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Fourth Report on Qwest Performance Measure Data Reconciliation - Washington

I.
Introduction

The Liberty Consulting Group (Liberty) is performing for the ROC a “data validation to resolve any debates concerning the accuracy of performance data emanating from particular ROC PIDs.” (ROC Change Request #20.) [Covad comment:  This is a critical statement that Liberty later ignores.  Specifically, the focus of the Liberty reconciliation is the data emanating from the PIDs.  In other words, what is at issue is the accuracy of Qwest’s data and whether it can prove that that data is accurate and reliable.  Rather than focus solely on Qwest’s performance data and the burden of proof it bears with respect thereto, Liberty shifts the burden inappropriately to CLECs to demonstrate that Qwest’s data is inaccurate, as it states below.] Certain CLECs have expressed concerns about the accuracy of Qwest’s reported performance results as they relate to service that they have been receiving. The ROC decided to conduct this data reconciliation work in order to test those concerns. The data reconciliation process was designed to determine whether any of the information provided by CLECs demonstrated inaccuracies in Qwest’s reported performance results as these measures were defined in the PID. [Covad comment:  While Covad commends Liberty on the work it has performed in connection with the data reconciliation, it is clear that the level of detail and effort required to fully, completely and adequately determine whether Qwest correctly reports its performance data, was not undertaken.  For example, Covad requested that Liberty investigate whether Qwest appropriately required Covad to supplement orders.  This request was made because Covad saw numerous instances in the orders included in the reconciliation where Qwest required Covad to supplement an order NOT because there was anything inaccurate or incorrect in the LSR, but because there was a pending voice order to add a feature such as call waiting, caller ID, etc.  This is an important issue since the (1) installation interval starts with receipt of a “complete and accurate” LSR; and (2) supplementation not only extends the total installation time but also increases Covad’s costs due to extended employee time supposedly correcting and supplementing the LSR.  While Liberty did issue a data request to Qwest on this issue, it does not appear that it actually investigated this issue on a data basis to determine whether Qwest is applying the PID definitions correctly in connection with its reported data performance.] The detailed process has been discussed in prior reports and has not been repeated here. Liberty issued its first data reconciliation report, which used data from Arizona, on December 3, 2001. The second report on data from Colorado was issued on January 3, 2002, and on January 28, Liberty issued the third report, which provided the results of the review of data from Nebraska. On February 2, 2002, Liberty issued an update to the Colorado report, which provided the status of observations and the exception issued as a result of all of the data reconciliation work.

The scope of the data reconciliation work using information from the state of Washington included: (1) AT&T’s LIS trunk orders, and performance measures PO-5, OP-3, OP-4, OP-6, and OP-15, and (2) Covad’s line-sharing and unbundled loop orders, and performance measures PO-5 and OP-4.

This report provides a summary of the results of the reconciliation of data from Washington. Detailed, confidential spreadsheets will be sent to Qwest and individually to AT&T and Covad. The report also updates the status of the observation reports issued as a result of earlier data reconciliation work.

II.
Overall Summary of Findings

For Covad orders in Washington, Liberty found a significant number of problems with Qwest’s performance measure reporting. However, these were all the same problems that had been identified in earlier data reconciliation work and documented in observation reports. [Covad comment:  Did Liberty verify that Qwest actually implemented proposed fixes for the flaws and errors in its data reporting against actual commercial data generated after implementation of that fix, or did Liberty simply rely on sample code changes/fixes and representations of additional training?  As of the Colorado Second Technical Conference on performance data, Liberty had not checked any new data to determine the efficacy and actual implementation of the Qwest proposed fixes.  Is that true also for the work Liberty undertook in connection with the Liberty report for Washington?  To the extent that an observation or exception was closed on the basis of a supposed code change or correction or additional training, why did Liberty believe that was sufficient?  For example, the Liberty audit of the performance measures to a large degree was a code audit. Liberty did not uncover any of the problems identified in its PMA “code audit” when it looked at the actual CLEC data, so how or why could Liberty assume that a code review would fix that problem?  Likewise, since one of the problems Liberty identified (Observation 1029 -- exclusion of Covad orders due to “CLEC unknown”) was the result of a code fix Qwest implemented to correct a different problem, how or why can Liberty determine that these new code fixes don’t have any other consequences that will impact Qwest’s reported performance?  Finally, KPMG opened an exception that specifically raised as a concern the fact that Qwest relies an inordinate amount on additional training when attempting to resolve problems or deficiencies identified in connection with the OSS testing.  Why did Liberty not take this known fact into account when determining whether represented training would be sufficient to correct a problem?]  There were only a very small number of records for which Liberty concluded that Qwest’s treatment for performance measures were incorrect and that did not fall under one of the previously identified issues.  [This really mischaracterizes what Liberty did conclude on an order by order basis.  For instance, Liberty’s choice of words could be read to mean that there were very few orders that Qwest treated incorrectly.  However, Qwest’s treatment of Covad’s orders was incorrect a materially significant percentage of the time.]
For a large number of Covad’s unbundled loop orders, Liberty found that while Qwest’s treatment of the order for OP-4 was correct, Qwest’s processes or procedures differed from those used in other states and differed from that previously described to Liberty. More specifically, Qwest had indicated that the service order miss code (SOMC) field was only populated in cases where the due date had been missed. For the Washington data, however and unlike other states, Liberty found customer-caused miss codes entered for orders in which the due date had been met. Liberty is investigating this matter as part of the resolution of Observation 1031. [Covad comment:  Does this issue impact PIDs other than OP-4?]
For AT&T, Liberty also found significant problems with some of Qwest’s performance reporting. In the case of AT&T, however, Liberty identified two causes of some of these problems that had not previously been found. In some instances, Qwest improperly excluded from the OP measures re-termination orders (orders to move a LIS trunk from an old Qwest switch to its replacement). This matter has been documented in Observation 1036. In several other cases, Liberty found that Qwest included orders in OP-15 when it should not have because AT&T had caused a delay. Pending orders delayed due to customer reasons are to be excluded from OP-15. This matter will be investigated as part of open Observation 1031. The remainder of the problems related to issues already identified in earlier data reconciliation reports.

