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Report on Qwest Performance M easur e Data Reconciliation for Washington

Fourth Report on Qwest Performance
M easur e Data Reconciliation - Washington

|. Introduction

The Liberty Consulting Group (Liberty) is performing for the ROC a “data vadidation to resolve
any debates concerning the accuracy of performance data emanating from particular ROC PIDs”
(ROC Change Regquest #20.) [Covad comment: This is a criticad datement that Liberty later
ignores.  Specificdly, the focus of the Liberty recondliation is the data emanating from the
PIDs. In other words, what is at issue is the accuracy of Owest’s data and whether it can prove
that that data is accurate and relidble. Rather than focus soldly on QOwest’s performance data and
the burden of proof it bears with respect thereto, Liberty shifts the burden inappropriaely to
CLECs to demondrate that Owedt’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
sarvice 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 demondrated inaccuracies in Qwest's
reported performance results as these measures were defined in the PID. [Covad comment:
While Covad commends Libety on the work it has peformed in connection with the data
reconciliation, it is clear that the levd of detal and effort required to fully, compledy and
adequately determine whether Owest correctly reports its performance data, was not_undertaken.
For example, Covad requested that Liberty investigate whether OQwest appropriately required
Covad to supplement orders.  This request was made because Covad saw numerous instances in
the orders included in the reconciliaion where Owest 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 cdl waiting, cdler ID, etc. This is an important
issue snce the (1) inddlation intervd darts with receipt of a “complete and accurate’ LSR; and
(2) supplementation not only extends the tota inddlation time but dso increases Covad's costs
due to extended employee time supposedly correcting and supplementing the LSR.  While
Liberty did issue a data request to Owest on this issue it does not appear that it actudly
investigated this issue on a data bass to determine whether Owest 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 repeasted here. Liberty issued its firs 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 aresult of dl of the data reconciliation work.

The scope of the data reconciliagtion work usng information from the date 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, confidentid spreadsheets will be sent to Qwest and individudly to AT&T and Covad.
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The report dso updates the status of the observation reports issued as a result of earlier data
reconciliation work.
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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 dl the same problems that had been
identified in earlier data reconciligtion work and documented in observation reports. [Covad
comment:  Did Liberty verify that Owest actudly implemented proposed fixes for the flaws and
arors in its daa reporting agang actud commercid data generated after implementation of that
fix, or did Libety smply rdy on sample code changes/fixes and representations of additiond
traning? As of the Colorado Second Technica Conference on performance data, Liberty had
not checked any new data to determine the efficacy and actud implementation of the Owest
proposed fixes. Is that true dso 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 bass of
a_supposed code change or correction or additiond training, why did Liberty bedieve that was
aufficent?  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 actud CLEC data, so how or why could Liberty assume that a code review would
fix that problem? Likewise, sSnce one of the problems Liberty identified (Observation 1029 --
excluson of Covad ordes due to “CLEC unknown”) was the result of a code fix Owest
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 Owest’s reported performance?
Findly, KPMG opened an exception that specificdly rased as a concern the fact that Qwest
rdies an inordinate _amount on additiond training when atempting to resolve problems or
deficiencies identified in_connection with the OSS teding. 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 smdl number of records for which Liberty concluded that
Qwest's trestment for performance measures were incorrect and that did not fall under one of the
previoudy identified issues. [This realy 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 Owes treated incorrectly.  However, Owedt’s treatment _of Covad's orders
was incorrect a materidly significant percentage of thetime]

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 dates and differed from that previoudy described to Liberty. More specificdly,
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 dates,
Liberty found customer-caused miss codes entered for orders in which the due date had been
met. Liberty is invedigating this matter as part of the resolution of Observation 1031. [Covad
comment: Does this issue impact PIDs other than OP-47]

For AT&T, Libety dso found ggnificant 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 previoudy been found. In some ingtances, 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 Obsarvation 1036. In severd
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
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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.
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11. Results of Data Reconciliation — Covad

