© 00 N o g A~ w N P

N NN NN NN P B P B B PP PP
o g & W N B O © © N o o » W N P O

BEFORE THE

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

In the Maiter of the Investigation into
U SWEST Communications, Inc.'s
Compliance with 8 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

Docket No. UT-003022

In the Matter of U S WEST Communications, | Docket No. UT-003040

Inc.'s Statement of Generdly Available Terms

Pursuant to Section 252(f) of the
Tedecommunications Act of 1996

COMMENTS
OF
MICHAEL G.WILLIAMS
ON BEHALF OF
QWEST CORPORATION
RE: PERFORMANCE

NOVEMBER 7, 2001

COMMENTS OF MICHAEL G. WILLIAMS Qwest
ON BEHALF OF QWEST CORPORATION 1600 7" Ave.. Suite 3206

RE: PERFORMANCE

Seattle, WA 98191
-1- Telephone: (206) 398-2500
Facsimile: (206) 343-4040



© 00 N o g A~ w N P

N NN NN NN P B P B B PP PP
o g & W N B O © © N o o » W N P O

Do PO

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND QUALIFICATIONS.

My nameisMichae G. Williams. Please see atached Exhibit 1 for my qudificaions.
DESCRIBE THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY .

The purpose of my testimony is to affirm that the current performance Qwest is providing to
CLECsin actua commercid settingsin the state of Washington is consistently at or above that
necessary to satisfy the requirements of Section 271 of the Act as defined by the Federa
Communications Commisson (FCC). | dso rebut the testimony of John F. Finnegan of AT&T
as well asthe generic comments of WorldCom, Inc. (“WCom”) and Covad Communications
Company (“Covad”), which aver that Qwest’s performance is unsatisfactory. The testimony and
comments of AT& T, WCom and Covad suffer from the same deficiency; they ignore the legdl
construct created by the FCC to evauate performance data and expect perfection in
performance, which the FCC does not require and congtitutes an unrealistic expectation.
PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FCC'SLEGAL STANDARD FOREVALUATING
PERFORMANCE.

It is not necessary to summarize the standard. In its recent decision approving Verizon's
application to provide interLATA sarvicesin the state of Pennsylvania, the FCC st forth the legd
standard in avery succinct fashion. Specificaly:

8. The Commission has explained in prior orders that parity and benchmark
standards established by state commissions do not represent absol ute maximum
or minimum levels of performance necessary to satisfy the competitive checklist.
Rather, where these standards are devel oped through open proceedings with
input from both the incumbent and competing carriers, these standards can
represent informed and reliable attempts to objectively approximate whether
competing carriers are being served by the incumbent in substantialy the same
time and manner, or in away that provides them a meaningful opportunity to
compete. Thus, to the extent there is no datigticaly sgnificant difference between
aBOC' s provison of service to competing carriers and its own retail customers,
the Commission generaly need not look any further. Likewise, if aBOC's
provision of service to competing carriers satisfies the performance benchmark,
the andydsisusudly done. Otherwise, the Commission will examinethe
evidence further to make a determination whether the statutory nondiscrimination
requirements are met. Thus, the Commission will examine the explanations that a
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BOC and others provide about whether these data accurately depict the quality
of the BOC's performance. The Commission aso may examine how many
months a variaion in performance has existed and what the recent trend has
been. The Commission may find that datidticaly sgnificant differences exigt, but
conclude that such differences have little or no competitive Sgnificance in the
marketplace. In such cases, the Commission may conclude that the differences
are not meaningful in terms of statutory compliance. Ultimately, the determination
of whether aBOC' s performance meets the statutory requirements necessaxily is
acontextua decision based on the totdity of the circumstances and information
before the Commission.

0. Where there are multiple performance measures associated with a
particular checklist item, the Commission would consider the performance
demongtrated by dl the measurements asawhole. Accordingly, adisparity in
performance for one measure, by itself, may not provide abassfor finding
noncompliance with the checkligt. The Commisson may dso find thet the
reported performance data is affected by factors beyond aBOC's control, a
finding thet would make it less likely to hold the BOC wholly accountable for the
disparity. Thisisnot to say, however, that performance discrepancies on asingle
performance metric are unimportant. Indeed, under certain circumstances,
disparity with respect to one performance measurement may support afinding of
gatutory noncompliance, particularly if the disparity is substantia or has endured
for along time, or if it is accompanied by other evidence of discriminatory
conduct or evidence that competing carriers have been denied a meaningful
opportunity to compete.

