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Report on Qwest Performance M easure Data Reconciliation for Arizona

Report on Qwest Performance Measure
Data Reconciliation for Arizona

|. Introduction

The Liberty Conaulting Group (Liberty) conducted an audit of Qwest's performance measures
for the ROC, and issued the find report from that audit on September 25, 2001. As an extenson
to the audit, and through its Change Request process, the ROC requested that Liberty conduct a
“data vdidation to resolve any debates concerning the accuracy of performance data emanding
from particular ROC PIDs” (ROC Change Request #20.) Certain CLECs have expressed
concerns about the accuracy of Qwest’s reported performance results as they relate to service
that they have been recelving. The ROC decided to conduct this data reconciliation work in order
to test those concerns. Liberty’s performance measures audit gpplied to al of the ROC dates
with the exception of Arizona Neverthdess, Liberty was requested to include Arizona in the
scope of its data reconciliation work. This report provides the results of Liberty’s review of
Arizona data.

Liberty conducted multiple discussions with state commisson personnd, Qwest, and the CLECs,
in order to secure 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
to answer the following question:

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

The quegtion presented is an important, but narrow one. It dlowed the excluson of activities that
would have substantialy expanded the scope of this test. For example, Liberty was not required
to determine whether CLECs could reproduce Qwest's peformance results with their own
information, or what changes would be required to dlow such recregtion. There were aso
gtuations in which Liberty found that Qwest and a CLEC interpreted requirements differently or
had different undergandings of how interactions with Qwest or the information resulting from
them should be treated. In those cases, Liberty did not seek to determine who was right and who
was wrong, or who reflected the better practice. [Covad agrees that certain data differences
flowed from Qwedt’s falure to communicate clearly how it measures its own performance.  For
example, Qwest utilizes a “reference date” to determine whether an order should be included in
one month or the next for the OP measures. Of course, that determination was never provided to
CLECs, was not disclosed in the Liberty PMA, nor, to the best of Covad's understanding, was
there a TAG discusson as to whether Qwest was authorized to determine its denominator count
utilizing a “reference date” Nonetheless, Liberty assumed Qwest’s decision to use a “reference
date’ was correct. In this ingance, therefore, Liberty did decide who was “right,” and rendered
an_opinion consgent therewith when the parties denominator differed.] Instead, Liberty’s god
was to determine whether, in condderation of the requirements of the PID, Qwest's methods
practices, or processes contained materia error. Therefore, in the case of data discrepancies,
Liberty required an affirmative showing of Qwest error or omisson before issuing an exception
or observation.
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[—Liberty’s requirement that a CLEC affirmatively prove that Qwest reported its performance
incorrectly is a dgonificant assumption that Liberty was never authorized to make.  CR#20
Addendum required CLECs to identify a discrepancy and to provide evidence of what they
believed to be an inaccuracy in Qwest’s performance reporting (i.e, raw data). As pointed out
by AT&T in its comments on CR#20, if Liberty identified a discrepancy, then the expectation
was that Libety would review the backup documentation to determine whether OQwest or the
CLEC correctly/incorrectly coded or accounted for a paticular order. Instead, t appears that
Liberty placed the burden on CLECs fird to identify a discrepancy and then to prove that
Owest’s treatment of a particular order was incorrect, rather than requiring OQwest afirmatively
to prove its treatment of an order was correct. The ramifications of Liberty’s decison ae
profoundly troubling paticulaly when Covad, at least, uncovered numerous incondstencies in
Owed’'s data environment, as wel as ingances in which Owedt’s treatment of an order did not
correspond with the PIDs or its technicd manuad on data collection and reporting under the
PIDs.! Consequently, there is ill a sgnificat issue as to whether Qwest correctly collects and
then appropriately manipulates the data it then provides in the form of its monthly PID
performance reports.

Owest bears the burden of proof as to its compliance with the competitive checklist established
by Section 271 of the Act, and it does not appear that Liberty’s approach is consstent with the
dlocation of the burden of proof identified in the Act.]

However, in order to make clear the details of its examination, Liberty has reported the cases
whereit found the information provided by the parties to be inconclusive,

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

1. The CLEC identifies what it believes are discrepancies between performance
results it has produced and the performance results that Qwest 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
discrepancy.

3. 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
at a high level with the TAG. The specific details of the discrepancy shall be
shared by the auditor privately with the specific CLEC.

5. 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

! The specific deficiencies identified by Covad have been submitted to the ACC and served on the parties to the
Section 271 proceeding in Arizona.
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Exception/Observation per the Exception and Observation process used in the
ROC OSS test. In the Exception/Observation, the auditor will make
recommendations as to whether the identified deficiency islikely 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 questionable performance
results.

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

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

Three CLECs, Covad, WorldCom, and AT&T, chose to paticipate in data reconciliation. The
participating CLECs had identified numerous discrepancies. However, some CLECs did not
produce sufficient evidence to demondrate that clamed discrepancies actualy exised. In
connection with this report, Liberty has separatdy supplied specific information about the
CLECs sources of discrepancies, as well as proprietary information concerning specific records
and volumes. Liberty sought to prepare this report to inform the interested participants about the
test and its results, without reveding confidentia information. For example, the report generdly
refers to percentages of tota orders ingead of the actud number of orders. The gpecific
performance measures and products that the participating CLECs wanted included in the data
reconciliation, being widely known, were therefore not considered proprietary.

[Covad questions how this can be the case in light of the dgnificant discrepancies in the
numerators and denominators identified by Owes, on the one hand, and CLECs, on the other
hand. As dl paties agreed during the sub-committee cdls to discuss CR#20, a discrepancy
between the numerator and the denominator (backed up by raw data documenting the
discrepancy) was sufficient to permit a CLEC to invoke the reconciliation process.  Liberty's
point, therefore, appears actudly to be directed at whether the CLEC not only demonstrated that
the parties data was different as to application, FOC receipt, completion date, etc., but dso to
prove afirmatively that Owest’s treatment of an order was incorrect. As s&t forth above, Covad
gquestions Liberty’s decison to shift the burden of proof onto the CLECs and not to assume that
the CLECs datawas equdly correct unless affirmatively proved incorrect by Qwest.]

