i
Chweest processed information. Some pre

-d
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completely independent of data provided by CLECs, or through direct admissions by {hwest.
Therefore, any arguments related to an improper study objective should be brashed aside.

B. Process and Data

In its comments on CR #20, AT&T described what it thought should be the process for what has
been referred to as “data reconciliation,” as follows:

1. The CLEC identifies what it believes are discrepancies between performance
results it has produced and the performance resuits that Qwest has produced. The
CLEC should identify the particular performance measurement in guestion and
the evidence that lead the CLEC to conclude that a discrepancy exists.

2. The auditor takes the CLECs information and confirms the existence of the
discrepancy.

After confirming the discrepancy, the auditor determines and identifies the
source of the discrepancy.

4. If the source of the discrepancy is the CLEC, the auditor will share its findings
ar a high level with the TAG. The specific details of the discrepancy shall be
shared by the auditor privately with the specific CLEC.

3. If the source of a discrepancy is Qwest and that discrepancy points to some
problem  with  Qwest’s raw data, the auditor shall create  an
Exception/Observation per the Exception and Observation pracess used in the
ROC  OSS test. In the Exception/Observation, the auditor will make
recommendations as fo whether the identified deficiency is likely to affect multiple
services and/or multiple CLECs. The auditor will also identify what it believes is
the period of time that Qwest may have been producing questivnable performance
resulls.

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

In peneral, the process described by AT&T reflected how the data reconciliation effort
proceeded. However, and for the most part, CLECs did not identify “what it believes are
diserepancies between performance results it has produced and the performance results that
{swest has produced,” Nor did CLECs generally identify “the evidence that lead the CEEC td
gonglude that a dmucpancy exists.” CLECs provided some of its ordering information that was
supposed to relate to the products and months that were in the scope of the study. Liberty
equested  additional  information and clarifications from the CLECs. As expected. the
whelming bulk of the information that Liberty used in the data reconciliation study came
m (west, Liberty obtained mtoxmann from Qwest through hundreds of data requests, the
onses 1o which consisted of many-thousands of pages and detailed data“files. Only when
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" Liberty not seek additional backup source documentation from Qwest.

hhum& was ablL to match a sxgmhcant portxon of the apparemlv comradmlcm dt 1t
ed by CLECs and Qwest. This success in data matching was important, but the
crepancies remained very large even after it was completed.

berty found that, given the way CLECs captured data and accounted for information related to
41" wholesale performance measures, it is understandable why the CLECs thought Qwest
it reporting accurately. The CLECs likely recorded data that was relevant to performance
peasure results in ways that best suited their own operational and management needs. They were
wbmmmiv not concerned with making those data coincide exactly with that reported by Qwest
inmefir as detailed concerns such as which records are included and excluded, what time-of-day
s.‘sﬁﬂ-. te use, and the like. What information was then available to the CLECs showed results that
wire different than those that Qwest reported, In some cases, the CLECs did not have the
s required to track performance measure results at the level of detail required of Qwest.
‘s even had differing systems within their own company. For the most part, the CLECs did
not have personnel who are very familiar with the details of how performance data are captured.
manipulated, and ultimately reported by Qwest.

€. Scope

Chwest and the participating CLECs agreed that the scope of the reconciliation effort would use
data from seven states: Arizona, Colorado, Nebraska, Washington, Oregon, Utah, and

Minnesota. Liberty performed the reconciliation on a state-by-state basis and issued reports on
the results as follows:

#  Arizona - December 3, 2001

e Colorado - January 3, 2002

& Nebraska ~ January 28, 2002

+  Washington - March 2, 2002

¢ (Oregon - March 28, 2002

This report contains the specific findings from the reconciliation of data from Utah and
Minnesota,

The performance measures included in the study were:
s PO-5 - Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time
= OP-3 - Installation Commitments Met

s OP-4 - Installation Interval

The Liberty Consulting Group
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® =15 Coordinated Cuts On Time - Unbundled Loop