Q. HOW DOESAT& T DESCRIBE HOW THE COMMISSION SHOULD EVALUATE
PERFORMANCE DATA?

R. John Finnegan states that “1f a benchmark or parity requirement is missed, an ILEC will fall to
satisfy the checklist unless the misses are ‘dight, or occur in isolated months, and thus suggest
only an inggnificant economic impact.”” Finnegan Affidavit at § 9, quoting SBC
Kansas/Oklahoma 271 Order at § 32. Obvioudy, thisis not the sandard set forth by the FCC
in its Pennsylvaniadecison. Thisis not even the sandard set by the FCC inits
Kansas/Oklahomadecision. Inthat case, the FCC found that thiswas smply one example of
how it may find that performance that fals below expectations would be deemed satisfactory.
The proper stlandard, as set forth above, is whether performance that falls below expectation has

! In the Matter of Application of Verizon Pennsylvanialnc., Verizon Long Distance, Verizon Enterprise Solutions,
Verizon Global Networks Inc., and Verizon Select Services Inc. for Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Servicesin Pennsylvania, CC Docket No. 01-138 App. C, 11 8-9 (Sept. 19, 2001) (footnotes omitted).
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“competitive Sgnificance in the marketplace.”

Q. HOW DOES COVAD DESCRIBE HOW THE COMMISSION SHOULD EVALUATE
PERFORMANCE DATA?

R. Covad's comments are internally inconsstent. Covad claims that the FCC has required a“PID
by PID” andysis. Covad Comments at 4-9. Qwest reads this to mean that, like AT&T, that
Covad clams Qwest failsits checklist requirementsiif it fails to meet its performance obligations
onany PID. Aslegd support for this assertion, however, Covad citesthe FCC's 271 decision
on Texas, which requires a Checklist Item by Checklist Item analysis, not aPID by PID andyss.

The law Covad citesreads as follows:

There may be multiple performance measures associated with a particular
checklist item, and an gpparent disparity in performance for one measure,
by itsdf, may not provide abasis for finding noncompliance with the
checkligt. Other measures may tell adifferent sory, and provide uswith
amore complete picture of the qudity of service being provided. Thus,
whether we are gpplying the " substantialy the same time and manner”
standard or the "meaningful opportunity to compete’ standard, we will
examine whether the differencesin the measured performance are large
enough to be deemed discriminatory under the statue?

Thus, despite Covad' s apparent claim that a failure to meet requirements for asingle PID meansa
failure of checklist satisfaction, the FCC expresdy finds otherwise.

Covad dso makesthe clam that aPID by PID analysisis necessary mistakenly believing
that Qwest has selectively identified and discussed only the performance results that help its
andyss. Covad Comments at 8-9. Covad'sview isincorrect. Inits Washington performance
filings, Qwest has congstently discussed al measures that in Qwest’ s view have abearing on its
overdl performance by checklist item. Moreover, Qwest attaches dl of the underlying
performance data for dl measures. Findly, a the December hearing, Qwest will present its
overdl performance on al measures that have generated a performance expectation (retail parity

or benchmark) in the ROC. Contrary to Covad' s assertions otherwise, there is no attempt to

2 Covad Comments at 5, quoting Texas 271 Order at 160 (emphasis supplied).
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hide anything. Qwest Smply believesthat its performance is outstanding across the board.

Q. CONTRARY TOAT&T SAND COVAD’'SCLAIMS, CAN YOU CITE AN EXAMPLE
WHERE A BOC's PERFORMANCE FELL CONSISTENTLY BELOW PERFORMANCE
EXPECTATIONS, YET THE FCC FOUND THE PERFORMANCE ADEQUATE?

R. Yes. Inits recent Pennsylvania decision, Verizon's performance around high capacity loops was
consistently below standard yet the FCC found the performance adequate.

We recognize, however, that Verizon's performance with respect to
other performance measures for high capacity loops has been poor in
Pennsylvania. Verizon'singdlation intervas for competitive LECs are
consgtently longer than those for itsretall customers, and Verizon has
missed a sgnificant percentage of gppointments to provision high capacity
loops for competitors. High capacity loops, however, represent asmall
percentage of al loops ordered by competitorsin Pennsylvania. Given
the rdaively low volume of orders for high capacity |oops compared to
al loop types, we cannot find that Verizon's performance for high
capact?'fy loops warrants afinding of checklist noncompliance for al loop

types.
Specificdly, “Verizon missed gpproximately 30 percent to 40 percent of competitive LEC's

provisioning appointments for every month between February and June, 2001, and it takes
Verizon approximatdly five to ten days longer to ingtal high capacity loops for competitive
LECs”* This conclusion done beliesthe legd standard set forth by AT& T and Covad.

