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PROCEEDI NGS

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be on the record. W're
here this morning, Friday, April 26, 2002 in the fina
day of our hearing in docket UT 003022 and UT 003040,
which is Qunest's Section 271 SGAT proceedi ng here in
Washi ngt on.

I am Ann Rendahl, the Administrative Law Judge
presiding with Chairwoman Marilyn Showalter
Commi ssioner Richard Henstad, and Conmi ssioner Patrick
Oshie. And we have two witnesses in person, and one on
the bridge line.

For those of you -- why don't we have those of
you on the bridge line state your appearances. | guess
I am not sure we need to repeat appearances. Everyone
is basically the sane here this norning with the
exception of M. Dixon, who will not be with us.

Starting with M. Connolly.

MR, CONNOLLY: Good norning, Your Honor
Ti mot hy Connol |y for AT&T.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. And M. Thonpson,
are you there?

MR, THOWPSON: Yes, Your Honor. | amsorry.
Jeffrey L. Thonpson with Qnest.

JUDGE RENDAHL: 1s there anyone el se on the
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bridge line this norning?

MS. ANDERL: Lisa Anderl with Quest.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's begin, M. Doberneck,
wi th your presentation.

MS. DOBERNECK: We have dealt with a nunber of
rather dry issues during the course of this proceeding,
and | think change managenent happens to be one of the
dryer that this Comr ssion needs to address.

Despite its somewhat |ack of exciting el enents,
change nanagenent matters a great deal for two reasons;
one is just froma basic legal matter. The FCC has nmde
quite clear that a sufficient change managenent process
really is an integral part of any BOC Section 271
application.

| think if you look at the withdrawal of the
Bel | Sout h applications | ast COctober one, of the reasons
the applications were wi thdrawn is because Bel | South had
an insufficient change managenment process at that point
in tine.

As a practical matter, change managenent is
al so very inportant. M. Dixon talked to you about sort
of relationship managenent, how do we, as businesses,
deal with each other as between CLECs and with Qnest.
Now we have account managenment. We work certain issues

t hrough our account teans, the account teams at Qmest.
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But when we deal with systens issues where
there's interfaces that we all use, we all need to do it
through a single forum And that's in change
managenent .

When we deal with issues of how we would like
Qnest to process our orders, provision our orders, how
we would like Qnest to, as we see it, inprove sone of
its business processes to nake the whol e provisioning
process, the maintenance and repair process nore
efficient, we need to go through change managenent.

Because even though we have a direct contractual and
busi ness relationship with Qunest, it doesn't take place
in a vacuum There's a lot of other CLECs, and a | ot of
ot her custoners that Qwmest also has to deal with.

So what we see is rather than having the
ability to resolve virtually all of our issues on a
direct and private, if you will, business to business
basi s, we now resolve our issues within the | arger
change nanagenent forum which puts a prem um on havi ng
an effective change managenent process in order to
ensure that we continue to have sort of the procedura
framework in place to have as snoboth as possible a
busi ness rel ati onshi p.

| amreally going to only address one conponent

of what we need to | ook at for an efficient -- and
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section 271 sufficient change managenent process. And
that is, has Qwest denpnstrated a pattern of conpliance,
a pattern of adherence with sort of the agreenents, the
conceptual agreenents and the exhibits contained in the
Master Redline draft. | amgoing to give you two

exanpl es, but they are also two exanples that directly

i mpact ed Covad.

You m ght wonder as a | awer, well, how do |
know about all of this kind of stuff. In ny position
am regional counsel. | represent Covad in any aspect of

our relationship with Qvest, whether it be

i nterconnecti on agreenents, negotiations, the Section
271 proceedi ngs, cost proceedi ngs, what have you. But
because of sort of what nmy role is within the conpany, |
al so have a pretty good insight into our operationa
practices.

I have weekly neetings with our Quest
operational folks who work in the provisioning side as
wel | as maintenance and repair sinply to keep track of
what are the issues facing the business, either problens
we're trying to resolve, things that we want to try and
push with Qaest, what have you.

But, you know, | work fairly closely with our
operational people in order to know how to best serve ny

client, as well as to -- if we do have problens, what's
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the best way to get themresol ved within change
managenment itself. W have the systens, we have the
product, and we have the process portion on the product
and process side of it, products being, | think

M. Dixon tal ked about -- what do we order? Process
bei ng how does Qmest do it?

One of the things that we were very concerned
about, and which we discussed in the redesign neetings
was, well, okay, if there are changes on the retai
side, if there are things that Qmest is naking avail abl e
toits retail custoners, or processes it's inplenmented
to provision retail orders, how are you going to ensure
you provide notice to your whol esal e custoners so that
we, too, can take advantage of what night be avail able
on the retail side. Meaning, we want to have the sane
availability of products, or what have you, so we can
conpete with Qvest on a level playing field.

We di scussed specifically this notification
i ssue, and during a redesign neeting and video and
e-mai |l communi cations afterwards, Qwest indicated it had
a checklist in place that it went through when things
happened on the retail side so it could determ ne, well
this is something we need to provide notice to our
whol esal e custoners to ensure parity of treatnent.