III.
Results of Data Reconciliation – Covad

Liberty examined a large (well over 300) sample of Covad line-sharing orders for reconciliation to OP-4, installation interval. Qwest and Covad agreed on the numerator and denominator for 24 percent of the orders. For 53 percent of the orders examined, Liberty concluded that Qwest properly treated the order in the performance measure, that Covad’s information did not show that there was anything wrong with Qwest’s treatment, or that the information from Qwest and Covad conflicted so as to prevent reconciliation.  [Covad comment:  Liberty should provide a specific and individualized percentage breakdown for each of the three categories that add up to the 53%.  Particularly for the orders for which the information conflicted, this percentage is highly relevant because it means that Covad’s documentation fully supported its interval calculations and thus could be deemed by the Commission as evidence that Qwest treated an order incorrectly.  Please provide the specific percentages.]
Liberty found that Qwest was incorrect on 23 percent of the line-sharing orders. With one exception, these consisted of retail orders reported under wholesale results (Observation 1026), orders reported complete a second time in a different month (Observation 1027), and orders not reported because the CLEC designation was “unknown” (Observation 1029). [Covad comment:  How can Liberty conclude that Qwest’s performance reporting is not materially inaccurate when Qwest incorrectly treated 23% of Covad’s line shared orders?  There is absolutely no principled basis upon which Liberty can render that opinion in light of these facts.] These three observations have been closed. [See comments regarding closure of observations and exceptions, above.]  The one Qwest error that did not fall under these previously defined issues was one in which there were several applications and rejections followed by a customer cancellation before the service had been installed.  [What was the actual number/percentage of orders in which Liberty found this error? What was the impact of this error on the reported performance?  Did it impact other PIDs or products?  Why did Liberty not open an observation or exception as a result of this finding?]
Liberty also examined a large (nearly 200) sample of Covad unbundled loop order for reconciliation to OP-4. For 57 percent of the sample, Qwest and Covad agreed on the numerator and denominator. For 39 percent of the orders examined, Liberty concluded that Qwest properly treated the order in the performance measure, that Covad’s information did not show that there was anything wrong with Qwest’s treatment, or that the information from Qwest and Covad conflicted so as to prevent reconciliation. [Covad comment:  Liberty should provide a specific and individualized percentage breakdown for each of the three categories that add up to the 39%.  Particularly for the orders for which the information conflicted, this percentage is highly relevant because it means that Covad’s documentation fully supported its interval calculations and thus could be deemed by the Commission as evidence that Qwest treated an order incorrectly.  Please provide the specific percentages.]
Liberty found that Qwest was incorrect on 4 percent of the unbundled loop orders.   [Actually, that may not be a correct statement since the percentage of conflicting orders should be held against Qwest since it bears the burden of proof to affirmatively prove that it treated Covad’s orders correctly.]   These errors consisted of previously defined matters such as those documented in closed observations 1027, 1032, and 1033. [See comments regarding closure of observations and exceptions, above.]  Liberty found one order for which Qwest incorrectly included a duplicate order for the same purchase order.  [What was the source of this error?  Did it impact any PIDs other than OP-4?]
Finally, Liberty examined a large (nearly 300) sample of line-sharing orders for reconciliation to PO-5, timeliness of Firm Order Confirmations. Qwest and Covad agreed on the numerator and denominator for 21 percent of the records. For 51 percent of the records, Liberty concluded that either Qwest was correct, Covad did not show that Qwest was incorrect, or that the records were inconsistent and no conclusion could be reached  [Covad comment:  Liberty should provide a specific and individualized percentage breakdown for each of the three categories that add up to the 51%.  Particularly for the orders for which the information conflicted, this percentage is highly relevant because it means that Covad’s documentation fully supported its interval calculations and thus could be deemed by the Commission as evidence that Qwest treated an order incorrectly.  Please provide the specific percentages.]