Q. WHAT OTHER STATEMENTS DO AT&T OR WCOM MAKE DO YOU BELIEVE FALL
OUTSIDE THE LEGAL CONSTRUCT OF THE FCC?

R. There are several broad areas of concern. First, Mr. Finnegan cites to purported problems with
performance datathat is often 12 monthsold. See, e.g., Finnegan Affidavit at § 10, 12, &
26. When evauating 271 applications, the FCC focuses on the most recent four months of
performance.

Second, Mr. Finnegan consstently complains about performance thet is satisticaly

3 Verizon Penn. 271 Decision at 190.

“1d. at 190, n.309.
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identical to that Qwest providesto itsretail operation. See, e.g., Finnegan Affidavit at 1 33-
35. The FCC has consigtently made plain that performance at parity with retal is dways
acceptable.

Third, AT& T seemsto assart thet al performance measures are created equa. For
example, AT& T spends an inordinate amount of time discussing ISDN Capable Loops. See,
Finnegan Affidavit at 1 24-26, 29, 32-34, & 37-40. ISDN Capable Loops condtitute 7% of
the unbundled loops in service in Washington. As described above, the FCC focuses upon the
principle servicesUNEs ordered by CLECs in evaluating whether performance is adequate for
271 purposes.

Fourth and findly, Mr. Finnegan, WCom and Covad assert that Qwest’s 271 application
should be denied smply because performance around individua performance metrics do not
attain the standard of retail parity or the performance benchmark. In other words, the CLECs
appear to claim that Qwest does not meet the checklist if Qwest fails to meet the requisite legal
standard established in the ROC for oneindividud PID. Again, the FCC isvery clear on this
point. Thisisnot abasisto rgect a271 gpplication. The issue iswhether performance problems
cause comptitive disparity in the marketplace. When a performance standard is not met, the
FCC expects parties to ook behind the statistics to determine whether the performanceis
competitively sgnificant.

WCom spends time complaining about a trouble rate of 0.03% for interconnection
trunks, WCom Comments at 3, and provisioning when Qwest met 99% of its commitments.
WCom Comments at 4. Thisleve of performance should be gpplauded under every
circumstance. It certainly does not cause comptitively sgnificant harm to CLECs. Thereis
never an attempt by ether Mr. Finnegan or WCom to describe how the performance Qwest
provides negatively affects them in the marketplace.

| will discuss each of these four performance issuesiin turn.

Q. BOTH AT&T AND WCOM SPEND A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF TIME
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DISCUSSING PERFORMANCE MISSES OVER THE PAST 12 MONTHS. IS
PERFORMANCE DATA THAT OLD SIGNIFICANT?

R. Not in the context that AT& T and WCom are utilizing the data. Section 271 requires Qwest to
edtablish that it is meeting dl of the 14 items on the checklig & the time it files its gpplication.
Qwest came into compliance with different aspects of the checklist (according to FCC
expectaions) a different pointsintime. Thus, if Qwest had performance misses that date back
severd months, in and of itsdf, this should not cause the Washington Commission concern. On
the other hand, if Qwest has consstently been in compliance with performance expectations over
a 12-month span and then Qwest’ s performance dips for amonth or two, the historical level of
performance should provide the Commission with comfort that Quwest isimplementing
nondiscriminatory processes to make that item on the checklist available a an acceptable leve of
qudity.

There are severa circumstancesthat AT& T complains of where the performance
problems are many months old. For example, AT& T complains about the ingaletion interval for
ISDN Capable Loopsin Zone 1 claming that Qwest did not provide statistical parity in 5 of 12
months (Finnegan Affidavit at 126); however, the interva has been decreasing and in each of
the last 4 months (May to August), the interva for CLECs has been at parity with retail. The
sameistrue of ISDN troubles cleared within 24 hoursin Zone 2 (Finnegan Affidavit at 134)
and the mean time to restore troubles on ISDN Capable Loops (Finnegan Affidavit at 138). In
both circumstances, Qwest provided parity service for both in 4 of the last 5 months (April to
August). There are other examples that Qwest could cite to as well.

