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: LT-043007 Siwith Direct
' Bgchelon Telecom, Inc. July 23, 200
Fxhibit No. (RLS-26T)

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISn1un
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

DOCKET NO. 02M-259T

IN THE MATTER OF QWEST CORPORATION'S COLORADO PERFORMANCE
ASSURANCE PLAN

ORDER OF TXIE TNDEPENDENT MONITCOR CONCERNING
PERFORMANCE INDICATOR DEFINITION
P0-20 - MANUAL SERVICE ORDER ACCURACY

1. This Order of the Independent Manitor incorporates the Performance Indicalor
Definition (“PID™} far Manual Service Qrder Acouracy, PO-20, into the Colorado Performance
Assuranca Plan (FCPAP). On Felwuary 11, 2004, the Coloraco Public Utility Commission
(*Commission”) issued an Order directing the Independent Mcnitor to “hold a hearing on the
disputed issues remaining for PO-20" and 10 issue a decision Lhat “ouders Qvrest to implemant
roparting and penalties for migsag for thig new PINL” ' O Maveh 29, 2004, the Indzpendent
Menitor eonductad a hearing consistent with the Comumission’s directive,

2. Az more fully detailed below, the Independent Ionitor orders the incorporation
of PO-20 into the CPAP as proposed by Qwest Corpozation (*1wast™) on March 2, 2004,” with
the following modifications: (1} PO-20 will be designated a: a Tier 1B PII; (2} the “one-
miss” rulz will not be incorporated into PO-20; (3) the 10% payment collar of section 18.8 does

not apply to PO-20; (4) PO-20 will be phased into the CPAP vith escalating performance

! Otdet a1 Second S1x-bonth eview, Owest Corperattan’s Colur wiu Performanss dassranse Piam, DI
No. 02M-230T, at 7 51 {rel. Feb, 11, 2004},

: PO-20 (Expanded) — Maual Service Occer Accuracy — 02 Mar ¢ Qwest Offer, attachment to Qwest
Corperation’s Correctsd Proposed Performance [ndicator Definiion PO-20, I the Maiter of Lwest Corporaiton i
Coldrads Pevzrmance Avswrgnee Flun, DR No, 02ME33T (Mar. 17, 2004,
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standards; and {5) manual servies order aceuracy errors detectel and corrected by Qwest pnor to
service order completion will not cyant toviard “misses” tallied oy PO-20.
A, PO-20 Tier Designation

3. The parties dispute the appropriaie tier designation within the CPAP for BO-20.
Crwest asserts that PO-20 should be assipned to Tier 1C and the: competiyve LECs' argus iat
Tier 1B is required. I ¢onclude that PO-20 should be designated as a Tier 1B PID under the
CPAP,

4, The Commission stared in its June 2002 decision regarding Qwest's compliance
with section 271 of the 1996 Telecommunications Act that “th PID for manuai service ordet
accuracy will be added as a Tier 1B measurs to the CPAP™ 11 August 2003, noting Qwest’s
girmilar recommendaiian, the Commission reiterated its previons statcment that “PO-20 will bz a
Tier 1B measure when it is added to the CP 3
5. (Jwest oW asserts that the Ticr 1B designation for PQ-20 is no longer
appropriate, In support of that proposition, Qwest contends that sinee the paries began
negotiations, PO-20 has undergone sienificant changes. First, the universe of orders exarmined
grew from a random sample of twenty pIders per product RroLp per day acrass the rogien 1o all

manually completed service arders for the ozder types and praducts included in the measure.