Liberty concluded that Qwest was incorrect on 28 percent of the PO-5 records. Most of these (23 percent of the total) were cases in which Qwest’s records did not include the state code (Observation 1030). [Covad comment:  How can Liberty conclude that Qwest’s performance reporting is not materially inaccurate when Qwest incorrectly treated 28% (and possibly more) of Covad’s PO-5 orders?  There is absolutely no principled basis upon which Liberty can render that opinion in light of these facts.  Further, what was the source of the error on the other 5% that did not fall within Observation 1030?  Please provide.]  Liberty closed this observation as documented in the last section of this report. [See comments regarding closure of observations and exceptions, above.]  During the month of May only, Qwest incorrectly treated a few (about 4 percent of the total) orders because it classified the order as having a non-standard interval (Observation 1034).  [Covad comment:  4% of the total for the month of May or the total number of PO-5 orders reviewed?  Covad objects to Liberty’s characterization of 4% as a “few.”  The PIDs are defined in terms of precise standards and percentages.  A 4% deviation from a particular standard is not minimal, as Liberty appears to suggest.]  This observation has also been closed. [See comments regarding closure of observations and exceptions, above.]  The other 1 percent of the records that Liberty marked as Qwest being incorrect involved orders in which Covad’s records supported its position and Qwest’s did not.  [Covad comments:  Please clarify how this differs from the finding that the information is inconclusive.  Additionally, what was the source of error for the 1% of orders that Qwest incorrectly reported?]
IV.
Results of Data Reconciliation – AT&T

Liberty found that Qwest was correct, or not shown to be wrong, on 78 percent of the orders in OP-3. For 12 percent of the orders, Qwest was incorrect because of the re-termination issue that is discussed below under Observation 1036. Problems with jeopardy coding (discussed in Observation 1031) accounted for 8 percent of the orders, and the remaining 2 percent due to Qwest having inadequate support for its position. The results for OP-4 generally followed those for OP-3.

For OP-6, Qwest was correct, or not shown to be wrong, on 42 percent of the orders. The re-termination issue (Observation 1036) accounted for 50 percent of the orders and improper jeopardy coding (Observation 1031) accounted for 8 percent.

For OP-15, Liberty found that Qwest was correct on 8 percent of the orders, the re-termination issue (Observation 1036) accounted for 33 percent of the orders, and, for 59 percent, Qwest included orders for which AT&T caused the delay (Observation 1031).

Finally, for PO-5, Liberty did not find any problems with Qwest’s treatment of the records.

V.
Status of Observations and Exceptions

Exception 1046

Exception 1046 reported a programming problem that affected OP-15 and designed service products. Liberty previously closed this exception report.  [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this exception in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this exception has been fully and completely resolved.  Additionally, Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.]
Observation 1026

Observation 1026 identified retail orders that were being included in performance reports as wholesale orders. Liberty found that performance measures from July 2001 and forward were free of this problem and previously closed this observation report.  [This is not an accurate summary of what Liberty found with respect to Observation 1026.  The data prior to July 2001 remains inaccurate.  For the data for July forward, Liberty never confirmed with current data that the code fix that supposedly cured the error noted in Observation 1026 (1) did what it was supposed to do, and (2) had no impact on other areas of Qwest’s reported performance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious. This is particularly problematic because Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.]

Observation 1027

Observation 1027 identified various orders that were included and counted in more than one month. Previously Liberty reported that it had reviewed the data files and the revised code provided by Qwest, confirmed that the problem had been resolved, and considered the observation to be closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation has been fully and completely corrected.  Specifically, Liberty never confirmed with current data that the code fix that supposedly cured the error noted in Observation 1027 (1) did what it was supposed to do, and (2) had no impact on other areas of Qwest’s reported performance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious.  This particularly troublesome because Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.]
Observation 1028

Observation 1028 reported that there was a significant error rate (about 15 percent) in the mean-time-to-repair (MTTR), or repair duration, used by Qwest in calculating its MR-6 measure for AT&T in Nebraska. In its earlier reconciliation work, Liberty found that Qwest’s overall error rate of about 3 percent in Arizona, when viewed alone, was within the range of a reasonable human error rate. However, when Arizona and Nebraska results were combined, the error rate was 6.5 percent, which in Liberty’s opinion could be problematic.