As an indirect result of its data reconciligtion work for the date of Arizona, Liberty will be
issuing one Exception Report on performance measure OP-15. The discovery of the problem
decribed bdow and in the forthcoming Exception Report did not result from informetion
provided by CLECs, but rather was the result of Liberty’s review of Qwest’s information during
data reconciliation.

Qwed, the CLECs, and Liberty spent sgnificant time and effort resolving the specific scope of
the performance measures to be included in data reconciliation. It took considerable added effort
to digest and process the information provided by CLECs and match it with data provided by
Qwedt. Liberty began this data reconciliation test with a Sgnificantly greater familiarity with the
dructure and nature of the Qwest data, with which Liberty worked extensvely during earlier
audit activities Ganing a gmilar kind of familiaity with CLEC data dructure and content
formed a more dgnificant than expected pat of this tes. During the course of its data

December 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group page 3




Report on Qwest Performance M easure Data Reconciliation for Arizona

reconciliation test work, Liberty was able to match a dgnificant portion of the apparently
contradictory data presented by CLECs and Qwest. This success in data matching was important,
but the discrepancies remained very large even after it was completed.

This firgt report by Liberty on data reconciliation addresses only Arizona data. A test of data
from other states is within the current scope of the work. Liberty consders important aspects of
the results of Liberty's review for Arizona to apply to other dates. Liberty provides
recommendations in this report aout how data reconciliation testing might best proceed in other
dates, given such goplicability.

On November 19, 2001, Liberty issued a status report to each of the CLECs and Qwest on the
Arizona daa reconciliation. Liberty reviewed and consdered comments on the limited andyss
results that were included in those status reports in reaching the results presented in this report.

December 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group page 4



Report on Qwest Performance M easure Data Reconciliation for Arizona

II. Overall Summary of Findings

This report presents more detailed, non-confidential results in later sections that are organized by
CLEC. This section provides Liberty’s overdl conclusons, which have been formed on the basis
of completing the first of the states included in the current scope of the reconciliation effort.

Given the way that CLECs captured data and accounted for information
related to Qwest’s wholesale performance measures, concerns about the
accur acy of Qwest reporting are under standable.

It is understandable that CLECs record data relevant to performance measure results in ways that
best suit their own operationd and management needs and their information system capabilities.
They have not had subgantial reason to ensure that their recording and processng of data
coincide exactly with that reported by Qwest, dthough the potentid for adoption of the QPAP in
the future will make commondity much more important. Detailed data matching concerns, such
as which records are included and excluded, what time-of-day clock to use, and the like, Smply
have not been matters of immediate concern heretofore.

In some cases the CLECs do not have the systems required to track performance measure results
a the level of detail required of Qwest, which must take measurements in grict accord with he
requirements of the PID’s gpproximately 700 sub-measures. Some CLECs even use multiple and
different data management systems to support their own interna operations. For the most part,
Liberty found that the participating CLECsS personnd are not familiar with al of the detals of
how performance data are captured, processed, and ultimately reported by Qwest.

[The dear implication of the fird two sentences of this paragraph is that there is some deficiency
or_eror_in the CLEC data and reporting systems.  Setting asde the accuracy of Libety’'s
datements’, the issue is not whether the parties utilize different reporting methods or data
environments, but rather how, if a dl, such differences impact the performance data reported by
each party. Covad anticipated that a sgnificant benefit of the Liberty reconciliation would be the
production of precisdy this type of information. However, it does not appear that such benefit
will beredized. ]

[With respect to the lack of information provided by Qwest regarding its processes, & set forth
above, Covad agrees that a significant problem is that OQwest has not, to date, disclosed a great
ded of information regarding its collection, manipulation and reporting processes that would
permit_greater dignment of the data reported by Owest and CLECs. The concern that Covad has
is whether there will ever be dose sorutiny of Qwest’s processes for coding/manipulaing raw
data for purposes of performance reporting under the PIDs.  In the case of OP-5, for example,
such information will never be provided because Owest apparently cannot produce the
underlying data]

2 Covad notesin this regard that it utilizes only one, single OSS system.
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The information provided by CLECs for the sate of Arizona did not
demonstrate that Qwest reports of its performance are materially inaccur ate.

In the course of its data reconciliation work to date, Liberty found that Qwest did make some
erors that afected performance results. However, those errors were generdly either (@) of the
kind and a levels to be expected a the front end of the performance measurement process,
where people must manudly enter vast amounts of information, or (b) appeared to be honest
erors in judgment. The amount of these errors in reldion to the totd amount of information
required for the performance measures did not exceed what Liberty considers to be expected
levels, even under a carefully operated set of measurement activities. Moreover, there was no
evidence that Qwest purposdy took steps to make its performance figures appear better than it
actualy was. With the exception of a programming problem associated with measure OP-15 and
a falure to report a group of Firm Order Confirmations in June 2001, the errors were not
systemic, nor did they apply to asignificant percentage of the performance measure results.

[Frst, Covad is greatlly concerned by the fact that Liberty presumes that a certain degree of
inaccuracy is acceptable and that CLEC information illudtrating inaccuracies or _erors therefore
is irrdlevant.  Equdly egregious is Liberty's assumption that it is acceptable for the CLEC to
bear the cost of these inaccuracies either in the form of uncompensated poor wholesde
performance under the OPAP or by incurring the cost of a reconciliation'mini-audit/audit under
the QPAP due to performance differences.  Second, by accepting errors as common -- if “honest”
or inadvertent -- practice, Liberty tacitly permits a corruption of the data environment. Not only
does peformance get miseported, but adso it may be excluded snce Owest’'s data has an
exception for invdid fidds and excudes them from its PID cdculations.  Third, regardiess of the
intent_underlying an error in the data, the outcome is the same -- inaccurate performance data
Fndly, ard mos importantly, given the dgnificant percentage of the time that Liberty's
concluded that the information was inconssent or inconclusve, coupled with the burden of
proof issue, Covad vehemently disagrees with Liberty's conclusion that OQwest’s peformance
reporting is materidly accurate and questions how Liberty was able to render this opinion in the

fird place]

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

Liberty has identified what it congders to be genericdly applicable reasons for large portions of
the discrepancies between Qwest and CLEC performance data. Future data reconciliation work
would be expedited if it does not have to examine for other states what Liberty expects to be very
subdantid amounts of data whose discrepancies have the same underlying causes. The
dedication of resources and the level of detal of information that is required on the part of
CLECs to paticipate meaningfully in data reconciliaion is cetainly much better understood
now that the Arizona work has been undertaken. CLECs need to determine whether they can
commit the resources and produce the information required for the scope of work planned.
Findly, there may be differences in the ways that Qwest performs in various parts of its region.
Future reconciliation work should attempt to focus on those performance aspects that could
result in differences from the Arizona findings
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[11. Resultsof Data Reconciliation —AT&T

A. Introduction

After some discusson between the paties it was ultimatdy determined that the following
performance measures were to be reconciled:

The denominator of PO-5A, B, and C combined for unbundled loops (UBL).
The denominator of PO-5D for Loca 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 unbundled loops
and for LIS Trunks.

