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l. |ISSUE 27. CABSCOMPLAINT BILLING

UPON REVIEWING QWEST WITNESSHUFF STESTIMONY, WHAT
ARE THE FUNDAMENTAL ISSUESLEFT BETWEEN THE PARTIES
ON CABSBILLING?

As Qwest has agreed to make the changes to make its CABS billing compliant
(See Huff Testimony a p.23), the issue remaining in my view is whether the
parties should rely on Qwest’ sword or whether this Commission should mandate

such changes though this interconnection agreement.

DO YOU AGREE WITH QWEST WITNESSHUFF SPOSITION THAT
AT&T'SCONCERNSWITH CABSBILLING SHOULD GO THOUGH
THE CMP PROCESS?

Yesand no. AT&T has been working in the CMP for more than two yearsto
have Qwest implement a properly functioning CABS hilling sysem. AT&T has
been dissatisfied for sometime with Qwest’ s performance in implementing its
CABS hilling system. There can be no question that AT& T has doggedly tried to
get itsissues resolved in CMP. Asaresult of Qwest’s poor implementation,
AT&T raised its concerns in the negotiation of its replacement interconnection
agreements with Qwest and seeks to have Qwest committed by contract to get this
work done properly and by a date certain. Qwest criticizes AT&T for doing this,
however, AT& T's actions are fully consstent with the CMP itsdlf. Firet, Ms.
Huff fails to note that the CMP includes processes for changes mandated by a
regulatory body, not just a Qwest or CLEC requested change. There are specific
processes mandated in the CMP to address regulatory changes so that Qwest is

able to make a change in the manner and by the date mandated by the
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Commission or aCourt. Accordingly, AT& T has had no objection to handling a
regulatory change through the CMP. Ms. Huff, on the other hand, does not wish
to have this regulatory body involved in the CABS hilling issue. Second, Ms.

Huff failsto recognize that the dispute resolution processin the CMP provides a
carrier participating in CMP the freedom to pursue resolution of its disputes in the
manner it seesfit. Thelast sentence of Section 15.0, Dispute Resolution Process,
of the CMP document states, “This process does not limit any party’ sright to seek

remediesin aregulaory or legd arenaat any time”?

Accordingly, theissue
between the partiesis not whether the parties should utilize the CMP processto
make a change; it iswhether this regulatory body should be involved in
mandating the change. Contrary to Qwest’s assertionsthat AT& T is not
following the CMP, it is Qwest that seeksto avoid the provisions of the CMP

document that permit a participant to have its issues heard before a regulatory or
judicid body.

WHY ISIT APPROPRIATE FOR THISCOMMISSION TO PLAY AN
ACTIVE ROLE IN ASSURING THAT QWEST'SCHANGESTO THE
CABSBILLING ARE COMPLETED BY A CERTAIN DATE?

As Ms. Huff admitted in her gppearance before the Colorado Public Utilities
Commission, if aCMP change is not considered a regulatory change, Qwest
unilaterdly interprets what the date of implementation iswithout anyone ese's

input.? Furthermore, and more importantly, Qwest witness Huff acknowledges

! The CMP document is Exhibit G to the Proposed Interconnection Agreement filed with AT& T’ s petition
in this docket.
2 Huff Colorado Transcript at p. 107, 1.12-19 (attached as Exhibit RWH-4).
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that there are no ramifications to Qwest if Qwest fails to meet the implementation
dates established by Qwest.® Findly, Ms. Huff frely admitted in Colorado that
no CLEC has opposed making the CABS hilling changes requested by AT& T
standard and that they have had adequate opportunity to do so,* thus negating her
argument that placing regulatory requirements on CABS changes would violate

other CLEC rights under the CMP process.”

Accordingly, (i) thisis adispute that requires resolution under Section 252 of the
Tdecommunications Act, (ii) it is a dispute properly raised under the CMP, (iii)

of the importance of proper CABS formatted hilling, and (iv) of how deviant
Qwest CABS hilling isfrom industry standard, this Commission should play an
activeroll in assuring that indusiry sandard CABS hilling isimplemented without
further dday in Washington. In addition, this Commission should require
ramifications if Qwest does not follow through on its word to implement such
changes as proposed by AT&T.

ISMS. HUFF CORRECT THAT STRICT ADHERENCE TO CABSBOS

GUIDELINESISNOT REQUIRED (P.12-13 OF HUFF’ SDIRECT
TESTIMONY)?

Yesand no. CABSisthe current industry standard for billing, especidly for
billing between large enterprises. The OBF dlows a differenceslist for CABS
billing and most parties have differences. For example, AT& T’ s differenceslist

provides afew additiona phase codesthat AT& T uses that the rest of the industry

31d. ap. 119, 1.1-7.
“1d. a p. 108, 1.16-p.109,.22.
® Huff Direct Testimony at p. 27, 1.8-28, |.6.
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doesnot.® However, as| referencein my direct testimony (see p.8-9), Qwest's
differences are so sgnificant that they do not congtitute proper CABS hilling.
Accordingly, drict adherenceto CABS BOS guiddinesis not the issue because

Qwest is not even close to meeting such arequirement.

BUT DOESN'T MS. HUFF INDICATE THAT AT&T MUST BE ABLE TO
USE QWEST'SCABSBILL?

Ms. Huff indicates that AT& T must be able to use Qwest’s CABS hill because
AT&T has migrated accounts to the CABS format, has submitted disputes on
CABS hills and has closed CMP Change Requests CRs rdated to CABS hilling.
(Huff Testimony at p.18, 1.6-19.) Ms. Huff’sclam is a mideading snapshot that
does not tell the entire story. AT& T must use Qwest’s CABS hilling because
AT&T doesbusinessin dl fifty states and cannot hire Saff to create a separate
system to accept inferior billing formats, etc. billing just because Qwest isway
behind any other ILEC on providing the industry standard billing. ASAT&T
utilizes that billing, it files disputes on whet it can determine from the deficient
CABShill. However, becauseit is unable, for example, to determine the actud
activity date, activity performed, or audit code, AT&T is unable to adequately
screen the bill. Accordingly, we dispute whet little we are able to utilizing

manua spot audits with the deficient information Qwest is providing. Findly,
AT&T cdosed the origind CR reated to Qwest hilling because the CR was merely
to establish a CABS format. Qwest did create a CABS format. However,

because it was (and continues to be) deficient, AT& T was forced to open other

6 See AT& T’ s Current Differences List attached as Exhibit RWH-5.
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CRs requesting that the changes be corrected. Accordingly, while Ms. Huff's

dlegation istrue related to form, it is not true in substance.

. CONCLUSION

DOESTHAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.