To obtain additional data on the nature and frequency of errors, Liberty conducted an analysis of AT&T trouble tickets in Oregon. Liberty found an error rate of 6.5 percent, the same as the combined results from Arizona and Nebraska. Liberty had also requested information on Qwest’s compliance review and coaching programs to ascertain whether such programs could be effective. Materials provided by Qwest included checklists of areas to be examined during the semi-annual reviews, with areas to record expectations, findings, and recommendations. These checklists encompassed a broad range of areas, including such topics as handoff of tickets to the central office, proper billing and rebate coding, sufficiency of work force, and valid no access time used on tickets. Qwest also provided ticket review worksheets and process guides on various aspects of trouble ticket administration.

Liberty’s general assessment of the material was that the compliance reviews and coaching programs did not appear to be of the scope and focus that would minimize significantly the kind of errors found during data reconciliation. During its analysis, Liberty had found that the errors in MTTR were generally due to improper handling of “no access” time and improper ticket restoring and closing procedures. These errors were made by both customer technicians and by “scrubbers,” the administrative technicians responsible for verifying and reconciling ticket histories. Qwest’s compliance reviews and coaching programs were simply not geared to focus on these troublesome areas.

Qwest subsequently provided Liberty with additional information describing recent training programs and review efforts geared towards further improving the handling of trouble tickets. A focused training process was completed in January 2002. All Design Service Center Directors, Administrative Technicians, and Customer Communication Technicians received additional training and documentation on guidelines for handling no access time and for providing information to customers as part of the ticket restoration process. In addition to the sampling and coaching programs that had been in place, Qwest implemented an audit process where each Design Service Center manager is now responsible for verifying repair process adherence.

While Liberty expects that the renewed focus on methods and procedures should work to reduce the error rate in MTTR, it cannot substantiate those effects at this time. Liberty therefore recommends that the error rate be the subject of any future monitoring work. Liberty is satisfied that Qwest has taken positive steps to reduce the level of errors found during the data reconciliation work, and considers this observation closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation, particularly since KPMG very clearly stated that Qwest’s heavy reliance on additional training suggests a broken process that no training can correct (Exception 3086).  Additionally, Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act. This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.]

Observation 1029

Observation 1029 noted the exclusion of certain CLEC line-sharing orders because the CLEC was unknown. Liberty evaluated Qwest’s solution to the problem, confirmed that the improperly excluded orders were included, and, as previously reported, considered the observation to be closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation has been fully and completely corrected.  Specifically, Liberty never confirmed with current data that the interim or permanent code fixes that supposedly cured the error noted in Observation 1029 (1) did what they were supposed to do, and (2) had no impact on other areas of Qwest’s reported performance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious.  This is particularly troublesome because Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.] 
Observation 1030

Observation 1030 noted that Qwest failed to report a number of Covad’s Firm Order Commitment (FOC) records because the state code was not automatically logged for those transactions. Qwest acknowledged that there was a problem. However, Qwest stated that only a small percentage of the transactions were not recorded. Qwest indicated that the issue was caused by a code break in EDI 6.0 related to unbundled loop processing. Qwest also indicated that affected customers were moved off EDI 6.0 in August and September and EDI 6.0 was retired in December 2001, so the problem with EDI 6.0 has been addressed with the new technology. For those records that are not properly logged with the new technology, Qwest will run an ad hoc report to identify them and will manually populate the state code.

AT&T commented that, since PO-2, PO-3A-1, PO-3B-1, PO-3C-1 and PO-4C all require state codes, it was highly likely that these performance results were inaccurate. AT&T also expressed concern with the time the “break” occurred and whether, in months prior to July 2001, CLECs using EDI 6.0 had inaccurate performance results for PO-5 because of this problem. Finally, AT&T requested that Qwest’s process ensure that all transactions affected by the omission of the state code were recorded for accuracy purposes.

Liberty had concerns with Qwest’s de minimus argument because a significant percentage of the Covad orders sampled were affected by the failure to record state code, while Qwest claims that the problem affects less than 1 percent of orders. Qwest stated that the problem affects PO-2, PO-3, PO-4, and PO-5, and that it primarily affects unbundled loops, but also affects line sharing.