In each 271 application that the FCC has approved, it has focused in on four months of

performance data® There can be no dispute on this point. The Commission should not concern

® See, e.g., In the Matter of Application by Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization Under Section 271 of the
Communications Act to Provide In-Region InterLATA Service in the State of New York, Memorandum, Opinion and
Order, CC Docket No. 99-295 ("Bell Atlantic New York Order”) at 1 69, 156, 219, 221, 223, 224, 284, 300, 301 and 323
(Dec. 1999).

COMMENTS OF MICHAEL G. WILLIAMS Qwest

ON BEHALF OF QWEST CORPORATION 1600 7™ Ave., Suite 3206
RE: PERFORMANCE Seattle, WA 98191
-7- Telephone: (206) 398-2500

Facsimile: (206) 343-4040



© 00 N o g A~ w N P

N NN NN NN P B P B B PP PP
o g & W N B O © © N o o » W N P O

itself with purported performance problems that are outdated and no longer of concern.

Q. IF QWEST'S PERFORMANCE FOR ITSELF ISBETTER THAN THAT IT PROVIDES
TO CLECs, BUT NOT TO A STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT DEGREE, SHOULD
THAT CAUSE THE COMMISSION CONCERN?

R. Absolutely not. Inits New Y ork decison, the FCC made this point plain: “[T]o the extent there
isno gatigicaly sgnificant difference between Bdll Atlantic's provison of service to competitive
LECs and its own retail customers, we [the FCC] need not look any further.”® | am unaware of
any Stuation in any 271 decision where the FCC even discussed and considered performance
that was Satisticaly identica between CLECs and retail.

Nonethdess, AT& T spends a sgnificant amount of time complaining about performance
that it does not like, but that is Satisticaly identica to retail. For example, Mr. Finnegan
consigtently asserts that Quest provides better performance to itself in “x” months and then says
it isgatigticaly sgnificant in some fraction of those months. For interconnection trunk
provisioning, he asserts that “ Qwest provided worse performance to CLECsin 9 of the last 12
morths of reported data.” Finnegan Affidavit at 1 10. What Mr. Finnegan does not state is
that the performance Qwest providesto CLECsis datigtically identica to thet it providesto retail
in 10 of these 12 months. The Commission should ignore al aspects of Mr. Finnegan'’ s affidavit
that complains about performance thet is at parity with retail.”

Q. SHOULD THE COMMISSION GIVE ALL PERFORMANCE MEASURES EQUAL
WEIGHT?
R. No. The Commission should evauate each performance measure on its own merits and decide

what weight to giveit. The ROC itsef has aready undergone this exercise. For example, some

¢ Bell Atlantic New York Order at 158.

" Mr. Finnegan makes a similar assertion with respect to new service installation quality (OP-5). Finnegan Affidavit at
9 12. In 10 of the 12 months, the service provided to CLECs s statistically identical to that provided to Qwest retail. A
similar assertion is made with respect to troubles cleared within 4 hours (MR-5), Finnegan Affidavit at 1 16, and repeat
troublesfor interconnection trunks (MR-7), Finnegan Affidavit at I 15, where Qwest provided parity servicein 11 of 12
months.
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measures are contained within the Performance Assurance Plan (PAP) and others are not. Even
more fundamentally, some measures are consdered “diagnogtic” or for informationa purposes
only. OP-15A —theinterva for pending orders delayed past the due date — is one of those
measures. Nonetheless, AT& T discusses that measure on four different occasonsin its affidavit.
See Finnegan Affidavit at 11 13 & 30-32. Covad does the same. Covad comments at 7.

Mr. Finnegan aso spends a substantia amount of time discussing ISDN Capable Loops.
Fully 29% of the substantive portions of Mr. Finnegan' s affidavit focuses on this subject. Why
the concern with such loops? [CONFIDENTIAL: SEE CONFIDENTIAL EXHIBIT 3].
Certainly, Qwedt’ s performance cannot be having a negative impact on AT& T’ s ability to provide
sarvice. Moreover, these loops congtitute a mere 7% of the total loops in service in Washington.
In direct contrast, 71% of the loopsin service are andog loops. Mr. Finnegan spends two
paragraphs discussing analog loops and one of those paragraphs concerns the aforementioned
OP-15A, adiagnostic measure. The other isthe average interval it takes Qwest to provison
analog loopsto CLECsin Zone 2 (lower density areas) as compared to a 6-day benchmark.
Whileit istrue that Qwest missed the 6-day benchmark in three of the four months (May through
August),® Qwest met in excess of 98.3% of its commitments for this product in Zone 1 for each
month in question. Thus, avast percentage of the time, CLECs get their loopstimely. Moreover,
when the entire Sate is andyzed together (adding Zone 1 and Zone 2 together and calculating the
find result), Qwest met the 6-day benchmark in 3 of these 4 months and effectively met the
benchmark in the fourth month aswdl. Specificaly:

Month Combined Combined CLEC Reault
Numerator Denominator

May 01 4501 779 5.8 days

June 01 4223 704 6.0 days

July 01 4199 695 6.04 days

Aug. 01 4511 786 5.7 days

& Qwest just missed the 6-day benchmark in September, provisioning 38 loopsin Zone 2 in an average of 6.08 days.
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The 4-month average during this span for al analog loopsis5.88 days. Thus, when the totdity of
circumstances is evauated, as the FCC recommends, it is clear that Qwest is even meeting the
one subgtantive analog loop metric about which AT& T complains. It is noteworthy that Qwest
has congistently met every other performance metric around analog loops®

Q. SHOULD THE COMMISSION BE CONCERNED MERELY BECAUSE QWEST FAILED
TO MEET ITS PERFORMANCE EXPECTATIONS ON A PARTICULAR MEASURE?

R. No. Asthe FCC gated, the Commission should consider the “totdity of the circumstances” and
determine whether the performance will have “competitive sgnificance in the marketplace.”
WCom's comments are replete with examples of stuations where Qwest’s performance will have
no competitiveimpact. For example, WCom complains about a 0.03% trouble rate around
interconnection trunks (3 in 10,000 trunks experience trouble), WCom Comments at 3, inddling
A% of itsinterconnection trunks on time, WCom Comments at 3, and timely provisoning 98-
99% of its UNE-P, resdentid resde, and business resale ingalation commitments without a
dispatch, WCom Comments at 4 & 6-7. Findly, WCom makes some confusing referencesto
Qwest failing to make its loop commitments because it did not provide ingdlation at parity.
WCom Comments at 6. Parity, however, is not the stlandard for provisioning 2-wire non-loaded
loops. The agreed upon ROC performance expectation is a benchmark -- 90% commitments
met. Qwest has far exceeded that expectation meeting 95% of its commitments.™ In every one
of the noted examples, the performance is nothing short of outstanding. The only affect this has

® AT& T may go back to the diagnostic measure of OP-15A, the interval for pending orders delayed past the due date.
Even here, however, the average delay has been on a downward trend. Moreover, although this measure is diagnostic,
Qwest reports retail data and calculates statistical scores. In each of the last three months (July through September),
CLECshave been at parity with reported Qwest retail.

%\WCom may be confused by the fact that data for analog loops is reported in several categories. Only the Zone 1 and
Zone 2 information is germane to the performance analysis. WCom makes another mistake when evaluating how
quickly Qwest clears out of service troublesin 24 hours for UNE-P. In their comments, WCom asserts that Qwest fails
to clear trunks at parity in 3 of the 4 months for MR-3C (troubles cleared for UNE-P). In each service category, Qwest
provided outstanding repair for CLECs. May through August data show that when a technician dispatch was required
within an MSA, Qwest cleared out of service troubles at parity in al 4 months;, when a technician dispatch was
required outside an MSA, Qwest provided parity 3 of the 4 months; and when no technician dispatch was required
Qwest provided parity 3 of the 4 months. Thus, over this four month span, Qwest provided parity servicein 9 of the 12
out of service performance data points.
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on the CLECs ability in the marketplace is to alow them to compete and compete effectively
against Qwest.

Q. ARE THERE ANY OTHER PERFORMANCE DATA POINTSABOUT WHICH AT&T
COMPLAINS THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO MENTION?