= L% - gerval for Peading Orders Delayed Past Due Date
% v - Sdoan Time o Restore

did iy the stily were line sharing, unbundled loops, and LIS trunks. The scope of
ot inchude the entire matrix of the three CLECs and all measures, states, and
- exanple, the scope for data from Utah included only AT&T’s LIS trunks, and the

d included only line sharing and unbundled loops. Furthermore, the agreed upon

5> MR<6 was not a complete reconciliation, but rather an examination of particular
fior which AT&T's and Qwest’s records matched. Nevertheless, the data
of study involved consideration of several thousand records, i.e., orders, FOCs,
4w, and hot-eut records.

saleulating OP-3, -4, -6, and -15 with the release of PID 4.0 in the second half of
30 governed the reporting of performance measures during the period of the

Confidentiality

of the data reconciliation study was generally known to members of the ROC-TAG,
¢ partieutar products and states for which one of the CLECs requested reconciliation
dured proprictary, Liberty’s data requests and the responses to them were shared
it and the specific CLEC involved. In its reporting of findings, Liberty attempted
ris in a way that would be informative to all parties without revealing confidential
provided detailed spreadsheets of its analysis of individual records to Qwest

S-S
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il data reconciliation work, Liberty concluded that “the information
s for the state of Arizona did not demonstrate that Qwest reports of its
gaferially innccurate.” While Liberty discovered and reported some errors, the
» of e errors, with the exception of a couple of specific issues. did not exceed
wtdered 1o be expected levels,

i dequacy of CLECs® records discussed above, Liberty determined several
A% may have suspected that Qwest’s reporting was inaccurate. AT&T and

it definitions for service order completion on LIS trunks. While both parties’
sasonable, Liberty concluded that Qwest’s definition and use of a service order
{ could not be considered out of conformance with the PID. Qwest uses a
1@ fi its dota processing to ensure that all appropriate orders are reported. The effect
e 1% that some orders may be actually completed in one month but reported in the
for 1 fater month. CLECs had no ready way to learn whether a particular order
ri a different month than that of the recorded compiehon date. Another example
sween the CLECs and Qwest concerned situation in which the CLEC requested
1e, Sipee OP-3 required a comparison of the completion date to the original due
with P11 3.0}, Qwest did not report orders for which the CLEC changed that
Finally. it became apparent that Qwest often used multiple trouble tickets to
s that AT&T reported with a single trouble report, and that AT&T did not
soess ime in its consideration of the average time to repair a trouble.

1 Uidorado, Liberty’s second state for the study, showed different results. Liberty
il }“’?Fm ess errors and three issues related to human errors. Using hindsight, several

se different results became apparent. First, Covad provided some useful
ation for Colorado but had not done so for Arizona. Some of the problems found in
z’;hztu to the line-sharing product and Covad was the only CLEC to request
» of that product. Second, the scope of the reconciliation effort for AT&T was
wdo than it was in Arizona, and this permitted Liberty to examine a higher
of prders in greater depth than had been done earlier. Finally, all of the issues that
joant dillerences between Qwest and the CLECs, such as the use of a reference date
mition of serviee order completion had been examined for Arizona and did not
wnal effort in the subscquent states.

for

il veport, which covered the reconciliation of data from Nebraska, reported on two
sroblems thit had been discovered. One was a process error unique to Qwest’s eastérn

{91 ot. The other involved human errors in recording information used to report
s 10 close a trouble ticket. While some errors had been noted in this area in
prvcentage in Nebraska was higher and caused Liberty to issue an Ohservation
# ter doesswent the potentia) problem,

e stige of Washington showed more examples of the same type of problems that had
d. I addition, Liberty discovered and reported that Qwest had not been
atment of LIS trunk orders that involved a re-termination from one switch 1o

Im f/)w n v ( rmmllmq Group
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Haport on Lwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation

crmance measures. Liberty did not detect any evidence
ata in order to improve its reported performance.
ribined with Qwest’s corrective actions caused

aires for the region, each state, and to individual
must aequire data from systems and processes that
manage a telecomumunications company, not report
e (wholesale) and compare it to another (retail). As a
pmance  measures, Liberty identified many (about 70
j 1,1.1}) issues and needs for corrections and improvements.
d Liberty to examine Qwest’s performance reporting {rom
- detailed level into certain of Qwest’s processes. This
feitional problems (another 14 Observation and Exception
hese two work efforts.have contributed significantly to more
1 pwfnrrmnw by Qwest. Liberty also knows that, with the
eformance reporting, there may be undetected errors in
1 ogrror eannot be totally eliminated in such a complex
vest has reasonable processes in place to self-check its
f lcrm hnmd And, on the basis of its audit and data