Liberty conducted interviews with Qwest personnel and issued a number of data requests concerning this issue. Qwest responded and addressed the concerns of AT&T and Liberty. Qwest acknowledged that “code break” affected the results for the entire period. From January through April 2001 there were 28 records that were excluded from PO-5C results. According to Qwest, PO-5A and PO-5B were not impacted. Also provided by Qwest was the number of records excluded from PO-2 (3 out of 99,487 records), PO-3 (246 out of 44,969), and PO-4 (808 out of 150,776 records) in July. In each case the resulting percentage was less than or approximately equal to .005 percent. Qwest indicated that of the 90,777 transactions in November, 43,164 records or 47.6 percent were EDI 6.0 transactions.

Qwest agreed that the “code break” could have disproportionately affected some CLECs performance. According to Qwest, Covad during this period was a large user of unbundled loops and that would explain the disproportionate impact on them. As to AT&T’s concern with the impact of the “code break” on other PIDS, Qwest stated that its solution would address the problems for PO-2, PO-3, PO-4, and PO-5.

On the basis of Liberty’s review of this matter, including Qwest’s proposed solution to identifying records that did not contain a state code and Qwest’s response to AT&T’s concerns, Liberty considers this observation closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation has been fully and completely corrected.  Specifically, Liberty never confirmed with current data that the code fix that supposedly cured the error noted in Observation 1030 (1) did what it was supposed to do, and (2) had no impact on other areas of Qwest’s reported performance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious.  This particularly troublesome because Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.] 
Observation 1031

Observation 1031 reported that the Service Order Miss Code (SOMC) in the RSOR data for some orders was incorrect, leading to errors in performance measurement reporting. Liberty noted several different types of anomalies regarding the information in WFAC, the SOMC, and how they are used in performance measure reporting.

Qwest responded to this observation on January 24, 2002. Qwest stated that it had re-evaluated every AT&T LIS trunk and unbundled loop order for the reconciliation period from the states of Arizona and Nebraska and found that no LIS trunk orders evaluated by Liberty in Arizona were miscoded as customer caused misses and that only one of many unbundled loop orders evaluated by Liberty in Arizona were miscoded as customer caused misses. Qwest also stated that, in evaluating the data from the three states collectively (Arizona, Colorado and Nebraska), it found that 0.11 percent of the unbundled loop orders, and 6.12 percent of the interconnection trunk orders were miscoded as customer-caused misses. Qwest stated that it had clarified the MFC coding process documentation, conducted a review with the Network Organization to ensure that employees correctly complete the MFC field, and individually reviewed SOMC coding with each ISC representatives responsible for the coding errors identified.

Liberty has reviewed the attachments Qwest provided with its observation response and evaluated the manner in which Qwest improved its procedures and retrained its ISC representatives. Liberty conducted its own evaluation of the LIS trunk orders from Arizona to validate Qwest’s statement that none of them had been miscoded. Liberty’s results differed from those obtained by Qwest. Liberty reviewed 23 Arizona LIS trunk orders that Qwest showed as having been excluded for customer misses. Liberty found that 4 of the orders had been jeopardized by Qwest well after the original due date, with no support in their WFAC logs showing that AT&T had caused a miss of that due date. Liberty also found that Qwest had excluded 3 other orders as customer misses, even though the orders had also been jeopardized to Qwest, thus violating Qwest’s own Jeopardy Coding Job Aid procedures. In addition, Liberty found that there was no support at all in the WFAC logs for the jeopardies applied to 2 other orders, and that the SOMC field was blank in one additional order that had been excluded as a customer miss.

For Washington LIS trunk orders, Qwest included several in the reporting of OP-15 for which AT&T had caused the delay. This matter will be investigated as part of this Observation report.

For a large number of Covad’s unbundled loop orders, Liberty found that while Qwest’s treatment of the order for OP-4 was correct, Qwest’s processes or procedures differed from those used in other states and differed from that previously described to Liberty. More specifically, Qwest had indicated that the service order miss code (SOMC) field was only populated in cases where the due date had been missed. [Covad comments:  Is this due to human error or some other type of error?]  For the Washington data, however and unlike other states, Liberty found customer-caused miss codes entered for orders in which the due date had been met. Liberty is investigating this matter as part of the resolution of Observation 1031.

Qwest has stated that it is conducting a further assessment of the underlying causes of these problems and the means by which they will be corrected, and that it will provide documentation of its conclusions to Liberty. Accordingly, this observation remains open.