* AT&T Commu catinns of the Mounkain States, 1nc. and TCG Calorada, Eschelon Te.ecom, Ine.,
“CTmere Accoss Transmission Services TLC, and MCI Wor dCom Cotr awnications, Inc., tica MFS Tmelenet, Tnu.
teollectively “compelitive LECs) filed a join; provesal for the treatment g PO-2( under th CPAP in oppositioa to
(rwsst’s proposal.  See Joutt Propasal for the Treatment of PO-20 Under “he Colorade Performancs Assurance Flan,
I the Meirer of Owest Corboraiion’s Colorado Performance Assurance Plan, Dkt No. 02M-259T (Mar. 22, 2004),
The competitive LEC: alto participated in the March 29, 2004, hearing,

é Commission Decision Regarding O3, Section 272, Public Intersst, Track A, Change Management
Orocess, and Data Reconciliztion and ommission Decision Repardine tha Camrnission’s Receramendation to the
Federal Comrmuncations Commission Coneerning, Qwest Comporation’s Compliance with Sectien 271, In the Matier
of the Coloraqo Public Uiitiles Cemmizsion’s Recommendtion o the Bt deral Commanivations Crmprission
Regarding Owest Carporation’s Provisicn of In-Region, Inter-LATA Seripes in Colorada, CO2-7LE, p. 73 (rel. oz
g, 20023 (*Ceolorade 271 Drecision™).

; Order Denying Rehearmg, Reargumen, or Reconsidstation, ir the Mater of Qwest Jorporation's

¢ olorada Performance dsyurance Plan, Dict. No. 0OM-235T, 7 14-15 {r+l. Aug, 22, 2003}
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Second, the number of products to be examined under PO-20 expapnded to include Centrex 21
and seven additional uchbundled Joops. Third, the tields of the Local Service Ruyuests (“LSR™)
examined by PO-20 grew from elcven in the original measure t2 thirly-nine. Lastly, Qwest notes
thar, & “safcty nat” feature was added to reduce the potential impact Lo a competitive LEC’s end
user customers of the “misses” measurad by PO-20. The combned effect of all these changes,
according to Qwest, i3 that the current PO-20 is effectively a “new” PID and shon]d be
considered “in a fresh light.”

b. The competitive LECs argue that the Commissian has already established the ticr
designation for PO-20 as Tier 1B and that there is 1o reagon for the Independent Monitor to alter
that decision. The competitive LECs further assert that the errors measurcd by PO-20 affect loop
products that are normally eareporized as Tier 14 and that the Commission was generous to only
require Qwest to apply the standards of Tier 1B to PO-20.

7. As mentioned previously, I vonclude that 'G-27 will be a Tier 1B measure nnder
the CDAP. With the excaption of the “safery net” argament. {Iwesi's concern about PO-20%s
Tier 1B designation focuses on the increased rmmber of misses that can result from the “new”™
PO-20"s examination of 2 multitude of orders, ficlds, and procuct calegolies coupled with the
higher level of penalty payniCits for Tier 1B violations versus Tier 1C. [ am not persuaded
however thar the scepe of the fields reviswed, the number of crders and products examnined, ot
the increased potertial frequency of errors are valid consideradons when determining the pruper
tier designation of & PID under the CPAP. PO-20 is designed to measute the errors that Qwest
‘nterjects into the processing of a competitive LEC"s electronically provided service order when
Owest manually enters those orders into Qwest’s intemal pre visioning systems. Those orders, if

processed slectronicaliy, would have been subject to measure ments that are either Tier 1A or
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Tict 1B. There is no indicaticn in previeus Commissicn pronorneements that the number of date
points to examine was a factot in its desiguation of PO-20 as a Tisr 1B PID. Furthermors, there
is 1o cvidence in this recard that the number of potential misses to a PID dictates the
appropriateness of a particular ter designation. As such, there s no support 1 “downgrade’” the
tmportance of the orders measured by PO-20 10 Tier 1C.

B. [ am not persuaded by Qwest’s arguments thar the changes in wlzt Is now being
reasured by PO-20 merits a modification of the Commission’s previous conclusion thal PO-20,
when incorpotated info the CPAP, would be a Tier 1B measure. Censequently, 1 designate PO-
40 as a Tier 1B measure under the CPAP.

B. “Omne-Miss” Rule

Q. The parties dispute whether PO-20 should inch:de & “one free miss™ provision.
Qwest arguss that it should be permitted “one free miss” wher: a competitive LEC’s order
volumes in a particular month are wenly vrders or less. The competitive LECs assert that
becaase the “one froe mioe” language ig alrzady in the CPAP, the issug of ingorporating such a
provision inte PO-20 is moot. The competitive LECs further 1dd that the “ore frae miss™
cxclusion applies only for Tier 1A mezsures.