.a“V%‘mc),n and Excch‘ti.on reports that it has issued, Liberty
orting accurately and reliably report Qwest’s actual

Observation Reports

Data Repository pending data source to the Detailed
ot (H’ 15 performance measure results. The Wholesale
oks up the eode in a miss code table to determine how the order
the code. it defaults the miss to Qwest. Thus, all of the LIS
codes were being reported as Qwest misses, even though

ifizd the problem and that the programming code had been
C performance results. Qwest also stated that the problem

spd oy Cirasup page 9



BRI hrra Nr T erd W€ anrd

¢ was no Jonger truncating the missed function
s for the months of September through December
m ;aldu,u Li be.rty confirmed that these files contained
11 code, .¢., there was no truncation, Liberty then used
ould have been included in the OP-15 measure results
{ that the published performance reports included the same
this exception to be closed.

*
by

retatl orders that were being included in performance reports as
gid that the process of provisioning a line-sharing order involves
wid wholesale order. The wholesale order was being correctly
- However, beeause there was no retail line sharing, the second
the wholesale category, resulting in a double count. Qwest
, ders that contain billing USDCs with retail activity and
= measure. Qwest indicated that this action prevents the

atiped the orders identified by Liberty that were affected by

« these files and found that the appropriate changes had
Also, during its re-audit of the PID 4.0 OP measures,
B4 4 i identify orders with retail activity. Liberty conducted an
,ﬁ?sst‘ and u;mwd responses 1o refated data requests.

welore July 2001, Qwest’s revised code could not correctithey
s in s supplemental data request response.

= arders that were included and counted in more than one
lem and indicated that it occurred when an order was
sl through completions again in a second month. I an
¥ Cr ted status (CP) in one month and goes through a second
{2y in another month then it was double counted. Qwest
woven the reeard for the previous seven months and, if the record
1 s emdited from the cwrrent month’s calculations.

sty Consulting Group page 10



Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation

e an interview with Qwest on this matter and received responses to related data
ety reviewed the data files and the revised code provided by Qwest to confirm that
w lias been resolved. Liberty considers this observation to be closed.

vibion 1128

1028 reported that there was a significant error rate (about 15 percent) in the mean-
TR or repair duration, used by Qwest in calculating its MR-6 measure for
mim In its earlier reconciliation work, Liberty found that Qwest’s overall error
pcuun in Arizona, when viewed alone, was within the range of a reasonable
61 miz. However, when Arizona and Nebraska results were combined, the error rate
[ i, which in I.,,\bcrlly"s opinion could be problematic.

ysdditional data on the nature and frequency of errors, Liberty conducted an analysis of
subtle tickets in Oregon, Liberty found an error rate of 6.5 percent, the same as the
peed results from Arizona and Nebraska, Liberty also requested information on Qwest's
» review and goaching programs to ascertain whether such programs could be
Aaterials provided by Qwest included checklists of areas to be examined during ﬂ
wal reviews, with areas to record expectations, findings, and recommendations. Thes
;wsm‘ufnpf-xwud a broad range of areas, including such topics as handoff of tickets to %
it oftice, proper billing and rebate coding, sufficiency of work force, and valid no access
uied on tickets. Qwest also provided ticket review worksheets and process guides on
wets of trouble ticket administration.

-

found during data reconciliation. During its analysis, Liberty had found that the errors
{ were generally due to improper handling of “no access™ time and improper ticket
3 and closing procedures. These errors were made by both customer technicians and by
" the administrative technicians responsible for verifying and reconciling ticket

st dwest’s compliance reviews and coaching programs were simply not geared to focus
e troublesome arcas.