Observation 1032

Observation 1032 noted that Qwest included some orders in OP-4 that should have been excluded because the requested provisioning interval was greater than the then-current standard installation interval. [With respect to Covad, did this impact both UBL and line shared loops?]  Qwest’s response indicated that out of a very large number of orders, Liberty found only a few PONS for which this had occurred. Originally Liberty thought believed the percentage of orders affected was more significant. But after additional analysis and correction of errors, Liberty found that, in the sample of UBL orders for Colorado and Washington combined, about 4 percent of the orders for which Qwest and the CLEC [Which CLEC?]  disagreed had this problem. When the agreed upon orders are also counted, the percentage is even lower.  [What does that mean?  What is the “new” percentage?]
Qwest’s responded to the observation by indicating that the orders should have been excluded but were not because of human error when the order was processed. Qwest personnel had failed to populate the “L” (for longer than standard interval) field on the service order. [Covad comment:  Did Liberty really delve into these orders knowing that the cause was human error?  This issue is of particular concern to Covad since, based on Qwest’s RSOR files for Covad’s WA line shared orders, each and every order “dropped out” and the “L” code was manually populated by Qwest.]  Qwest indicated that it had improved its documentation in an effort to prevent this problem from recurring. Liberty reviewed the improved documentation and concluded that it adequately described the process and should help to avoid this kind of error in the future.  [Improved documentation is not sufficient; also need assurances of training on the improved documentation and verification of current compliance.]
Liberty also investigated whether other measures, products, and CLECs could have been affected, and determined that only OP-4 for designed services but any CLEC could have seen the problem.

The nature of this problem falls into the general category of human errors documented in KPMG’s Observation 3086. However, on the basis of Liberty’s additional analysis of Colorado and Washington orders showing a lower percentage than had been thought to be the case, and the evaluation of the steps and improved tools implemented by Qwest to minimize the likelihood of the error, Liberty has concluded that this observation should be closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation, particularly since KPMG very clearly stated that Qwest’s heavy reliance on additional training suggests a broken process that no training can correct (Exception 3086).  Additionally, Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act. This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.] 
Observation 1033

Observation 1033 stated that there were instances where Qwest personnel determined the order application date/time incorrectly for OP-4 LIS trunk performance measurement reporting purposes. In some instances, Qwest failed to change the application day to the next day, even though the ASR was received after 3:00 p.m. MT. In other cases, it appears that Qwest used the wrong application date because of uncertainty as to whether or not the application was “complete and accurate” as is required in the definition section of the PID.

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

In its response to the observation, Qwest stated that the net effect of its errors was minimal, i.e., a one day difference during the period being reconciled. Liberty believes it is pure coincidence, and irrelevant, that Qwest’s errors may net out to a small number for the period. The important fact is that Qwest committed human errors in a third of the LIS trunk orders for which the parties agreed on the denominator but not the numerator. Qwest’s response also stated that it planned to “Improve the quality control process by increasing the quantity of ASRs sampled in the quality review process from 20 to 30 ASRs per SDC per month.” Liberty wanted to see the results of the quality review process. However, in response to data request 53-3, Qwest stated that the quality control reviews did not begin until July 2001, that quality control reports are only kept for 30 days (unless a problem is identified), and that no quality control reviews were available at this time.

AT&T filed comments on this observation, questioning whether other performance measures and other products could be affected by the problem, whether there could be both systems errors and human errors involved, and whether prior results could be re-stated. In response to data request 65-2, Qwest stated that it does not plan to correct historical results because the errors were minimal, it is a Qwest policy not to alter closed records, and altering records in PANS but not the original records would create inconsistencies. In response to data request 65-3, Qwest stated that the only performance measures that could be impacted by the application date problem are PO-5D and OP-4. Finally, in response to data request 65-4, Qwest stated that, for a three-week period it had audited, 98.1 percent of unbundled loop orders had the correct application date.

In the responses to data requests 53-1, 53-2, and 65-1, Liberty received the documentation used by Qwest to train personnel in properly determining the application date, and the Qwest application date methods and procedures. Liberty reviewed those documents, and found that they clearly described the application date and how it should be determined, included examples, and were all internally consistent. Liberty considers this observation to be closed, but recommends that Qwest retain its quality control reports for a period of at least a year and that application date error rates be closely monitored and tracked over time. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation, particularly since KPMG very clearly stated that Qwest’s heavy reliance on additional training suggests a broken process that no training can correct (Exception 3086).  Additionally, Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act. This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.] 
Observation 1034

Observation 1034 identified various line-sharing orders that were incorrectly excluded as loops with non-standard intervals of 72 hours. Liberty confirmed that the problem has not appeared after May 2001, and, as previously reported, considered this observation to be closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation has been fully and completely corrected.  Specifically, Liberty never confirmed with current data that the code fix that supposedly cured the error noted in Observation 1034 (1) did what it was supposed to do, and (2) had no impact on other areas of Qwest’s reported performance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious.  This particularly troublesome because Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.] 
Observation 1035

Observation 1035 reported that there were errors in the OP-3 and OP-4 measures prior to June 2001 because Qwest included cancelled orders in the measures. According to Qwest, the problem affected only orders coming through SOLAR, the service order processor for the five eastern states (Iowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota). Qwest has indicated that the problem was resolved as of May 12, 2001, but all results prior to June 2001 for the five states were affected. Liberty saw no evidence of the problem in Arizona or Colorado, and has found no reason to conclude that the problem was limited to anything other than these five states.