Liberty examined a large (well over 300) sample of Covad line-sharing orders for reconciliation
to OP-4, inddlation interval. Qwest and Covad agreed on the numerator and denominator for 24
percent of the orders. For 53 percet 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 tha the information from Qwest and
Covad conflicted s0 as to prevent reconciliation.  [Covad comment: Liberty should provide a
gpecific and individudized percentage breskdown for each of the three categories that add up to
the 53%. Paticularly for the orders for which the information conflicted, this percentage is
highly relevant because it means that Covad's documentation fully supported its interva
cdculations and thus could be deemed by the Commisson 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 conssted of retall orders reported under wholesale results (Observation 1026),
orders reported complete a second time in a different month (Obsarvation 1027), and orders not
reported because the CLEC designation was “unknown” (Observation 1029). [Covad comment:
How can Liberty conclude that Owest’s peformance reporting is not materidly inaccurate when
Owest incorrectly treated 23% of Covad's line shared orders? There is absolutdly no principled
bass upon which Libety 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 eror that did not fal under these previoudy defined issues was one in
which there were saverd agpplications and reections followed by a customer cancelation before
the sarvice had been inddled. [Wha was the actud 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 thisfinding?

Liberty dso examined a lage (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 trestment, or that the information from Qwest and Covad
conflicted so as to prevent reconciliation. [Covad comment:  Liberty should provide a specific
and ndividualized percentage breskdown for each of the three categories that add up to the 39%.
Paticularly for the orders for which the information conflicted, this percentage is highly relevant
because it means that Covad's documentation fully supported its interva caculaions 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.  [Actudly,
that may not be a correct satement since the percentage of conflicting orders should be held
agangt Owest since it bears the burden of proof to affirmatively prove that it treated Covad's
orders correctly.] Thee erors conssted of previoudy 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
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included a duplicate order for the same purchase order.  [What was the source of this error? Did
it impact any PIDs other than OP-47]

Findly, Liberty examined a large (nearly 300) sample of line-sharing orders for reconciliation to
PO-5, timdiness 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
inconsstent and no concluson could be reached  [Covad comment: Liberty should provide a
specific and individudized percentage breakdown for each of the three categories that add up to
the 51%. Paticularly for the orders for which the information conflicted, this percentage is
highly rdlevant because it means tha Covad's documentation fully supported its interva
caculations and thus could be deemed by the Commisson as evidence that Owedt treated an
order incorrectly. Please provide the specific percentages.]

Liberty concluded that Qwest was incorrect on 28 percent of the PO-5 records. Mogt of these (23
percent of the totd) 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 materialy inaccurate when Qwest incorrectly trested B% (and possibly more) of
Covad's PO-5 orders? There is absolutely no principled bass 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 fal within Observation 10307 Please provide] Liberty closed this observation as
documented in the lagt 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 tota) orders because it classfied the order as having a nondandard interva
(Observation 1034). [Covad comment: 4% of the total for the month of May or the tota 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 slandards and percentages. A 4% deviation from a
paticular standard is not minima, as Liberty appears to suggest.]  This observation has dso 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 claify
how this differs from the finding that the informaion is incondudve. Additiondly, what was
the source of error for the 1% of orders that Qwest incorrectly reported?]
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V. Resultsof 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 podtion. The results for OP-4 generdly 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).

Findly, for PO-5, Liberty did not find any problems with Qwest’ s treatment of the records.
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V. Statusof Observations and Exceptions
Exception 1046

Exception 1046 reported a programming problem that affected OP-15 and designed service
products. Liberty previoudy closed this exception report. [Covad disagrees with Liberty's
decison 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 completdy resolved.  Additiondly,
Owest 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 sufficent to satisfy its
obligations under Section 271 of the Act. This key reguirement of the Act has not been

sidfied ]

Observation 1026

Observation 1026 identified retail orders that were being included in performance reports as
wholesde orders. Liberty found that performance measures from July 2001 and forward were
free of this problem and previoudy 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
remans inaccurate.  For the data for July forward, Liberty never confirmed with current data that
the code fix that supposedly cured the eror 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 particulaly
problematic because Owest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the
satutory conditions for entry; representations that “X” or “y” will happen in the future is not
aufficient to saidfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act. This key requirement of the Act
has not been satisfied.]

Observation 1027

Obsarvation 1027 identified various orders that were included and counted in more than one
month. Previoudy 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 decison 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 completdly corrected. Specificaly, Liberty never confirmed with current daa
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 Owest’s ieported performance.  Thus,
while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious. This particulaly
troublesome because Owest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the
datutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will _happen in the future is not
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aufficient 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 eror rate (about 15 percent) in the meant
time-to-repar (MTTR), or repar duration, used by Qwest in caculaing its MR-6 measure for
AT&T in Nebraska In its earlier reconciliation work, Liberty found that Qwest’s overdl eror
rate of about 3 percent in Arizona, when viewed done, was within the range of a reasonable
human eror 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 rature and frequency of errors, Liberty conducted an andysis 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 aso requested information on
Qwest’s compliance review and coaching programs to ascertain whether such programs could be
effective. Materids provided by Qwest included checklists of areas to be examined during the
semi-annua  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
centra office, proper hilling and rebate coding, sufficiency of work force, and vaid no access
time used on tickets. Qwest also provided ticket review worksheets and process guides on
various aspects of trouble ticket adminigtration.