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

The numerator and denominator of OP-13A and OP-13B for unbundled |oops.
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 OP-15 for January
or February; therefore, Liberty could not reconcile data for those months. In addition, Qwest was
unable to provide the data necessary to reconcile OP-15 for LIS Trunks for May; therefore, data
for that month could not be reconciled.

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 to andyze dtuations identified by AT&T where AT&T found one trouble ticket, but
where more than one Qwest trouble ticket applied.

Liberty receved data both from Qwest and from AT&T. Liberty initidly received from Qwest:
(@ data files containing information on the records actualy used in the measurement, and (b)
those records that Qwest had excluded. Qwest provided one file for each state/product/measure
combination. These data adlowed Liberty to determine the records that Qwest believed should be
included in each measure. Liberty could aso replicae the numerators and denominators in
Qwest’ s reported performance results.

AT&T initidly provided for each date files by product containing the records it beieved were
rlevant. AT&T aso provided hardcopies of the source documents for its records (i.e., UBL
sarvice 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 0 that Liberty could reconcile the sets of data from the two parties. Liberty therefore
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requested that AT&T provide this information. AT&T did s0, and provided the actud data files
used to caculate the performance measure resultsit believed to be correct.

After the scope of the reconciliation was agreed upon and after Liberty received comparable data
from both parties, Liberty began its andyss by matching the parties daa 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 record
in the denominator, but disagreed about the numerator.

Liberty then andyzed the discrepant records. If Liberty could reach a decison 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 parties,
Liberty copied each paty on the data requests submitted to the other). Liberty was sometimes
able to use the information in the andyses provided by Qwest in lieu of sending data requests to

Qwest.

For each record andlyzed, Liberty reached one of six conclusions, as follows:
1. Qwest and AT&T agreed on the trestment of the record
2. Qwest incorrectly included, excluded, or otherwise treated the record in the measure
3. Qwedt’sreporting of the record was correct

4, AT&T did not provide any information to demondrate that Qwest's treatment of the
record was incorrect

5. There was no actua discrepancy between the parties, €.g., cases where some andysis is
required to demongtrate that there is no discrepancy)

6. The information avalable on the record was inconclusve or conflicting in a way that
prevented reconciliation.

B. Reconciliation I ssues

There was little gpparent agreement between the companies a the initid dages of the
reconciliation. For example, for LIS Trunks, AT& T and Qwest agreed on both the numerator and
denominator for OP-3 for only 9 percent of the orders under consideration. OP-4, which has an
interval numerator rather than a missmet numerator like OP-3, showed even less agreement (6
percent). After some investigation and analyss, Liberty found, by determining that some records
fdl into caegory #5 above, that there was only a dightly higher levd of agreement. However,
Liberty determined that only afew issues that accounted for much of the discrepancy.

Service Order Completion Date

For LIS Trunks, Liberty found that Qwest and AT&T have different operationd definitions of
when an order is conddered to be completed. In most ingtances, AT&T views the order as
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completed earlier than Qwest does. AT&T believes the order is completed when a firgt test is
done, but Qwest does not congder it completed until an additional test is completed as well. For
many orders a due date is established; i.e, the date by which both parties expect to complete the
order. When a tet is successfully completed on that due date, AT&T consders the order
completed. AT&T therefore includes the order in the rdevant performance messures as
completed on the date of that test. However, Qwest believes another test is necessary; i.e., atest
for which AT&T is often not ready on the due date. Accordingly, Qwest classfies the order
completion as having been missed for cusomer reasons, and therefore excludes it from many
measure results. This disagreement about the meaning of order completion accounts for
ggnificant numbers of discrepancies between the parties. For example, it accounts for a third of
the LIS trunk denominator discrepancies ketween the parties for OP-3 for the months of January
to June.

Both AT&T and Qwest have ressonable judifications for their definitions of order completion.
Their difference is an operationd one, which cannot be resolved in ether paty’s favor by
referring to the language of the PID. Liberty did not congder this test as including a Liberty
determination of which company applied the better or most correct operationa 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
not be judged to be out of conformance with the PID.

The paties differing interpretations of the term completion date appears to be limited to LIS
trunk orders. Liberty did not find that this difference affected results for loops. However, it is
possible that a smilar difference could cause differing results for other products.

Data Processing Error

Liberty’s analyss 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 problem was
a data transfer error. The Detailed Data Set that Qwest uses for the OP-15 measure incorporates
data from the Integrated Data Repository (IDR) Pending data source. One extremely important
piece of this data is the miss code, which determines whether the order will be included in OP-
15, and whether it will be included in OP-15A or OP-15B. LIS Trunks condtitute a designed
savice, therefore, they have three-digit miss codes. Misses for customer reasons begin with the
letter “C.” For example, COL is the miss code for the category of “Customer Not Ready.” During
the data transfer step, the third digit of the miss code was often (athough not dways) being
truncated. The Wholesde 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
Qwest as the default cause of the miss. Therefore, dl of the LIS trunk orders showing two digit
miss codes were being reported as Qwest misses, even though not al of them were. Qwest has
dated that it knew about the problem, and has dready fixed it, but the performance reports br
the months being reconciled, and the data provided by Qwest that generated them, contained this
eror. Liberty will issue an Exception Report addressing this issue. The problem occurred in
about half of the LIS Trunk service orders,

This problem could exist (for the period being reconciled) for designed services other than LIS
Trunks. Accordingly, an investigation would be gppropricte to determine exactly the full range
of products affected, and the monthsinvolved.
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Use of Reference Date

Severd performance measures use the number of orders completed in the reporting period as the
denominator. Qwest’s service order database does not contain a real-time picture of service order
activity. Liberty’s review during the performance messures audit showed that records are
updated close to the time of the activity involved, such as completion; however, there is usudly a
lag of a couple of days. If the peformance measures used only the report month, Qwest could
miss a Subgantid amount of activity. Qwest solved this potentid problem by cdculating
measures for records in which the database reference date is the reporting month. This method
helps ensure that al records are reported, but may cause orders that are completed in one month
to be reported in a later calendar month. Liberty does not consder this problem to be a materid
one, because:

Every order is eventualy accounted for
The process is well-defined and applied consstently

The ovedl impact (including an order in a future month's performance report) is
minimdl.