An order coming through SOLAR is initially assigned a completion date equal to the due date (since the field cannot be blank). Previously, this completion date would be passed to the RSOR database by the RSOR EFMT (Eastern format) batch programs and would remain in place unless changed. Qwest subsequently implemented a real time connection between SOLAR and RSOR with new RSOR ERTP (Eastern real time process) programs, replacing the EFMT interface programs and eliminating the problem. While SOLAR still assigns a completion date equal to the due date, this date is no longer passed to the RSOR database. The RSOR database does not receive the completion date from SOLAR until the order is actually completed. Orders that are cancelled in SOLAR are assigned a completion date of 11/11/1111 by RSOR, and thus excluded from the measures.

Qwest maintained that only about 2 percent of the eastern region orders were affected by this problem, and that the problem did not occur after May 12, 2001. Liberty subsequently issued data requests to clarify, among other things: (a) why the 11/11/1111 completion date was assigned in some but not all cases prior to May 12, 2001, and (b) what safeguards were in place to ensure that the completion dates for non-cancelled orders were accurate, i.e., whether they were changed if the order was not completed on time.

Qwest indicated that the cause of the problem was a software error that resulted in not all cancelled orders being assigned a completion date of 11/11/1111 (and thus properly excluded from the measures). According to Qwest, any order that had multiple activities in one day, including cancellation, would not go through the portion of the EFMT programming logic that assigned the 11/11/1111 date. Any order with only cancellation activity in a given day would have been handled correctly. Since the interface has been rewritten, the logic error no longer exists.

Liberty also asked Qwest to explain more fully the statistics on the nature of the problem that it provided in response to the observation. According to Qwest, original data on orders are stored in RSOR for only 60 days. Qwest therefore had to reconstruct data from the Integrated Data Repository (IDR), and subsequently provided a summary of this data representing all products to Liberty. Qwest’s analysis indicated, for the January to April 2001 period, that 2.1 to 2.9 percent of total retail orders for all products and 3.0 to 4.2 percent of total wholesale orders for all products were cancelled orders without the 11/11/1111 completion date in place. (Liberty’s analysis showed that these percentages would be very slightly higher if the effects of cancelled orders that properly contained the 11/11/1111 date were considered.) In other words, these orders were included in both the denominator and numerator of OP-3 and OP-4, making Qwest’s performance appear better than it was for both CLECs and Qwest retail.

In its comments on this observation, AT&T raised the issue of whether the completion dates on orders that were not cancelled could be inaccurate. Specifically, if completion dates were automatically assigned by SOLAR and passed to RSOR prior to May 2001, it may be possible that completion dates for missed commitments could be inaccurate if they were not changed from being equal to the due dates. Qwest was unable to reconstruct the data to validate whether non-cancelled orders had accurate completion dates. It appeared that there were no safeguards in place to ensure that accurate completion dates were entered into the system to override the one automatically assigned by SOLAR. To the extent that orders were closed manually (as opposed to be being auto-completed, such that the completion date would be automatically updated), it is possible that some orders did have completion dates that were not accurate. With the live feed between SOLAR and RSOR now in place, completion dates are no longer prematurely recorded in RSOR. It is no longer possible for inaccurate completion dates to be automatically carried forward; it is, however, still theoretically possible for manually-closed orders to have completion dates that were not entered correctly.

The programming fix put in place as of May 12, 2001 has corrected the problem of cancelled orders being included in OP-3 and OP4, and results beginning with June 2001 should not be affected. Liberty therefore considers this observation closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decision to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this observation has been fully and completely corrected.  Specifically, Liberty never confirmed with current data that the code fix that supposedly cured the error noted in Observation 1034 (1) did what it was supposed to do, and (2) had no impact on other areas of Qwest’s reported performance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious.  This particularly troublesome because Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the statutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to satisfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.] 

Observation 1036 (Re-termination)

When Qwest plans to undertake a switch conversion, it notifies its customers, who then submit disconnect and re-termination orders to move their LIS trunks from the old Qwest switch to the new one. Coordination between the parties is required to ensure that service is not adversely affected during the conversion process.