Vs Subsequ

uently pI‘QVIded llberty wnh addxtlonal m]‘ormanon deqcnbms. ru:un trdm;ng,
ams and review ef ‘

ii Demgn Survxcc Ccnkr Dirccmm
Technicians, and Customer Communication Technicians received additional

as” 'ompletcd in Tanuary 2002:7A;

AN to customers as part of the ticket restoration process? In‘addition to"the sampling-and -
ing programs that had been in place, Qwest implemented an audit process where each
ice Center manager is now responsible for verifying repair process adherence.

sherty expects that the renewed focus on methods and procedures should work to reduce
ite in MTTR,*it cannot substantiate those effects. Liberty therefore recommends that
¢ be the subject of any future monitoring work. Liberty is satisfied that Qwest has

The Liberty Consulting Group prge 1




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reeoncilintion

o reduce the level of errors found during the data reconciliation work, and
wition closed.

1029 noted the exclusion of certain CLEC line-sharing orders because the CLEC
. Owest acknowledged that it was unable to report the majority of line-sharing
s months of July and going forward for certain CLECs. Qwest indicated that its order
ess did not capture the data used to identify CLECs, and thus Qwest was not able to
Hraring results for the majority of the orders at the CLEC-specific level for this time
mning with the December 2001 data and going forward, a new detail field was added

1 in place, identification of other measures affected by this problem, and information on
iprent of the new data field. Liberty compared the original test July RSOR file sample
1 the corrected July RSOR data file sample and was able to confirm that the improperly
idul prders were included in the new July RSOR data set. Liberty considers this observation

1030 noted that Qwest failed to report a number of Covad’s Firm Order
sitment (FOC) records because the state code was not automatically logged for those
etions. Qwest acknowledged that there was a problem. However, Qwest stated that only a

I pereentage of the transactions were not recorded. Qwest indicated that the issue was
d by u code break in EDI 6.0 related to unbundled loop processing. Qwest also indicated
customers were moved off EDI 6.0 in August and September and EDI 6.0 was
coember 2001, so the problem with EDI 6.0 has been addressed with the new
“nr lhmc rccords 1hat are not properly ng,g,cd with the new techno logy, Qwest will

Auwrﬁimg %o chst PO 5A and PO-5B were not affected.” Qwust also ”prowded he ™
of records excluded from PO-2 (3 out of 99,487 records), PO-3 (246 out of 44.969); and
1B out of 150,776 records) in July. In each case the resulting percentage was less than-or
mﬁ*ﬁmmwiv equal to 005 percent.

basis of Liberty’s review of this matter, including Qwest’s’ proposed %olution to
ing records that did not contain a state code, Liberty considers this'observation closed.




Report on Qwest Perfurmance Measure §

mese two documents and found that they adeguately addres
gnents were then used by each director to train ¢

‘st stated that it assessed the magnitude of the 63/
siet, 7.e., Qwest stated that its “historical resulis are

£

Lo

ave been excluded. This matter was investigated ag pust
ared to be a miscoding problem. In response to data ¢
jon elearly confirming that the orders had been impregsert
Rather, they had been included because of a pro
by Liberty in Exception 1046. That exception hag nlre

: fue date had been missed. For the Washington dan horwe
odes entered inthe SOMCHfield, for -orders in which
i iberty Vinvestigated this

.
dur-date is missed.. if the-due dates are met, no att

eode and therefore the order could be still inclu

+1d 15 not used.

Thres T ihorn: ovtendtiveer £lm
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Qwest has been populating the SOMC §
lepacy system requirements. The West
SOLAR system both require 2 miss code wh
date. The Central region SOPAD svsteny dows ¢
au:ept one. Althou0h thxs situation émw ot s

requlremcms? mthcr than a cuz«ig)mur m

During its data reconciliation work for O
Qwest’s order typist had entered an ince
for OP-3 and -4. In all cases. the typist uﬁmﬁ
third of such cases, the typist alse entered =

orders being improperly excluded from dxg
correct completion date, and Cywes
(today’s) date instead of that conta
customer miss was entered for s
Service Order Completion Process t
source that should be used for comple