However, a CLEC would not know the reference date; it would only know the actud date of
completion. The reference date matter accounted for about 11 percent of the LIS Trunk
discrepancies and for nearly 6 percent of the discrepancies between AT&T and Qwest for OP-3,
unbundled loops, for April 2001.

This reference date issue affects al products.
Changed Due Dates

Qwest and AT&T have differing views on how a service order for unbundled loops should be
treated in performance measures in those cases where AT&T has changed the due date on the
order. In every case where AT&T changed the due date after the order reached a certain stage in
the process, Qwest treated the order as indigible for incluson in the OP measures. AT&T, on the
other hand, only excluded an order if it changed the due date on the due date itsdf; it regarded
these orders to be the ones whose due dates were missed due to for AT& T-caused reasons. If
AT&T changed the due date a any earlier time, it did not exclude the order (at least for a reason
related to the changed due date). This difference accounted for about a quarter of the OP-3
unbundled loop discrepancies and for a smaler percentage of the LIS Trunk discrepancies
between Qwest and AT&T.

This issue is not gpplicable under the current Qwest method for cdculating performance
measures. Verson 4.0 of the ROC PID changed the method of accounting for customer-
requested changes in the due date. Qwest now reports those orders against an “Applicable Due
Date” ingead of the origind due date. In earlier versons of the PID, Qwest measured against
the origind due date and it judged as indigible orders for which the cusomer requested a later
due date. The ealier PID did not explicitly dlow this excduson; its language sad “customer
requested a later due date when the technician arrived to do the work.” Qwest interpreted the
excdluson more liberdly than this phrasng would dlow. While it may seem unredigic to hold
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Qwest to an origind due date in every case that its customer requested a later one, Qwest was in
violation of the precise language that had been contained in the PID.

Missed Due Dates

Qwest and AT&T have differing views on which orders should be excluded from OP-3, OP-4,
and OP-6 on the grounds of customer-caused mssed due dates. Qwest excludes every order that
has a missed due date for any customer (i.e, AT&T) reason. AT&T dates that it attempts to
exclude only those orders that have missed due dates for the specific reasons sated in the PID.
Unlike the changed due date issue discussed above, this digtinction did not conditute a mgor
source of the discrepancies between the parties.

Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs)

Severd issues caused a vast difference between what Qwest reported and what AT&T thought
should be reported. First, AT&T counted multiple FOCs for PONs that included severa orders
and only one FOC. Second, AT&T did not capture FOCs for disconnect orders, cancelled orders,
and change orders. Findly, for the month of June 2001, Qwest faled to report the first order of
FOCs that contained multiple orders. Qwest had aready reported this problem in its October 5,
2001, summary of notes to the regiond results report. Liberty is dill consdering whether that
notification was sufficient.

These matters acounted for practicaly al of the discrepancies between AT&T and Qwest in the
PO-5 denominator for unbundled loops. Qwest's and AT&T's initid submitta showed that only
11 percent of their records matched. Qwest’s reporting problem in June caused 5 percent of the
totd records and 11 percent of the records for June to be in error. It was not clear which
company wasin error for 8 percent of the records.

Liberty found vestly higher matching of records in the case of LIS Trunks Qwest and AT&T a
the outset agreed on the denominator in 70 percent of the cases. About 36 percent of the apparent
discrepancies were ultimatdy not red discrepancies a dl. Liberty found that Qwest had
incorrectly reported on less than 3 percent of the records.

Hot Cuts

OP-13A measures the percentage of loop hot cuts completed on time. This measure reflected
consderable agreement between Qwest and AT&T, but even in this case, only 73 percent of the
records initialy agreed. Another 8 percent of those that did not match initidly were found to be
duplicates. Of the discrepancies that existed, Libety found that 6 percent fel into the
“inconclusive’ category. These cases were indances where Qwest and AT&T disagreed on
whether the cut was completed on time. The recorded start and stop times for the two companies
varied. The place of most disagreement was the recorded gtart times for the cut, but even there
mogt of the cases varied by less than one hour. There was no evident procedural or systemic
reason that would support a conclusion that either company was routingly recording times eerlier
or later than the other was. In summary, while reported times varied, the information provided by
AT&T did not show tha Qwest was making any atempt to shorten the cut intervad for the
purpose of improving reported hot cut performance. In severd cases, Qwest’'s reported interval
was greater than the one recorded by AT&T. It appeared that AT&T might have consdered the
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cut to be a “miss’ if the total elgpsed time was greater than one hour. However, the PID actudly
dlows two hours for cuts involving 16 or fewer lines. Liberty requested more detalled log
information to support its recorded times in selected cases. Qwest did not provide a response in
time for indusion in this report.

C. Reconciliation Results

Liberty has prepared spreadsheets showing the results of its analyss of the AT&T data These
documents contain information that is proprietary to AT&T,; therefore, Liberty has made a very
limited didribution of the <spreadshegts. The following paragraphs provide a summary
description of the results shown in gregter detail in the spreadshests.

For LIS Trunks and OP-3, Liberty found that Qwest and AT&T agreed on the treatment of 9
percent of the orders, that Qwest clearly treated the order correctly in 73 percent of the orders,
that AT&T's information did not show that Qwest was incorrect in 12 percent of the orders, and
that 6 percent of the orders demondrated inconclusive results. For OP-4, the percentages were
the same, except that the parties agreed on only 6 percent and the number of inconclusive orders
was 9 percent.

For unbundled loops and OP-3, Qwest and AT&T agreed on the trestment of 64 percent of the
orders. Liberty concluded that Qwest was in error on 1 percent of the totd, that in 19 percent of
the totd Qwest was ether clearly correct or AT&T's information did not show Qwest to be
incorrect, that 11 percent of the orders fell into a category of not actuadly being a discrepancy,
and that the results for 5 percent of the orders were incondusive.