10.  Given my assignment of PO-20 to Tier 1B, the incorporation of a “one miss role”
in PO-20 is denied. The applicability of such exelusion 1o Tier 1B measurements is unwatranted
given the dearth of evidence in the record to suppart this char.ge and the Commission®s previous
conclusion tha: the “one miss mle” is only available for Tier | A meagurements, 1iurther note
that the CPAP’'s “one miss rile” applies only when these ars ten or fewer occurrences a month.
(pwest’s request therefore snrpasses even what the Commission had previously determined 23 an

appropriate standard for the exclusion to apply.
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C. Application of 10% Collar

11, Cwest recorttiends that PO-20 shl::u]d he subject o th “10% collar” provision of
section 18.8 of the CPAP.® Section 18.8 limirs Qwest’s payments 10 affeeted competitive LECs
to 10% sbove the payments Qwest would have made to those entities if & change in the CPAP
during the six-month review process had not occurred. The cormpetitive LECs argue that none of
the PO-20 changes ordered by the Commission apply to sectior. 18.8 af the CPAP and, therefore,
ike 10% collar should not apply. I conclude that the application of the 2 0% eollar 1s not
appraptiate for the incorporation of FO-20 into the CPAF.

12.  As noted previously, Qwest was required to “work with imterested partics o
complete development of a PID for manual service order entry” as part of Qwest’s section 271
approval process | Qwest and the parties failed to reach & consensus on PO-20 by carly 2004 and
the Commisgion direcied the Independent Monitor to conduct 2 hearing, to resolve the
qutsianding issues, and to order the incorpo ation of PO-20 into the CPAP. Because P(-20 did
ot arise et of fhe CPAP'S six-monh review process but fror the Commission’s appreval of
Qnwest’s section 271 application, section 18.8 of the CPAP das not apply. Consequertly,
payments made pursuant to PO-20 arc not subject 10 the 10%% vollar limitation of CPAP sechon
18.8.

D. PO-20 Benchmark Standard
11, Qwest proposes that the benchmark standatd for mapual service order accaracy

measured by PO-20 should bz 95%. The competitive LECs srgue thal a 99% standard js more

: Section 18,8 of ths CPAP statss, in part:
18.8 Qwest shall caloulate separatsly, payments owned moder the CPAP that do not include
changes made at the sixsuionth Tevicw {“bageline CPAPF) and peymznts owed under a CPAP
revsed to reflect changes mede at the six-month review {reviged CPAP"). If payments calerlated
under the revised CPAP gre more than ] 10%¢ of paymerts caloulered undsr the baszline CPAP,
(west shall lipit payments to the atfected CLEC: aund to the Spacial Fund to 2 10% Increase
[%10% collar™) akuve the votal baseline CPAP pajmert [jability,



07-33/2004 FRI 07:40 FAX L4500
o1

appropriate. ] conclude that neither is wholly satistactory and Jetermine that an escalating
sandard from 95% to 96% 1o 97% will provide (Jwest with the proper ipveutive to minimize the
levels of human ertor on a going-forward hasis while still accounting for the inevitability of such
mistakes.

14.  Quwest seeks to have a benchmark standard of 92, In support of that pusitton,
Qwest cites the 95% benchmarks used to judge merugl order azeuracy of SBC-8W, BellSouth,
and Verizon. Qwest also argues that only PIDs generally associated with glectronic systems or
processes. or pateway availability approach or excesd performance measures of 99%. Third,
(Qwest argues that the magnitude of the LIR fields meagared will greatly increase the
opportupity for error and that the potential for error will contir e to grow as additional phases of
PO-20 are implementad. T.astly, Qwest asssTls that the competitive LECs have not proven that a
frilure to meet a service order aceuracy standard would result in harm to their end user that
would justity any standard, let alone ihe 55% one they propogs.