Liberty’'s general assessment of the materid was that the compliance reviews and coaching
programs did not appear to be of the scope and focus that would minimize sgnificantly the kind
of erors found during data reconciligtion. During its analyds, Liberty had found tha the errors
in MTTR were generdly 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 adminidrative technicians respongble for verifying and reconciling  ticket
higories. Qwest’'s compliance reviews and coaching programs were smply not geared to focus
on these troublesome aress.

Qwest subsequently provided Liberty with additiond 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,
Adminidrative Technicians, and Cusomer Communication Technicians recaived additiond
traning and documentation on guiddines for handling no access time and for providing
information to customers as part of the ticket restoration pocess. 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 eror rate in MTTR, it cawnot substantiate those effects at this time. Liberty therefore
recommends that the error rate be the subject of any future monitoring work. Liberty is satisfied
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that Qwest has teken podtive seps to reduce the levd of erors found during the data
reconciliation work, and condders this obsarvation closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s
decison to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the
problem giving rise to this obsarvation, particularly snce KPMG very dealy sated that Owed’s
heavy reliance on additiond training suggests a broken process that no training can correct
(Exception 3086). Additiondly, Owest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance
with the gtatutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is
not sufficient to satidfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act. This key requirement of the
Act has not been satisfied.]

Observation 1029

Obsarvation 1029 noted the excluson of certain CLEC line-sharing orders because the CLEC
was unknown. Liberty evaduated Qwest’s solution to the problem, confirmed that the improperly
excluded orders were included, and, as previoudy reported, consdered the observation to be
closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decison to close this obsarvation in the absence of a
review of recent data to ensure tha the problem giving rise to this observation has been fully and
completely corrected.  Specificdly, 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 Owedt’s reported
performance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious.

This is particularly troublesome because Owest 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 saidfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act.  This key
requirement of the Act has not been satified.]

Observation 1030

Observation 1030 noted that Qwest falled to report a number of Covad's Firm Order
Commitment (FOC) records because the dtate code was not automatically logged for those
transactions. Qwest acknowledged that there was a problem. However, Qwest stated that only a
sndl percentage of the transactions were not recorded. Qwest indicated that the issue was
caused by a code bresk in EDI 6.0 related to unbundled loop processing. Qwest aso indicated
that affected cusomers 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 manualy populate the state code.

AT&T commented that, snce PO-2, PO-3A-1, PO-3B-1, PO-3C-1 and PO-4C dl require date
codes, it was highly likdy that these performance results were inaccurate. AT&T dso expressed
concern with the time the “bresk” occurred and whether, in months prior to July 2001, CLECs
usng EDI 6.0 had inaccurate performance results for PO-5 because of this problem. Findly,
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AT&T requested that Qwest's process ensure that dl 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 sgnificant 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 FO-2,
PO-3, PO-4, and PO-5, and tha it primarily affects unbundled loops, but aso affects line
sharing.

Liberty conducted interviews with Qwest personnd and issued a number of daa requests
concerning this issue. Qwest responded and addressed the concerns of AT&T and Liberty. Qwest
acknowledged that “code bresk” 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
equa 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 bresk” could have disproportionately affected some CLECs
performance. According to Qwest, Covad during this period was a large user of unbundied loops
and that would explain the disproportionate impact on them. As to AT&T's concern with the
impact of the “code bresk” on other PIDS, Qwest sated that its solution would address the
problems for PO-2, PO-3, PO-4, and PO-5.

On the bass 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 congders this observation closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s decison to close this
obsarvation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the problem giving rise to this
obsarvation has been fully and completely corrected.  Specificaly, 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 Owest’s reported
peformance.  Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it was efficacious.

This paticularly troublesome because Owest 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 sufficent to saidy 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 severa different types of anomdies regarding the information in WFAC, the SOMC, and
how they are used in performance measure reporting.
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Qwest responded to this observation on January 24, 2002. Qwest stated that it had re-evauated
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 dso dated that, in
evauating the data from the three dtates 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 fidd, and individudly reviewed SOMC coding with
each 1SC representatives responsible for the coding errors identified.