Liberty now considers this observation e

Observation 1032

Observation 1032 noted that (s
excluded because the requeste
installation interval. Qwest’s |
Liberty found only a few PONS
percentage of orders affected was :
of errors, Liberty found that, in ikm :
combined, about 4 percent of the or
problem. When the agreed upon ordess

Qwest’s responded to the observation b
but were not because of human errse wl
to populate the “L” (for longer that
that'itthad simproved.-its ‘documen
sLiberty ‘teviewed the"improved d
process and should help'to avaid th

On the basis of Liberty’s additio
lower percentage than had been th
improved tools implemented by Lhwest
concluded that this observation shouid b

April 19, 2002
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Observation 1033 stated that there o
application date/time incorrectis
purposes. In some instances. {
though the ASR was recerve

In addition, Liberty deternuned
were dated the same day, rather th
Liberty’s review of the data Covad

Tk

In the responses to data reques
personnel in properly determinin
and procedures. Liberty revies
application date and how it shoul
consistent. Liberty considers this ¢

A
L%

Observation 1034

Observation 1034 identified vass
with non-standard intervals of °
May PO-5 performance report ammd
July. Qwest in its respornise ¢on
had been excluded from fiwe pe
standard FOC mterval of 72 he
the exclusions of the line
currently dictate that the 72
unbundled loop products wh
contends that this process shoul

Qwest identified for Covad’s
sharing orders in Colorado, and
assignment of a non-standard i
through December 2001. Libérty k.
the magnitude of the prohlem in A
confirmed that the sharing non
from June through Decembes 2

In an interview, Qwest gave i |
the month of May 2001. Since
month, this observation is cons

April 19, 2002




Report on Qwest Perlormance Muossore Bat

Observation 1638

Mservation 1035 reported that there were errors in the OP-3 and OP-4 myex
'} because Qwest included cancelled orders in the measures. Accondi
ablem affected only orders coming through SOLAR, the service or

tes (fowa, Minnesota, Nebraska. North Dakota, and 5o

the five states were affected. Liberty saw no evidence of the problen in A ¥ €t
and has found no reason to conclude that the problem affected anvthing other than these
{dwest indicated that the cause of the problem was a software error that resilied
cancelled orders being assigned a completion date of 11/11/T111 (and th
from the measures). According to Qwest, any order that had multiple ac
including cancellation would not go through the portion of the programs
the 1171171111 date. Any order with only cancellation activity in a gives ¢
handled correcily.

The programming fix put in place as of May 12, 2001 has corrected the p
orders being included in OP-3 and OP4, and results beginning with June 2
itfected. Liberty therefore considers this observation closed.

{¥hservation 1036

When Qwest plans to undertake a switch conversion, it notities its custor
disconnect and re-termination orders to move their LIS trunks from the o
new one, Coordination between the parties is required to ensure that service oo
affected during the conversion process.

In Washington, Liberty identified several LIS trunk re-termiwation orders
included in the OP and PO-5 performance measures, but Qwest had &
them in PO-5 because Qwest considers re-termination orders to be prag
excluded from the PO-5 measure.

mmunms 1t mcludbd them !‘ or c\amrm,. leenv 1dtntztied L
re-termination orders that Qwest did include in the OP measures. §n’, t
termination orders were improperly coded C40 due to human grror

s hd\lﬂi’ mwdrd activ 11}, and it thcrdmv hehu'cx tlmt these t* 3
from the OF measures. [t also agreed that, historically, it had tremted these
sometimes including them in the measures and sometimes excluding them. AT&ET 4
aceepts Qwest’s explanation of why re-termination orders should be excls ] &

perfarmance measures, although it expressed concern that Qwest’s performanee -

The Liberny Consulting Crovp




will not be measured. Accordingly, the parties now agree that re-termination orders should not be
inciuded in performance reporting.

fn {8 response to this observation, Qwest also stated that it was making a programns
eiinge that would fix the re-termination order problem retroactive to December 2001 d
(west provided Liberty with the revised programming code for the OF measures
supplement to its observation response. Liberty reviewed it and confirmed that Owest
ereated a new exclusion that removes central office conversion orders from that measure.

gonfirmed that they clearly require that the jeopardy code of H41 be used for switch conversi
and not the jeopardy code of C40. Liberty now considers this observation to be closed.