We also investigated a |little further, and
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Qnest responded appropriately, in addition to the
checklist we al so make sure we roll them out at about
the sane tinme frame so there's parity of treatnment and
we neet our obligations under the account.

Wel |, based on the description of the process
and additional responses Qwest provided to questions
AT&T posed, we all felt pretty confortable for this
product and process notification. W feel pretty good
that we have a nice process in place for that.

Unfortunately, we recently | earned that Qnest
has not been adhering to it, or at |east not
consi stently been adhering to it. And it came up
t hrough pure happenst ance.

What we |l earned is that there's a particular
type of |oop, data providers order. It is an |ISDN | oop
You provide IDSL service -- it's a step up fromdial-up
but not what | would consider true DSL.

There's -- out in the network there's a | ot of
di fferent devices Qwmest can put on its loops in order to
facilitate voice service. One of those devices, which
is integrated pair gain, that, for all intents and
pur poses, we were under the inpression that it precluded
Qnvest's ability to provision an ISDN loop. And, in
fact, for at |east Covad specifically, we were told that

no, we cannot provision | SDN | oops where there's
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integrated pair gain on that |line, because of software
type i ssues associated with it. W just can't do that.

After we were told that in approximtely March
of 2000, we subsequently |learned in approxi mtely March
of 2002 that Qwest had devel oped the capability to
provi sion | SDN | oops where there was pair gain, and had
been doing so for sonme point -- unspecified point in
time for its retail customers.

We didn't receive notice. And what | want to
clarify is that Qwvest very well nay be able to do it,
and certainly can and has told us that it can do it for
its whol esal e custoners, and has been doi ng so.

The problemis if we do not get notice of the
ability -- or of Qvwest's ability now to provision these
orders, we're not going to act upon that. W won't be
pl aci ng orders for those custoners where we know that
situation exists.

So that's one exanple of where Qnmest failed to
provide the notice as it was required to, as it said it
was going to. And that it sinply hasn't adhered to that
process.

I think if you look at Exhibit 1612 you will
also find this is not sonmething that just inpacted
Covad. 1612 are sonme neeting mnutes froma di scussion

that specifically discussed this notice -- of the issue
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of notice for changes on the retail side, and how it
went to the whol esal e side.

And the fact that for this particular product,
and Qnest's ability to provision, in particular products
that inpact, notice had not been provided to its
whol esal e custoners. And it wasn't just Covad. It was
New Edge Networks. It was All egi ance Tel ecom Eschel on.

And Qwest al so indicated during that neeting
not only were there a nunber of CLECs who said we didn't
provi de notice, but Qwmest itself couldn't show -- said,
wel |, we haven't been able to find any actua
docunent ation that any sort of notice went out to you.
And, no, as a matter of fact, it's also not in the
product catal ogs, so you woul d sonmehow find out that
way.

And as | nmentioned, the inpact, it slows down
ot her business. W can't go over a particular category
of custonmers that we m ght otherwise try and target as
custoners that we can now provide service to.

The second exanple M. Dixon -- and | believe
actually M. Crain and Ms. Schultz tal ked about product
in process changes. One of the things that Covad was
nost concerned about, and where we really have seen sone
nice progress nade is Qunest's agreement to basically

structure notification of Qaest initiated product in



7464

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

process changes, so that we get adequate notice.

A lot of the changes Qmest nakes we don't
object to at all. Some we do, but | will ignore those
for the time being. But a lot of themwe don't care at
all. The issue is sinply, can you give us enough
advance notice that we can prepare for these changes, so
that we can do whatever we need to do on our side to be
ready to go when Qmest makes that change.

Now, in that redesign nmeeting we did reach
agreenent on, well, what kind of notice is going to be
gi ven for product in process changes. W agreed on a
series of |evels, and dependi ng on how nuch inpact there
was on the CLEC, we got nore or |ess notice.

So, for exanple, if it's a typographica
change, notice of a typographical change in a PCAT, we
got no notice. It was effective imediately. Wo
cares? Doesn't impact our ability to do business.

Where the change does have an inpact on our
busi ness, either if we are not already and don't
i mpl enent the change by "X' date, we can't place orders,
then we get nore notice.

And, again, during the redesign neeting, we
specifically discussed with each level with the
associ at ed amount of notice what types of products in

process changes will go into those categories.
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1 One of the things Covad felt very strongly
2 about was sufficient notice for NC NCI code changes.
3 The NC/ NCI codes describe the technical paraneters of

4 whatever it is that we're ordering from Qvest. And when
5 we submit our LSR to Qwest, we include that NC/ NCI code.

6 That is what we use. That's what Qwest provisions.

7 When we were discussing various |evels, Qnest
8 officially indicated, well, NC/ NCI code changes are a

9 | evel one change, neaning they are effective

10 i medi ately. | raised ny hand and said, "OCh, no, no,

11 no, no, no. For Covad that represents a significant

12 change. There's a codi ng change on our side for our

13 ordering interfaces, as well as a training that has to
14 go on for our order adm nistration agents."”