Liberty has reviewed the atachments Qwest provided with its observation response and
evduated the manner in which Qwest improved its procedures and retrained its I1SC
representatives. Liberty conducted its own evauation of the LIS trunk orders from Arizona to
vaidate Qwest’'s satement 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 cusomer misses. Libety found that 4 of the orders had been
jeopardized by Qwest wdl after the origind due date, with no support in ther WFAC logs
showing that AT&T had caused a miss of that due date. Liberty aso found that Qwest had
excluded 3 other orders as customer misses, even though the orders had aso been jeopardized to
Qwed, thus violating Qwest’'s own Jeopardy Coding Job Aid procedures. In addition, Liberty
found that there was no support a dal in the WFAC logs for the jeopardies applied to 2 other
orders, and that the SOMC field was blank in one additiona order that had been excluded as a
customer miss.

For Washington LIS trunk orders, Qwest included severd 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 dates and differed from that previoudy described to Liberty. More specificdly,
Qwest had indicated that the service order miss code (SOMC) field was only populated n cases
where the due date had been missed. [Covad comments. |s this due to human error or some
other type of eror?] 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 dated 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 conclusonsto 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 provisoning intervad was grester than the thencurrent standard
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inddlation 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. Origindly Liberty thought believed the percentage of orders
affected was more dgnificant. But after additiond andyss 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 aso counted, the percentage is even lower. [What
does that mean? Wheat isthe “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) fidd on the service order. [Covad
comment: Did Liberty redly ddve into these orders knowing that the cause was human error?
This issue is of particular concern to Covad since, based on Owedt’s RSOR files for Covad's
WA line shared orders, each and every order “dropped out” and the “L” code was manudly
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; dso need assurances of training on the
improved documentation and verification of current compliance]

Liberty adso invesigated 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 fdls into the generd caegory of human errors documented in
KPMG's Observation 3086. However, on the bads of Liberty’s additional analysis of Colorado
and Washington orders showing a lower percentage than had been thought to be the case, and the
evaduation of the seps 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 decison to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure
that _the problem giving rise to this observation, paticularly snce KPMG ey cealy dated that
Owes's heavy rdiance on additiond training suggests a broken process that no training can
correct (Exception 3086).  Additionaly, Owest 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 saidfy its obligations under Section 271 of the Act. This key
requirement of the Act has not been satisfied.]

Observation 1033

Observation 1033 sated that there were instances where Qwest personnel determined the order
goplication date/time incorrectly for OP-4 LIS trunk performance measurement reporting
purposes. In some ingances, Qwest failed to change the gpplication 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 gpplication date because of uncertainty as to whether or not the gpplication was “complete
and accurate’ asisrequired in the definition section of the PID.
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In addition, Liberty determined that severd 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’ sreview of the data Covad provided too late for inclusion in the Arizonareport.

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 irrdlevant, that Qwest’s errors may net out to asmadl 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 dso 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 qudity
control reviews did not begin until July 2001, that qudity control reports are only kept for 30
days (unless a problem is identified), and that no qudity control reviews were avalable a 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 dtated that it does not plan to correct historica results because the errors were
minimd, it is a Qwest policy not to dter closed records, and dtering records in PANS but not the
origina records would create inconsstencies. In response to data request 65-3, Qwest stated that
the only performance measures that could be impacted by the gpplication date problem are PO-
5D and OP-4. Findly, 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 tran personned in properly determining the agpplication date, and the Qwest
gpplication date methods and procedures. Liberty reviewed those documents, and found that they
clearly described the gpplication date and how it should be determined, included examples, and
were dl internaly consstent. Liberty consders this observetion to be closed, but recommends
that Qwest retain its quality control reports for a period of at least a year and that gpplication 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, paticularly snce KPMG very cealy dated that Qwest's heavy
reliance on additiond training suggests a broken process that no training can correct (Exception
3086). Additionaly, Qwest is obligated to provide present evidence of compliance with the
datutory conditions for entry; representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not
aufficient 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
ater May 2001, and, as previoudy reported, considered this observation to be closed. [Covad
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disagrees with Liberty’s decison 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 completdy
corrected.  Specificdly, Libety 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 Qwedt’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 satutory conditions for entry;
representations that “x” or “y” will happen in the future is not sufficient to saidfy 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 GP-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 (lowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota). Qwest has
indicated that the problem was resolved as of May 12, 2001, but al results prior to June 2001 for
the five dates were affected. Liberty saw no evidence of the problem in Arizona or Colorado,
and has found no reason to conclude tha the problem was limited to anything other than these
five dates.