Qwes Errors

In addition to the programming problem for OP-15 and the June 2001 incomplete reporting of
FOCs for PO-5, the clear errors made by Qwest were minimd. Liberty found a smal number of
sarvice orders for which Qwest incorrectly classified a customer-caused miss. It may be tha
some of the items that Liberty classfied as inconclusve could have the same type of problem, as
many of the items carried a Qwest-designated customer miss code.

D. TroubleTickets

Liberty’s work scope included a review of AT&T's and Qwest’s Arizona trouble ticket data for
unbundled loop products for the April to June 2001 period. Liberty conducted this review to
determine whether Qwest had correctly reported its performance measures, paticularly MR-6 —
Mean Time to Repar (MTTR). Liberty received summary information in Spreadsheet form from
both parties, aswell asahard copy of many of the AT& T and Qwest trouble tickets.

3 In its spreadsheets, Qwest provided dataincluding, among other things, trouble ticket number, product code, repair
duration, and received date; there were no clear dates or start/stop times provided. AT&T provided, for each of its
own trouble tickets, the corresponding Qwest trouble ticket number(s), the open and restore date and time of the
Qwest tickets, and a short description of the problem and treatment by Qwest.
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Liberty identified saverd issuesin its prdiminary andyss

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

In many cases, AT&T had logged more than one Qwest trouble ticket number in
connection with asingle AT& T repair request.

In no case did the MTTR or repair duration recorded by each party match.

There was a sgnificant disparity in the population of rdevant Qwest trouble ticket numbers that
each party provided. Approximately 60 percent of the Qwest ticket numbers in each party’s data
set matched; the baance did not gppear in he other party’s data. Liberty confined its andyss to
those Qwest trouble ticket numbers found in both data sets*

Roughly 15 percent of AT&T repair orders had multiple, i.e., between two and six, Qwest ticket
numbers associated with them. Two main reasons explan why Qwest assgned more than one
ticket number to an AT& T repair order:

The AT&T repar order included two or more different circuits, which were
subsequently assigned separate Qwest troubl e ticket numbers,

There was more than one repair performed on the given circuits, and these repairs
were performed on different days. Qwest typicaly opened and closed the origind
tickets and opened new ones for the later repairs.

The primary reasons for opening multiple Qwest trouble tickets on an AT&T service request
aise from procedurd differences between the paties. CLECs are permitted to bundle repar
requests, provided that the repairs are for the same customer and location. Qwest, on the other
hand, splits the repairs into separate trouble tickets in order to alow proper cdculation of hilling
adjugments for individua circuits. While individud trouble tickets on a given problem may be
opened and closed by Qwest, AT&T may have reasons (e.g., recurring, intermittent service
problems) to keep a trouble ticket with its own customer open. Should AT&T wish to pursue a
matter on an open AT&T ticket, Qwest would have to open new tickets. From AT&T's
perspective, there would thus be more than one Qwest ticket number for an AT& T ticket.

Liberty developed a summary chat itemizing the reason for multiple Qwest tickets, and
submitted it to AT&T for comments. AT&T ultimately agreed with Liberty’'s andyds in one-
third of the cases. For the others, AT&T questioned how specific Stuations were treated in the
performance measures. Specific Stuationsraised by AT& T included:

“ Liberty did not attempt to isolate the reasons for the discrepancy, but during the course of its analysis identified
some possible explanations. Liberty found that some of the ticket numbers provided by AT&T were for dates
outside the April to June 2001 period, and some appeared to contain typographical errors (since Qwest was able to
locate relevant tickets with similar numbers).

December 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group page 13



Report on Qwest Performance M easure Data Reconciliation for Arizona

When a trouble ticket is opened and closed but the AT&T customer remains down
and another trouble ticket is required to restore service (.e., more than one Qwest
trouble ticket is required to solve an AT& T customer’ s problem)

When areported trouble contains two circuits, each having different problems
When atrouble is repaired incorrectly or incompletely

When the wrong circuit is either repaired or reported (i.e., a records error by
ether party)

When atrouble ticket is opened to test arepair just made
When atroubleticket is closed incorrectly to “no trouble found” (NTF)
Subsequent or “tracking” tickets.

Liberty examined each of the trouble tickets in question, and subsequently reviewed them with
Qwes in detall. Qwest uses guiddines set forth in its business requirements documents to guide
the opening and restoring of trouble tickets. Specificaly:

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.®

All trouble tickets are included in the population of relevant trouble tickets used
to cdculate performance measures, except those with trouble codes related to
customer or carier 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’ timeis subtracted out of MTTR under the PID.
Subsequent tickets are not included in the measure under the PID.

Trouble reports on products under “retail taiffs’® ae induded in retil
performance messures, rather than in the wholesale measures.

The PID does not require distinct measurements to reflect the “qudity” of a repair. The fact that
a repar may have been made incorrectly, or that multiple attempts were required before the
repair was completed is irrdlevant; each repair that does not involve a CPE, IEC or INFO (which

® According to Qwest, it gets approval from the CLEC before closing a ticket and records the name of the person
giving such approval. If the CLEC requests that Qwest hold a ticket open and there is no further action 24 hours
later, Qwest closes the ticket back to the restore time.

® Qwest indicated that some AT& T customers products are under the wholesal e tariff and some are not; only those
under the wholesale tariff are included in the whol esale measures.
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indudes “test assgt”) trouble is induded in the MR-6 measure” When the wrong dircuit is
reported or repaired, regardiess of which party made the error, the ticket is typicaly closed to
CPE or INFO, and subsequently excluded from the performance measures.

Trouble tickets restored with a trouble code of NTF (no trouble found) are included in the
peformance measures, as the PID requires. Liberty found, however, that there was some
judgment being gpplied in the assgnment of trouble codes. “No trouble found” was closed to
NTF in some cases and to CPE in other cases. According to its guiddines, if Qwest tested and
found no circuit problem, then it would close the ticket to NTF. However, if additiond available
information indicated that the trouble was on the CLEC's sde €.g., the customer identifying the
wrong circuit or that the trouble was actudly on the customer's sde), then Qwest would close
the ticket to CPE.2 In the former case, the ticket would be included in the messure; in the latter
case, it would not.