R. Yes. | would like to mention two additiona points. First, Mr. Finnegan complains about
Qwedt’ s flow through rates and concludes that generdly “bad things can happen when an order is
subjected to human intervention.” Finnegan Affidavit at  18. Asfar asthese purported “bad
things” Qwest is conggtently provisioning service a parity and is providing timely service an
extremdy high percentage of the time. Moreover, Qwest’s flow-through PIDs are diagnostic,
primarily because the FCC does not consider flow-through to be a* conclusive measure of
nondiscriminatory access to ordering functions, but as one indicium among many of the
performance” of Qwest’'s OSS.** The FCC recognizes that CLECs can impact heavily the flow-
through rates that a BOC can achieve — efficient CLECs can achieve high flow-though rates while
other, less efficient CLECs have lower flow-through rates. For these reasons, the FCC has
focused less on actud flow-through rates than on whether the BOC's OSS are capabl e of
flowing orders through.” Mr. Finnegan does not mention that Qwest tracks L SRs dligible for
flow through and that flow through rates for such orders are quite high.

Second, Mr. Finnegan asserts that Qwest is experiencing an inordinately high percentage
of new service troubles for 2-wire non-loaded loops in comparison with retail. Finnegan
Affidavit at 1 28. Thisisincorrect. AT& T asserts that Qwest failed to provide satidticaly
smilar serviceto CLECsin each of the last 12 months. To the contrary, Qwest provided CLECs
with parity servicein 7 of thelast 8 months.

™ |n the Matter of Application of Verizon New England Inc., Bell Atlantic Communications, Ind. (d/b/a Verizon Long
Distance), NYNEX Long Distance Company (d/b/a Verizon Enterprise Solutions) and Verizon Global Networks, Inc.
For Authorization to Provide In-Region InterLATA Services in Massachusetts, CC Docket No. 01-9, Memorandum
Opinion and Order (April 16, 2001) Verizon Massachusetts Order at 1 77.

21d. at 778, 80.
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COVAD ASSERTS THAT THE PERFORMANCE MEASURE AUDIT (PMA)
COMPLETED BY LIBERTY CONSULTING IS*REPLETE WITH FLAWS.” HOW DO
Y OU RESPOND?

Covad's clam that the PMA isa*“fundamentally unreliable tool” is smply inaccurate. Covad
made smilar clamsin commentsto Liberty Consulting. Liberty considered and rejected each
and every comment raised by Covad. See Exhibit 2. For example, Covad asserts that Liberty
only considered datafor 1-wire non-loaded loops for states with low volumes of such loops.

Covad Comments at 10-11. Liberty responded asfollows:

Covad comments on the “sample data sets’ it says Liberty used in the
audit, and generdly clamsthat Liberty’s sdection was ingppropriate
because the gtates chosen were not among those with alarger volume of
data. Covad has misunderstood what Liberty did during the audit. As
noted above, one of the required parts of the audit wasto recaculate
Qwedt’ sreaults. In severd cases, Liberty chose states with smaller
volumes to do the recdculation smply for convenience in handling large
amounts of data. However, in dl cases, Liberty verified that the
programming used to determine Qwest’ s results for these low-volume
sates was identica to that used for dl other states. Liberty was not
“sampling” when it did its recaculation, but rather tested the computer
code for particular states and products. Liberty also examined the actud
code used to make these calculations. Reca culation of results for more
dates, higher-volume states, or more products would not have added any
value to the audit and would not have produced any new findings.®

COVAD AND AT&T ALSO ALLEGE THAT THE PMA DID NOT ADDRESS CERTAIN
ASPECTS OF HOW QWEST TRACKS AND COLLECTSDATA. HOW DO YOU
RESPOND?

The affidavit of Mr. Kail and this portion of the Covad Comments focus on the accuracy of
certain aspects of Qwest’sdata. Although Qwest believes its performance datais accurate as

vaidated by the PMA, Qwest did agree to participate in a data reconciliation effort that is

13 Exhibit 2 at 2.
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underway and is aso under the supervision of The Liberty Consulting Group.* The recongiliation
is currently scheduled to conclude on November 19, 2001. The Commission has dready set a
comment cycle to discuss the reconciliation effort. Qwest will respond to the reconciliation
concerns raised by CLECs as the current schedule contemplates.

Q. ALTHOUGH AT&T AND COVAD CLAIM THAT QWEST'SDATA ISINACCURATE,
WHAT DO THEIR DATA SHOW WITH RESPECT TO THE ADEQUACY OF QWEST’S
PERFORMANCE.

R. Thisissueis one of the mogt telling of dl. Both AT& T and Covad complain bitterly about the
accuracy of Qwest’s performance data; however, in many ingances the data that Covad or
AT&T present aso shows that Qwest is meeting its performance expectations. Thus, much of
the performance data cited by both Mr. Kail in this proceeding and Covad during the
reconciliation effort verify what Qwest is seeking to establish here — that its overdl performance
meets Section 271 expectations. At this point, | will not go into greater detail because the datais
confidentid. Qwest will dso discuss thisissue in its comments on the data reconciliation.