In Washington, Liberty identified several LIS trunk re-termination orders that AT&T had included in the OP and PO-5 performance measures, but Qwest had not. Qwest did not include them in PO-5 because Qwest considers re-termination orders to be projects, and projects are excluded from the PO-5 measure.

However, orders deemed to be projects are not excluded from the OP-3, OP-4, OP-6 and OP-15 measures. Qwest excluded these same re-termination orders from those OP measures because human error caused the orders to be improperly coded C40, which resulted in their exclusion as customer misses (this issue was discussed in an interview with Qwest on 2/28/02). These orders showed inward activity, and they should have been included in the OP measures. In fact, Liberty identified several Colorado AT&T LIS trunk orders that appear to be re-termination orders and that Qwest did include in the OP measures (e.g., DENP0103676 and DENP0103679).

Other Issues

Lengthy Completion Intervals

To capture the data required for completed service orders, Qwest extracts information for the current and the prior seven months. Qwest performed a test showing that this method captured 99.9 percent of the completed orders. During the data reconciliation for Colorado, Liberty found two LIS trunk orders that were not reported because they were over eight months old. Liberty was concerned that Qwest’s test may not have been valid for orders that are typically more complex than average, such as those for LIS trunks. Liberty requested that Qwest conduct another test limited to LIS trunk orders to determine the percentage captured during the eight-month interval.

Liberty and Qwest agreed that Qwest would perform an analysis for the months of June, September and December 2001. For each month, Liberty wanted to know the number of LIS trunk orders that had completed during that month, but that had not been included in the performance measures because they had taken longer than eight months to complete. Initially, Qwest was unable to do exactly that. Rather, they were able to analyze the set of orders that had a LIS trunk class of service from the USOC table. Thus, Qwest analyzed a larger group of orders than would appear in the performance reports (which only include orders with LIS product codes). Qwest determined that, from this larger set of orders, 4 orders completing in June took longer than 8 months to complete, 1 order completing in September took longer than 8 months to complete, and one order completing in December took longer than 8 months to complete.

Liberty asked Qwest to further investigate these 6 orders, and Liberty learned the results of Qwest’s analysis during an interview held on 2/20/02. Of the four orders completing in June, two would have been reported in the performance reports except for the 8-month exclusion. (The other two orders were for a change of circuit ID which would have been excluded for no inward activity, and a retail order for a disconnect.) For the month of June 2001, there were 254 LIS trunk orders included in the Qwest regional performance report for OP-3D and OP-3E combined (i.e., this is the sum of the two denominators). Accordingly, for the month of June 2001, 0.8 percent (which is 2/254) of LIS trunk orders were omitted from the OP-3 LIS trunk regional performance results because they completed in more than 8 months.

The one LIS trunk order that took longer than 8 months to complete in September 2001 was also a retail order for a disconnect. Thus, 0.0 percent of the 219 LIS trunk orders were omitted from the OP-3 performance results for September because they completed in more than 8 months.

Finally, the one LIS trunk order that took longer than 8 months to complete in December 2001 would have been reported in the performance reports except for the 8-month exclusion. Accordingly, for December 2001, 0.4 percent of the 275 LIS trunk orders were omitted from the OP-3 performance results for December because they completed in more than 8 months.

Overall, for the 3 months analyzed, 0.4 percent (which is 3/748) of the LIS trunk orders were omitted because they completed in more than 8 months. This low percent appears to Liberty to support Qwest’s view that the 8-month constraint does not significantly distort the performance measure results.

Cross-Boundary Orders

During its analysis of Washington LIS trunk orders, Liberty noticed that AT&T included numerous orders that Qwest did not. These orders are “cross boundary” in the sense that they are for interconnection trunks that originate from an AT&T switch in Oregon and terminate in a Qwest switch in Washington. In response to data request 71-002, Qwest stated that, for purposes of OP-3, OP-4, OP-6, and OP-15, it classifies orders in a state depending on the area code of the main telephone number. These cross boundary orders have an area code in Oregon, so Qwest classifies them in that state for those OP measures. Qwest also stated that, for purposes of PO-5, it classifies orders in a state depending on the customer facility location. Because of this, these cross boundary orders are classified in Washington for PO-5 reporting. For performance reporting, the result is that the cross boundary orders are reported in one state for the OP measures and in another state for the PO-5 measure.

The PID does not provide guidance about the state in which these cross boundary orders should be reported. Although it would be ideal to include each order (for all measures) in only one state report, Qwest applies its procedures uniformly throughout the region, there is no double counting of orders in the measures, and Liberty finds no clear basis for requiring that those procedures be changed.