15.  The competitive LECs argue that 2 95% benchnark standard for manual service
order aceuracy does not adequately minimize end user harm. The competitive LECs estimate
thar at a 5% error raie, Qwest could make approximately 400 service order cIrors that harm
customers each month in Colorado without incurring a single CPAP payment. Given that end
user customiers may upjustifiably blame competitive LECs for any problems experienced when
switching from Qrwest, an error at (ks critical ;uncturs may hizrm ot only the competitive LEC
whe “wor” the customer but also the competitive market place a3 a whole. Accordingly, the
competitive LECs assert that a 99% standard would provide (Qwest with the proper incentive Lo
avoid, detect, and correct manual service order afmrs prior to jmpacting the competitive LECS’

end user customers.,

? See Colorado 271 Decision, p. T4,
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16. 1 conclude that a gradual escalation of a performance standard for manual service
arder accuracy places the proper ncentives on (rwest and adequately protecls W competitive
marketplace for telecommunications services. When viewed in the abstract, a 95% benchmark is
2 high standard for processes that involve human intervention. However, even a 5% variance
from perfect may resull ina disproportionate impact 10 competitive LECs and their customers.
As an example, the competitive LECs cite an event invelving F'schelon and Qwest in Minnescta
where a single errar introduced by Qwest into a single figld resulted in the loss of a $300,000.00
per year customear 10 Eschelon.

17.  1am not convinced however that a 99% accuracy szzndard would have necessarily
prevented that incident, ror has any parly argued that it might have. Arguably, if Qwest were
capable of meeting & 830 accuracy standard for PO-20, the pe ssibility of such an eccurrence
would diminish significantly. T further acknowledge that harm to a competitive LEC and its end
\ger custamer is foreseeahle when Qwest mislakenly enters inzorreet data fromn an LSR inw the
(ywest processing systoms, In the end, a balance mist he strue’s between the potential impact to
thz competitve LEC and its end nser customer and the cost to Qwest to obtain a specifie level of
ACCUTACY.

18.  The standards under the CPAP must create the preper incentives to further the
goals of the CPAP. Anything else either unfeirly disadvantages one party or unjustifiable
henefits another. The gravamen of my decision is that when raanually processing competitve
LEC orders to contom to Qwest’s intemna! provisioning systems, Qwest should “do no harm.”
Consequently, Qwest should have the proper inceptive ta enter, Teview, and correct the daia
received from the competitive LECs LSRs to the best of iis ahility. Given that over time

autormated systems for ervor detection will evolve and Qwest s level of performance will
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increase, the accaracy standard for PG-20 skould also increase. This will encourage Qwest to
reduce the number of orders that recuite manual processing and to reZine their error detey e
and comeciion systeis.

19.  Accordinglv, T determine that the accuracy standard for PO-20 wiil escalate under

the following schedule:

557, Performance Standard | 96% Performarce Standard | 97% Performance Standard |
August 1, 2004 | February 1, 2008 August 1, 2005 |

hr

2. Additionally, as currently proposed, PO-20 treals all errors as “misses” regardless
of whether Qwest or a competitive LEC discovers those errors. Penalizing Qwest for finding and
correcting errors as parl of its internal quality control mechanizms before the competitive LEC's
end usor customer 15 impacted is Inconsista with creating an “neentive for Qwest Lo resolve
those errors. 1 conclude that errors measured by PO-20 that Qwest discovers and corrects prior
to order completion and nonfication by a compatitive LEC of ‘hat error shall not be treated as a
cpniss® rmder PO-20. 1 further order that the PSON precess ¢k auld eontinue witil such time as
Qwest and the competitive LECs no long consider it necessar to ensure Qwest’s manual SeTVice
Order AGCUTEACY.

E. PO-20 Phase-In Period

21.  (west recommends thar PO-20 be implemented ir. four phases to begin on May 1,
2004, The competitive LECs argue that the Commission ghor:ld reject Qwest’s proposal i@
“phase-in” PO-20 becanse its implementation has already beex delaved significantly. The
competitive LECs add that Qwest’s justifications for more delay are based on undisclosed
“reporting issnes” which the competitive LECs assert Qwest could correct through sapplemental

reporting as jt has done in the past.
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1 conclude that a phased approach for the inclusion of all of the measurements of

TO-20 is appropriare. The record does not retlect thar (Jwest his the abilily v sfectively

irnplement the measurements of PO-20 on a more accelerated tme table.

mepsuTements included in Phase 1 of the PO-20 roll-out includ: the fields most Likely toresultin -

Furthermore, the

hatm to a competitive LEC’3 end user customer if mistakenly inpus intg Qwest's provisioning

systems, Therefore, the campetitjve LEC’s and their end user customers receive the larpest

benefit in the quickest manrer. While subsequent phases of P-20 review important and crifical

data Tor mistakes, the magnitude of the poiential castomers imsacted by an error on Qwest’s part

does not appear from the record 1o be as great asin Phaze 1.