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE CURRENT LEVEL OF QWEST’S

PERFORMANCE?

Yes. Under any objective standard, Qwest’ s performance for CLECs during the months of May

to August is outstanding. CLECs raise complaints principaly around four checkligt items: (1)

¥ Covad claims that Qwest’s willingness to participate in the reconciliation is “tacit acknowledgment” that some of
Qwest’s datais inaccurate. Nothing could be further from the truth. As Covad knows, at every stage of the process
Qwest has proclaimed that its datais accurate, but nonethel ess was willing to participate in the reconciliation process.
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interconnection; (2) UNE-P; (4) unbundled loops; and (14) resdle. An evauation of the data,
however, shows that many of the problems about which AT& T and WCom complain are historic
and no longer exig, are not competitively sgnificant and congtitute asmdl fraction of the overal
performance on these checklist items. A review of the most current performance around these

checklist items (June to September 2001) shows that CLECs are receiving outstanding servicein

each category. Specificdly:
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Checkligt Item 1 (interconnection): For the 4 months, Qwest averaged meeting 90.5% of its
interconnection trunk ingtalation commitmentsin Zone 1 and 94.4% in Zone 2. See OP-3.
Qwest’ s service was at parity 3 of the 4 months in each instance. Every other performance
metric surrounding interconnection ingtdlation (ingdlation interval (OP-4); ddaysin
provisoning for non-facility reasons (OP-6A); and ingdlation qudity (OP-5)) was dso at
parity at least 3 of the most recent 4 months. The sole exception to thiswas ddaysin
ingalation for facility reasons. There, CLECs had 3 trunks ingtalled late, one of which was
delayed 135 days. Qwest did not experience any Smilar delays during thistime. Asto
interconnection trunk repair, every repair metric (troubles cleared in 4 hours (MR-5); mean
time to restore trunks (MR- 6); and, repeet troubles (MR-7)) was at parity in each of the last
four months. Here the only exception was trouble rate (MR-8). As discussed above,
CLECs experienced .02% trouble rate (2 of 10,000 trunks experienced troubles) while
Qwest experienced a.01% trouble rate (1 of 10,000 trunks experienced troubles). This,
both Qwest and CLECs experienced excdllent service. Findly, blockage on CLEC trunksto
Qwest end offices was consigently well below the benchmark of 1% on both tandem trunks
and direct trunks. See NI-1A & B. When Qwest’s overal interconnection performance is
evauated, Qwest is providing outstanding serviceto CLECs.
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Checklist Item 2 (UNE-P): Over the last 4 months, Qwest provisioned roughly 78% of its
UNE-P, or unbundled network eement platform, orders without a technician dispatch. For
these non-dispatched orders, Qwest met 100% of itsingalation commitmentsto CLECsin
each of these months. Including dispatched orders, Qwest met 98.3% of al UNE-P orders
(OP-3). All interconnection ingtalation metrics (OP-3, OP-4, OP-6 and OP-5) were at
parity at least 3 of the 4 months and often 4 of the 4 months irrespective of whether the work
required a dispatch within an MSA, a dispatch outsde an MSA, or no technician dispatch at
al. The sole exception to thisisthe average ingdlation interva (OP-4) when no dispaich is
required. There Qwest provisoned serviceto CLECsin an average of 2.7 days, meseting
100% of its commitments, and service to CLECs was at parity in two months — the 2 most
recent months. On the repair Sde, service to CLECs was equally outstanding. Qwest
provided parity servicein dl four monthsin virtudly every service category. There wasonly
one metric with 2 of 4 months at parity — repair gppointments met when technicians were
digpatched within an MSA (MR-9). Just as with interconnection, when Qwest’s overal
performance around UNE-P is evduated, Qwest is providing outstanding service to CLECSs.
Checklist Item 4 Unbundled Loops. Over the past 4 months, Qwest has provided
outstanding service in both provisioning and repairing al types of unbundled loops. Andog
loops (voice loops) and 2-wire non-loaded loops (DSL- capable |oops) account for more
than 91% of al CLEC loopsingaled in Washington. Thus, | will discuss these two lops
typesin detail. For analog loops, in Zone 1, Qwest provisioned 99% of itsloops on time
(besting the ROC 90% benchmark each month (OP-3)) in an average interval of 5.7 days
(below the ROC’ s 6-day benchmark in each month (OP-4)). With the exception of
ingtallation intervalsin Zone 2, Qwest met its performance objective (retail parity or
benchmark) in each service category in dl four months. See OP-3, OP-4, OP-5, OP-6A &