Liberty found that, for each of the trouble tickets in question, Qwest handled its trouble tickets
consgently with its stated procedures and with the PID. Liberty did, however, find human errors
in the coding for roughly 4 percent of the tickets. Specificdly, tickets that gpparently involved
repair work were closed to CPE or INFO, and incorrectly excluded from the measure. Liberty
believes that the magnitude of these erors was not sufficient to affect meteridly the Qwest-
reported results. Liberty has concluded that Qwest had handled the repair tickets correctly during
the time period, and found no reason to conclude that it had reported its performance incorrectly.

The MTTR reported by AT&T on a given Qwest trouble ticket never matched the duration for
the ticket reported by Qwest. For 59 percent of the tickets, the durations differed by more than 1
hour; for 30 percent, the durations differed by more than 12 hours. In a few cases, Qwest had
actudly recorded a longer MTTR than did AT&T, but in the mgority of cases, the time recorded
by AT&T was significantly longer than that recorded by Qwest.

Liberty submitted a data request to Qwest asking it to provide: (a) explanations for the difference
in duration for a 10 percent sample of trouble tickets, and (b) copies of some of the individua
tickets. Liberty found that:

The disparity in durations ranged from 3 minutes to over 9 days.

There was an apparent 3hour difference between the system clock used by Qwest
and that of AT&T (Liberty therefore assumed this difference to be a congtant
throughout its andyss).

In 77 percent of the cases, Qwest and AT& T had recorded the same (or roughly
the same) open time for the ticket.

" The differences would instead manifest themselves in the relative performance of each company. For example, if
AT&T kept its own trouble ticket number open while Qwest opened and closed tickets more than once, AT&T's
MTTR would be longer than Qwest’s, but Qwest’ s repeat trouble rate would be higher.

8 According to Qwest, at one time all of these tickets were restored as NTF, but this policy changed 2-3 years ago,
and they began making this distinction between NTF and CPE.

December 3, 2001 The Liberty Consulting Group page 15



Report on Qwest Performance M easure Data Reconciliation for Arizona

In only 23 percent of the cases, Qwest and AT&T had recorded the same (or
roughly the same) open and restore time for the ticket.

In 77 percent of the cases, Qwest had a some point during the repair “no access’
timethat AT&T did not remove fromitsMTTR.

Liberty was not able to fully explain the differences in open or restore times. According to
Qwed, the times associated with a given ticket are assgned by its sysem automaticdly. AT&T's
log entries are reportedly made manudly. Liberty reviewed AT&T's log entries, and found that
AT&T did not aways record precisdy the times associated with the Qwest tickets, rather its
focus appeared to be geared more to recording interactions with its own customers. Absent other
evidence, therefore, Liberty has concluded that there is not a basis for concluding that Qwest's
dart and restore times were inaccurate.

Much of the discrepancy in MTTR between the parties can be explained the fact that AT&T did
not subtract “no access’ time from the ticket durations provided to Liberty. The differences in
restore time noted above arise from the fact that AT&T did not restate tickets back to the
gopropriate time to account for this “stop clock” time. The fact tha AT&T did not typicdly
capture accurate “clock stop” information on its log entries, meant that Liberty could not vdidate
the length of the “no access’ times reported by Qwest. Absent other evidence, Liberty has
concluded that there is not a basis for concluding that Qwest's no access time, and therefore
MTTR, ae inaccurate. During its review of Qwest’'s tickets, Liberty did, however, find a
mistake. Qwest improperly subtracted “clock stop” time when it was unwarranted. Liberty found
few earors of this type they were not frequent enough or sgnificant enough in magnitude to
affect materidly Quwest-reported results.
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V. Results of Data Reconciliation — Covad and WorldCom
A. Covad

Covad initidly requested an audit of the disaggregated line sharing and unbundled 2-wire nor:
loaded loop numerators and denominators for OP-4, OP-5, MR-3, MR-5, MR-6, and PO-5 for
the months of May, June, and July 2001. After its own analyss, Qwest indicated that OP-5 was
not auditable because the data used to cdculate it originated from too many sources to permit a
record- by-record reconciliation. _Qwest and Covad could not poduce data with a common field,
which would be necessary to permit reconciliation of the maintenance and repair measures.

[With respect to OP-5, Covad finds it incredible that Liberty expresses no concern whatsoever
regarding Qwes’s inability to provide the data underlying its OP-5 performance reporting.
Because of its purported inability to produce this data, Owed is free to report any performance it
likes under OP-5 without repercusson or fear that any CLEC or Commisson will ever be able to
chdlenge Owest’s reported OP-5 peformance. From Covad's perspective, Owest’s dleged
inability to produce this data renders dl of its OP-5 peformance daa invdid and lacking any
indiciaof rdiability.]

[With respect to Owest’s ingbility to reconcile MR-3 and MR-6, Covad questions the accuracy of
this satement.  First, as Qwest admitted in a conversation with Covad, a Smple table join/fidd
merge (which is commonplace in connection with Owest’s performance reporting) could be used
to _provide a common point of data to reconcile the MR PIDs.  Second, Owest admitted in that
same conversation that it could perform a table join in a matter of hours for unbundled loops and
afew daysfor line shared loops.]

Liberty reconciled OP-4 to the extent possble, given the information provided by Covad and
Qwedt. Liberty classified the orders according to whether Qwest and COVAD agreed on the
numerator, denominator, and incluson in the measure. Liberty then requested information from
both parties. Qwest provided Local Srvice Requests LSR), Work Force Administration Control
(WFAC) records, and a discusson of specific orders that were included by Covad, but not by
Qwest. [Liberty does not indicate whether the documentation matched exactly the data provided
by Qwest. Covad requests darification on this point. Additiondly, Liberty does not indicate
whether the “discussion’” provided by Qwest to Liberty was supported by documentation and
whether Liberty relied upon Qwedt’s apparently undocumented evaudtion in its andysis. Covad
requests clarification on these questions. To the extent that Liberty relied upon Qwest's
discusson, rather than on specific hard copy documentation, Covad objects to Liberty’s
treatment.