23,

1 also conclude that it is appropriate for Qrest 12 have some time to test the

imeasurements examined under BO-20 (i.¢., “burn-in” period). I agree with the compctitive

LECs that there has been siznificant delay in the implementation of PO-20, and have

consequentiy accelerated the overall deployment of 1O-20 neer the CPAP. The phase in

scheduls for PO-20 is as follows:

. First Reporting | Firs: Periormence First Penalty
Burn-In Peniod "lonth Report Payment Report
May, June, July . , November 30,
Phase 1 3004 Angust 2004 Octaber 31, 2004 2004
Seprember,
Phase 2 October, Degember 2004 | Febwuary 28, 2003 | Mareh 31,2005
November 2004
Tanuary,
Phase 3 February, March Aprii 2005 Tune 30, 2005 July 31. 2005
2005
May, June, July i u Movember 31,
B Phase 4 7005 Augusi 2005 Octaber 31, 2065 05
24, Asanasice, Tnote that the phased deploymen. of PO-20 does not affect the

aceuracy standard schedule

[ have established for PO-20. It iz presumed that Qwest will strive

o1
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for accuracy in all manually entered data not just for those particular fields being reviewed under
the PO-20 performance metri¢ at that time.
F. The “Safety Net”

75, In2002, Qwest began offering reports, Pending Service {Order Notifications
(“PSCONs™). to requesting competitive LECs that contained cerain selected service order
information that the competitive LECs could compare to data received in other (west reports.
Qurest considers the PSONS 10 be a part of the “safety pet™ tha: Qwest provides to correct
service-affeeting errars before a competitive LEC’s end user cstomer is impacted.

26.  The competitive LECs argue that the PSONs ur fairly shift the burden of Quwest’s
quality contro] from Qwest to the competitive LEC3. Qwest presents the PSON process as “an
opportmity for a CLHC 10 teview the PRON to identiZy an error prior to due date and 1o ask
(Qwest to correct that [error]™® and also as “an opportunity for [a sompetitive LEC] to Jook at the
service order intormation and to add 1o the existing Qwest quelity azsurance proces ses*® [agree
(it the PEON reports offer an “oppertunity” for additional grality control, But the PSON
reports shoald not shift Qnwest’s responsibility for ensuring the accuacy of manually processsd
atders. Consequently, T am pot persuaded that this “opporumLy” jmpecls Qwest's reporting,
ohligztiens under PO-20.

G. Additional Matters

27, Along with and subsequent to the filing of the pariies’ pest-hearing briefs, Qwest

and the competitive LECs filed several additional motions an pleadings under this docket. The

o'y matter that is appropriate for me to decide at this time is the competitive LEC’s motion 1o

# Hearng Tukseript, Ie tie Matter of Qwert Corporaion's Colorado Performance Axsurance Plan, Dkt, o,
02M-259T, pp. 27-2% (Mar. 29, 2004).
* Jd mtp. 29,
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waive the thirty-page limit for pleadings filed with its pt‘rét_é—hn:ﬂ::bg brief.” I grant the
competitive LEC"s motion for waiver of the C{}mlniﬂsidn";é thirty-page limit for its posl-hewing

briet.

Respectfully submitied,

¥ rank G. [.amancusa
Indcpendent Monitor

April 28, 2004

° Motion to Waive 30-Page Limit of the Commissien’s R.ules. of P-actice and Procedure, Rule 723-1-
T2, I the Martar of Cost Corpoeration s Colorade Ferjormace Avsurunve Pla, Dkt Mo, 02N 259T (Apr
12, 2004). =