An order coming through SOLAR is initidly assigned a completion date equa to the due dae
(gnce the fidd cannot be blank). Previoudy, 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 red time connection between SOLAR and RSOR
with new RSOR ERTP (Eastern red time process) programs, replacing the EFMT interface
programs and diminating the problem. While SOLAR 4ill assgns a completion date equd 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 actualy completed. Orders that are
cancdled in SOLAR are assgned 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 (8 why the 11/11/1111 completion date was
assigned in some but not al 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 tha had multiple activities in one day,
including cancellation, would not go through the portion of the EFMT programming logic thet
assigned the 11/11/1111 date. Any order with only cancdlation activity in a given day would
have been handled correctly. Since the interface has been rewritten, the logic error no longer
exigs.
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Liberty dso asked Qwest to explan more fully the datistics 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 recondtruct data from the Integrated Data
Repository (IDR), and subsequently provided a summary of this data representing dl products to
Liberty. Qwest’s andyss indicated, for the January to April 2001 period, that 2.1 to 2.9 percent
of tota retal orders for al products and 3.0 to 4.2 percent of total wholesde orders for dl
products were cancelled orders without the 11/11/1111 completion date in place. (Liberty’s
andyss showed that these percentages would be very dightly 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. Specificaly, 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 equa to the due dates. Qwest was unable to recondruct the data to vaidate whether
non-cancelled orders had accurate completion dates. It appeared that there were no safeguards n
place to ensure that accurate completion dates were entered into the system to override the one
automatically assgned by SOLAR. To the extent that orders were closed manudly (as opposed
to be being auto-completed, such that the completion date would be automaticaly updeted), 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 automaticaly carried
forward; it is, however, dill theoreticaly possble for manudly-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 cancdled
orders being included in OP-3 and OP4, and results beginning with June 2001 should not be
affected. Liberty therefore condders this observation closed. [Covad disagrees with Liberty’s
decison to close this observation in the absence of a review of recent data to ensure that the
problem giving rise to this obsarvation has been fully and completdy corrected.  Specificaly,
Liberty never confirmed with current data that the code fix that supposedly cured the error noted
in Obsarvation 1034 (1) did what it was supposed to do, and (2) had no impact on other areas of
Qwed’s reported performance. Thus, while Liberty reviewed the code, it did not confirm that it
was efficacious.  This particularly troublesome because Owest is obligated to provide present
evidence of compliance with the satutory conditions for entry; representations that “xX” or “y”
will _happen in the future is not sufficient to satidfy 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 converson, it notifies its customers, who then submit
disconnect and re-termination orders to move their LIS trunks from the old Qwest switch to the
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new one. Coordination between the parties is required to ensure that service is not adversdy
affected during the conversion process.

In Washington, Liberty identified severd LIS trunk re-termination orders that AT&T hed
included in the OP and PO-5 performance measures, but Qwest had not. Qwest did not include
them in PO-5 because Qwest consders 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 excluson as
cusomer 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 cepture 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 vdid for orders that are typicadly 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 peform an andyss 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
peformance measures because they had taken longer than eight months to complete. Initidly,
Qwest was unable to do exactly that. Rather, they were able to andyze the set of orders that had
a LIS trunk class of service from the USOC table. Thus, Qwest andyzed 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
Qwed’s andysis 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 excluson. (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 regiona performance report for OP-3D and OP-3E combined
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(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 regiond
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 aso
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.

Finaly, the one LIS trunk order that took longer than 8 months to complete in December 2001
would have been reported in the peformance reports except for the 8-month excluson.
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.

Ovedl, 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 gppears to Liberty to
support Qwest’s view thet the 8-month congraint does not significantly distort the performance
messure results.

Cross-Boundary Orders

During its andyds 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 thet 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 classfies 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
classfies them in that state for those OP measures. Qwest also stated that, for purposes of PO-5,
it classfies orders in a date depending on the customer facility location. Because of this, these
cross boundary orders are classfied in Washington for PO-5 reporting. For performance
reporting, the result is that the cross boundary orders are reported in one date for the OP
mesasures 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 ided to include each order (for dl measures) in only one dtate
report, Qwest gpplies 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.
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