Covad provided an updated database that included a rumber of orders that had been excluded for
various reasons by Qwest, but did not include any documentation of Covad's podtion on any of
the orders. Liberty reviewed the data filings, then performed additiond andysis and presented a
supplemental data request to the two parties. Agan, Qwest provided LSRs and WFAC
documentation on orders it had excluded, and, with only limited exceptions, Qwest provided dl
the information requested for OP-4. Covad did not respond. [Liberty does not indicate whether
the documentation maiched exactly the data provided by Qwest. Covad requests clarification on

this point.]
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[Because of the volume of information that Liberty’s daa request involved, Covad requested
further daification as to precisdly wha information Liberty required in order to minimize the
coss associated with the production of hard copy documentation. Liberty never indicaed the
type of information it required or what precisdly was necessary to complete its evauation.  In
light of follow up from Liberty, Covad will provide the documentation requested for other states
without any filtering out of information that is unnecessary or superfluousto Liberty' sreview. |

On November 29, 2001, Covad indicated that it had additiond documentation related to the
Arizona reconciliation. Liberty did not have time to secure and use that information in time to
include its effect in this report. [Please clarify whether Liberty intends to issue a supplementa
report to include in its andysis the additiond documentation. |f not, please specify why not.]

For the period from May through July 2001, Covad and Qwest agreed on 42 percent of the tota
OP-4 denominator orders. They agreed on the numerator in many fewer cases. Qwest: provided
documentation for dl its OP-4 line sharing orders that were in conflict with those included in
Covad’'s numerator. The documentation conssted primarily of LSRs that provided the
goplication date, completion date, and reference date. Liberty compared the vaues from these
documents with values included in the comparable fidd in the data files supplied by Qwes.
Liberty did not find any incongstencies between the LSR documents and data files. Covad did
not provide support for its data files. Liberty conducted the same type of andyss on 2-wire NL
UBL orders with amilar results. [What exactly are these results? Covad requests clarification on
this point.] Liberty did not find inconsstencies between the LSR documents and Qwest data
files

Liberty also requested that Covad provide information on Qwest’s PONs that were not matched
by Covad. Covad indicated that it was unable to provide the information. _Covad did provide an
expanded data set that may have addressed some of the problems, but did not provide headers for
the data set. Liberty was unable to use it. [Covad is somewhat confused by this statement since it
was informed by Libety tha it was able to use the expanded data set without the headers]
Liberty treated orders where Qwest was able to identify a PON as appropriate for incluson in the
performance report. _[Did Liberty rely on the eectronic data provided by Qwest or the hard copy
back-up documentation in determining that a PON was appropriatdy included, if Owest did in
fact provide backup documentation? Did Owest supply backup documentation for each PON
that Owest identified by Covad did not? To the extent that Owest did not provide back up
documentation and/or Liberty relied on the dectronic data files, Covad objects to Liberty
treatment of Owedt’s information.  Further, Covad requests claification on the points set forth
above.] Qwest was unable to provide PONs for some orders included in performance reports for
the three-month period. Liberty trested these orders as inconclusive in its andyss. [Covad
questions why Liberty did not conclude that Owest was unable to demonsrate that Covad's
treatment of an order was incorrect when the opposite assumption was applied (i.e, that a failure
by Covad to provide documentation results in a concluson that Covad was unable b prove that
Owest incorrectly treated an order for purposes of reporting under OP-4).]

Liberty requested documentation from Qwest for the orders that Covad included in the line
sharing peformance, but that Qwest did not include. Qwest responded with data for some
insgtances, but dtated there were some orders for which Qwest could not provide information.
Liberty aso trested these orders as inconclusive. [Covad questions why Liberty did not conclude
that Qwest was unable to demondirate that Covad's treatment of an order was incorrect when the
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opposite assumption was applied (i.e, that a falure by Covad to provide documentation results
in a concluson that Covad was unable to prove that Owest incorrectly treated an order for
purposes of reporting under OP-4).]

In summary, for OP-4, Qwest and Covad matched on 42 percent of the line sharing and 2wire
NL UBL orders. [Why is Libety aggregatiing results for two separate products that fdl into
separate OP-4 sub-measures?  Please provide individudized percentages (i.e, the percentage of
UBL orders on which the parties agreed and the percentage of line shared orders on which the
parties agreg). Covad believes that there should be no aggregation of sub-measures where it is
possible to provide disaggregated resuts] There was substantia disagreement between Covad
and Qwest on the numerator for the line sharing orders. Qwest provided LSR documentation to
support its pogtion. Covad did not provide documentation for its podtion. For the period
examined, Liberty found that 34 percent of the orders demondrated inconclusive results,
primarily because neither party could provide any support. Liberty’s review of the Covad data
and of the Qwest data and supporting documentation did not reved any problems with the
accuracy of Qwest’'s performance reporting.  [Covad questions how Liberty can reach the
concluson that there are no materid problems with the accuracy of Owedt’s performance
reporting if Owest is unable to support its trestment of over 1/3° of the orders submitted by
Covad during the reconciliation period in a sngle sate.  Liberty's conduson is the functiond
equivdent of a finding tha a 34% margin of eror should be factored in when reviewing OQwedt’s
performance data. This is Smply not acceptable.  Second, as Liberty reported to Covad, Qwest
was only able to prove that Covad's treatment of an order was wrong on TWELVE out of
SEVERAL HUNDRED orders.  Given the miniscule percentage of the time that Owest
afirmatively proved that it correctly treated an order for purposes of performance reporting, it is
impossible to reach the conclusion that Qwest’ s performance reporting is materialy accurate.]

For PO-5, Liberty again matched and classfied the extent of agreement between the parties, and
requested support for areas of disagreement. Qwest provided a file andyzing the Covad orders
that were not included in Qwest’s files. _The file identified the reason for excluding each order.
Qwest adso offered to provide additional documentation, provided that Covad provide
documentation of its data file [PMease specify how Liberty trested Owedt’s andyss for
purposes of categorizing a particular order as (1) Covad was unable to prove that Qwedt’s
treatment of an order was incorrect; or (2) the data on this order is incondgstent and inconclusve.
Further, please darify whether Liberty questioned Owest’s podtion that it would only provide
underlying data if Covad provided its underlying data] — Since it was the best and only
information available, Liberty used the Qwest analysis to evauate Covad's May and June data. It
showed that many of the records should not have been included for Arizona or for the months
within the test period._ [Given the data was obvioudy available, but Qwest chose not to provide
it, please daify why Liberty apparently treated the andyss as the equivdent of hard copy back
up documentation.  Further, please explan why Liberty deviated from its earlier treatment of
orders as being inconclusve if nether paty provided backup documentation.  Findly, please
explan why Liberty believed it to be appropriate to apply different criteria in this portion of its
data review rather than adhering to a uniform sandard throughout its andyss of the parties
data. For dl these reasons, Covad objects to Liberty’s treatment of Qwest’s PO-5 data and the
conclusion it reached with respect to Qwest’ s reporting of its PO-5 data]
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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, Liberty made a
limited digtribution of them.