Observation 1037

but rather as the time the CLEC called back to confirm that the order was completed. .
the hot cut interval was longer than it should have been. In some cases. this differ
Qwes

subsequently provided OP-13A files for July and August 2001, Liberty reviewed these
found no indication that testers were still making these errors. In addition, Liberty in
other hot cut data from the July file that had recorded times different from the norm :
found eonly one instance in which a recording error had been made —~ a delay time had been
recorded incorrectly by 15 minutes.

Liberty had also discovered that, during the month of June 2001, many testers had begun 1o
record the time spent waiting for a call back from the CLEC as “delav time.” Qwest had
appropriately subtracted any delay time from the calculated interval used to derive the mes
conststent with the PID. Therefore, the duration of the coordinated cut was accurste in these
pases, but the actual stop time recorded was not consistent with the PID definition.

Jwest reported that 1t had updated its job aids and retrained s testers on the correct i
stop times as of April 5, 2002. Liberty believes Qwest has taken positive steps to ininro
consistency of its recorded data with the PID. Again, however. this inconsistency did pet
resulls,

df H M2 The Liberty Consulting Group




eriy considers this observation closed.

Ossereation 1038

trwest indicated that because it re-ran the April results at a later date than normal, notall
¢ orders were captured. The programming code did not account for a later-than-normal

a modification to its programming code in February 2002 such that OP-15A results
2 with January 2002 were not affected. Qwest said that it also restated the vesults for

st provided and Liberty reviewed the revised programming code. Liberty conducted an
tew with Qwest’s programmers and others to review the code in detail. Orders are stored in

v is satisfied that the programming code modification corrected the error noted in this
haervation, and considers this observation closed.




Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation

fie Results from Utah and Minnesota Data

Fa reconciliation of Covad and Qwest data for OP-4 and PO-3. In all but a very
the problems with Qwest’s reporting were the same problems that had been

osed. The following paragraphs provide a summary of the results; detailed
begn provided to Covad and Qwest.

v

sample of 113 line-sharing orders for performance measure OP-4. For 19

e sssue discussed in Observation 1026, 13 involved the matter of the CLEC being
gd in Observation 1029, 1 order Qwest mistakenly cancelled. and 1 order
ad an incorrect due date that caused the order to be excluded.

wwiled o sample of 119 line-sharing orders for performance measure PO-5, For 28
it and Covad agreed, For 64 orders, Qwest was correct, not shown to be wrong, or
+ineonclusive. Qwest was wrong on 27 orders. For 14 orders the problem was the

ptified in Observation 1030, For 12 orders the problem was a mix-up of UBL
ders (Observation 1034), and for one order Qwest appeared to incorrectly
al. Aside from this one outlier, these mistakes were problems that had already
<k, wind resolved through Observations.

ded a sample of 137 UBL orders for performance measure OP-4. For 67 orders,
wad agreed. For 57 orders, Qwest was correct, not shown to be wrong, or the data
ve. Cwest was wrong on 13 orders. Nine of these involved the non-standard

addressed in Observation 1032, one order involved the duplicate reporting
Ihservation 1027, two orders were duplicate reporting from the same PON, and for
i miscalculated the interval numerator by one day because of a computer system

fs the completion date.

a reconciliation of AT&T LIS trunk orders for the states of Utah and
5, OP-4, OP-6, OP-15, and PO-5. As with the Covad reconciliation, the

v reconciled 43 orders, for which the parties agreed on 19. Of the 26 orders
‘ - disagreed, Qwest was incorrect on 5. Four of Qwest's errors related to
031 and the fifth was because of inadequate support for Qwest’s information.
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ronedptimnn

were 10 orders to reconcile for OP-6, with the parties agreeing on only 2. Whese the
greed. (Qwest was wrong one time because of Observation 1031,

%

v 6 orders required reconciliation for OP-15, and the parties agreed on 1. Of the 5 orders
: there was disagreement, Qwest was incorrect on 4 because of Observation 103 1.

9 2002 The Liberty Consulting Group