5 Provisioning intervals (OP-4) in Zone 2 is discussed and explained earlier in my testimony.
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OP-6B."®  Repair of anaog loops is even more impressive. Qwest repaired CLEC loops
at parity with retail in each of the last 4 months in every service category without exception.
See MR-3, MR-4, MR-6, MR-7 & MR-8 for both Zone 1 and Zone 2. When Qwest’'s
overdl performance around analog loopsis evauated, Qwest is providing outstanding service
to CLECs.

Qwest’s service to CLECs for 2-wire non-loaded |oops was even more impressive. In Zone
1, Qwest met 97% of itsindalation commitments to CLECs (besting the ROC 90%
benchmark each month (OP-3)) in an average interval of 5.1 daysin August (below the
ROC’s 6-day benchmark in each month (OP-4)). In Zone 2, Qwest also bested the 90%
benchmark in each month (OP-3) and the 6-day benchmark interval in 3 of 4 monthswith an
average interva of 5.5 days during these four months. See OP-4. In addition, with the
exception of delays for non-facility reasonsin Zone 1 where Qwest provided parity servicein
3 of 4 months, Qwest met its performance objective (retail parity or benchmark) in each
sarvice category in dl four months. See OP-5, OP-6A & OP-6B. Repair of 2-wire non
loaded loops is even more impressive. Qwest repaired CLEC loops at parity with retail in
each of the last 4 monthsin every service category with only exception. See MR-3, MR-4,
MR-6, MR-7 & MR-8 for both Zone 1 and Zone 2. The exception: in Zone 1, Qwest
cleared 96.3% of CLEC out of service troubleswithin 24 hoursin September (MR-3). In
that same month, Quest cleared 100% of such troubles on the retail Sde showing avery
dight digparity; however, hardly anything thet is competitively sgnificant. In every other
month, this metric was at parity. When Qwest’s overdl performance around 2-wire non
loaded loops is evaluated, Qwest is providing outstanding service to CLECs.

Although | am not discussing other loop typesin as much detail, Qwest’ s service is equaly
impressve. For 4-wire non-loaded loops, Qwest met both itsingtalation and repair

'8 Delays for facility reasons (OP-6B) in Zone 1 was at parity in 3 of the 4 months.
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performance objectivesin every category in al 4 months without exception. For al remaining
loop categories with any activity — DS-1 Capable Loops, ISDN Capable Loops and ADSL
Qudified Loops — Qwest met virtudly very performance objective in each month. Thereis
only an odd performance miss or two on occasion. When Qwest’s overall performance
around these loops is evaluated, Qwest is again providing outstanding service to CLECs.
Thisis especidly true for coordinated cutovers were Qwest met 99% of its commitments to
CLECsfor andog loops over the past 4 months and 95.8% of coordinated cuts for al other
loop types besting the 95% benchmark in both categories. See OP-13A.
Checkligt Item 14 Resde: Thereis so much data around resale (120 pages) that | will only hit
afew highlights. Approximately 60% of resdle ordersin Washington are provisioned without
atechnician digpatch. In such circumstances, Qwest met 99% of its ingtdlation commitments
for resold residentia customers, 99% for business customers, and 100% for Centrex and
Centex 21 customers. See OP-3. In the unlikely event that service was delayed, Qwest
established service for wholesde customers at parity with Qwest retail customersin every
circumstance. See OP-6A & B. Asto repair of resold services, Qwest provided parity
saviceinvirtualy every category in virtudly every month. For resdentia resale, Qwest
provided parity service in every repair category in al four months without exception. The
only complaint raised by CLECs regarding resale concerns the average indtdlation interval for
resdentia and business resale when no technician dispatch isrequired. As stated above, as
to these services Qwest provisioned the services on time to CLECs 99% of the time, and the
average intervals are dways less than 2.75 days. Qwest’s overal performance around resold
sarvicesis clearly outstanding and meets 271 objectives.

In summary, in each circumstance, when the totality of the performance is considered,

itisvery apparent that Qwest is providing al 14 checklig items a an extremdy high levd of
qudlity.
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