Covad has submitted to the ACC and the parties to the Arizona Section 271 proceeding who
have executed the non-disclosure agreement its andyss of the data Owest provided for Arizona
for the May-July 2001. Covad contends that its andysis compels the concluson that Qwest’s
peformance reporting is inaccurate. Because information contained in those comments is Covad
confidentid information, it can not be disseminated to the ROC TAG.

B. WorldCom

Liberty’s scope of work associated with WorldCom (WCom) and Arizona included OP-3,
Ingdlation Commitments Met, and OP-4, Inddlation Intervd, for LIS Trunks and 2-wire
unbundled andog loops. The time period under consideration was January through May 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 bass. In addition, the data
provided by WCom did not contain sufficient information to cdculate the OP-4 numerator,
which is the actud ingdlation intervd. The UBL denominator for OP-4 excludes orders with
customer-requested due dates that are greater than the standard interva. WCom could only
determine these excluded orders on a limited basis Therefore, Libety 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.

Liberty’s reconsolidation process confirmed the existence and generdly appropriate use of
Qwest’'s systems to produce accurate OP-3 and OP-4 measurements for WCom. Liberty found a
smal number of Qwest errors in the data inputs to these systems. These errors affected less than
2 percent of the total orders considered.

The initid reconciliation focused on the fact that Qwest reports at a service-order leve, while
WCom develops data a a purchase order level. A purchase order, or PON, might result in
multiple service orders, therefore, Liberty had to establish the PON/SO rdationship. Liberty
found a number of differences between the WCom and Qwest classfication and counting of
orders. For example, WCom uses the month of actua order completion for reporting, while
Qwest uses the reference date of an order, which means that some orders completed at the end of
a month may be reported by Qwest in the following month or later. (See discusson in the AT&T
section of this report.) The other sgnificant difference in order counting was the fact that Qwest
did not count orders classfied as a customer-caused miss of the due date.

Liberty verified that Qwest’s reported performance for WCom was correct grictly on the basis of
Qwest’'s own data Then, after the service order reconsolidetion, Liberty determined that the
orders reported by Qwest and WCom matched in 42 percent of the cases for LIS Trunks and in
75 percent of the casesfor UBLS.
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For the apparent discrepancies on LIS Trunk orders, Liberty found that in 47 percent of the totd,
ether 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 tota, the results of the
record andyss were inconclusve, and in less than 5 percent of the totd, Liberty found that
Qwest was incorrect. Qwest’s errors were of two types: (@) that an order should have been ruled
indigible usng Qwedt’s rules for a cusomer-caused miss, or (b) that the commitment date did
not appear to be met as reported by Qwest.

For the apparent discrepancies on UBL orders, Liberty found that in 22 percent of the otd,
either 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 2 percent of the tota, the results of the
record andyss were inconclusve, and in less than 2 percent of the totd, Liberty found that
Qwest was incorrect. Qwest’s errors involved ether lack of support for a customer-caused miss
classfication or some other reason for excluding the order. Most of the errors occurred in
January 2001.

Liberty has prepared spreadsheets showing the results of its andyss of the WCom sarvice
orders. These documents contain information that is proprietary to WCom; therefore, Liberty
made avery limited digtribution of them.
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V. Future Qwest Data Reconciliation

CLEC dams that Qwest’'s performance messures were inaccurate had a foundation in the data
available to them. The basis for those clams was a st of results that differed from those reported
by Qwest by a very large amount. Liberty’s data reconciliaion work in Arizona showed that a
smal number of reasons explained a rdatively large percentage of the differences. CLECs may
not agree with Qwest on matters such as the definition of service order completion, Qwest’'s
practice of making records indigible because of customer changes to due dates, or closing
trouble tickets smply because the wrong circuit had been identified. Neverthdess, these kinds of
issues are the main reasons why results were so disparate. While debate on such matters may
continue, the vaue to be gained from future reconciliation work would be subgantidly more
time- and resource-consuming in the event that it must ded with each of the many records that
would be ultimately explained by one of these issues.

The dedication of resources and the level of detall of information that is required on the part of
CLECs in order to meaningfully participate in data reconciliation should be better understood as
a result of the work done for Arizona Even if the number of records that are subject to
reconciliaion is limited in future reconciliation work, the CLECs and Qwest now know the leve
of detall and nature of the records that are necessary to support positions on the treatment of a
record for the purposes of a peformance measure. If any party cannot make the requiste
commitment, any attempt to reconcile records will have limited vaue.

There may be differences in the ways that Qwest performs in various parts of its region, and
future reconciliation work should attempt to focus on those performance aspects that could result
in differences from the Arizona findings. For example, service orders could be trested differently
by different service order processing centers, or sysems in some parts of Qwest’s region could
be closing trouble tickets with different codes or upon different circumstances than exist other
parts. Liberty has requested that Qwest make an assessment of possible reasons why there could
be differences among the states. The response to that request was not received by the time this
report was written.

Liberty concluded on the bass of the work done in Arizona that the information provided by
CLECs did not demondrate materid inaccuracies in how Qwest reported its performance.
However, Liberty adso believes that there is vaue to some level of data reconciliation in other
pats of Qwest’s region. To gan that value, the focus should be on a more detailed review of
selected or sampled records rather than attempting to explain the reasons why, for example, one
party’s denominator of a particular measure and product is different than the other’s. If the god
is to provide additional assurance that Qwest's performance measures are accurate, then more
focused work on questions like the assgnment of customer jeopardy to service orders or no-
trouble-found close-outs of trouble tickets could prove beneficid. If, however, the god is to
explan generdly why CLECS results are so much different from those reported by Qwest, then
Liberty condgders the results found in Arizonato be largely responsive in mesting that god.
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