15 Qnest certainly didn't object, said, "Okay, we

16 will put it in a category where you get up to 31 days

17 notice." That agreenment, and the notices -- the

18 noticing of all that was supposed to go with it was

19 i mpl enented on April 1, 2002.

20 On April 4 of 2002 | was alerted by our service

21 delivery fol ks, the people who do the ordering for

22 Covad, that they had received a notification that NC NCI
23 codes were being changed April 4, and that was effective
24 i medi ately. Well, that doesn't adhere to the agreenent

25 that we will be provided 31 days' advance notice
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CHAl RWOMAN SHOWALTER:  You said provided with
31 days' notice, and earlier you said "up to 31 days."

MS. DOBERNECK: | amsorry. It was at |east 31
days. M apology. | spoke inaccurately.

So we scranbled. W changed the codes, and
were able to inplenment the training on a rapid basis, so
it didn't have nuch of an inpact on our business.

But the fact of the matter is, while we
certainly didn't disagree with the changes, we stil
needed the tinme to get it taken care of. Because what
the inpact is is when you change those codes -- and if
we use the incorrect code, our orders are rejected. The
codes are no | onger recognized as valid, and so we have
to go back and re-place those orders.

I think you may hear Qmest suggest that, in
fact, we were provided with that 31 days' advance
notice. But if you look at -- Exhibit 1595 is the Apri
4 notification which says here there's some outdated
NC/ NCI codes that are going to be changed, and changed
effective i nmmedi ately.

There is an indication that, Hey, you guys
actually did receive advance notice. Well, | saw that
when | was al erted by our service delivery fol ks, and
sai d, maybe we just dropped the ball and we didn't see

t hat notice.
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So we went back, and Exhibit 1615 is a listing
of all the notices by date that Qwmest has sent out, and
we received -- supposedly received the advance notice on
March 4.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck, can you point us
to a specific page on 1615? That mi ght help focus.

MS. DOBERNECK: Yes. There's a few pages on
the top right-hand corner. You will see page 1 of 10, 2
of 10. If you flip to page 9 of 10 --

JUDGE RENDAHL: So essentially beginning with
the fourth page into the docunent, because | have a
bl ank page as a third page. It begins 1 of 10?

M5. DOBERNECK: ©Oh, yes, | amsorry.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And that's the list of the
notices?

MS. DOBERNECK: Right. And page 9 the list of
notices that came out on March 4. And at the end of the
chronol ogical listing are the individual notices that
came out. There were four of them

JUDGE RENDAHL: So we need to | ook at page 9 of
107?

M5. DOBERNECK: Right. And that lists the four
notices that canme out on March 4. And then attached to
the |l ast four pages of Exhibit 1615 are the actua

notices that go with the listing on page 9 of 10.
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JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

MS. DOBERNECK: And | refer to this document if
only to say there may have been sonme notice that cane
out on March 4, but it was not evident at all, either
fromthe title of the notice or necessarily what is
contained in the notice itself that would alert us to
this type of code change.

Now, certainly maybe tucked away somewhere in
the various links that you can follow through the
noti ces we could have found sone reference to sone code
changes. But the problemis, as a business, you operate
on what does it say it's about?

And if it doesn't look like it necessarily
applies to your business, you are not going to spend
your tinme digging through every notice that cones out in
order to see, well, it doesn't look like it applies to
us, but maybe it does, because these notices cone out in
fairly significant volume. And it's just really not
feasi ble or possible to actually wade through every
single notice and all the links that you could follow in
order to determ ne whether there may be sonme inmpact on
your busi ness.

You need to have an idea up front within the
body of the notice or the title of the notice, what does

this address? What will be the inpact on our business?
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And how can we then prepare for it?

So that woul d be just another exanple of where
Qwest has not adhered to the agreenents that we have
reached in the redesign process.

Now, as al ways, the question is, well, what are
you | ooking for, CLECs? This is a new process, and what
we're looking for is really evidence not of conpliance
to every single detail and itemin our Master Redline
draft, but sinply adherence to, | think Ms. Nelson --

Ms. Singer Nelson spelled it out, the individua

el enments that we're | ooking for in our other opening and
we're just looking for a pattern of adherence, a pattern
of compliance, sone evidence over tine of Qwest's
adherence to the nore -- what we consider nore inportant
el ements or aspects of the change nmnagenment process.

And that's conpletes ny presentation.

MR. HEMSTAD: Well, | have a couple of
guestions. The second exanple, this occurred on Apri
4, relatively recently. And |ooking at your Exhibit
1615, | take it there are typically nultiple changes
every day in varying degrees of significance?

M5. DOBERNECK: 1615 provides a listing of
every notice that has come out, for exanple, the nonth
of -- March 4, systens, product and process. Sone are

sinmply a heads up that sonething will happen. Qhers
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1 are, in fact, things that will inpact our business. It
2 just depends on what the notice is. But there are a

3 nunber of notices that cone out on a daily basis.

4 MR. HEMSTAD: When was the notice, the revised
5 noti ce process in the redesign neetings, when did that

6 notice machinery go into effect?

7 MS. DOBERNECK: April 1st. O the agreenent to
8 provi de that product in process notice, we reached

9 agreement in March, and it was inplemented in April

10 yes.

11 MR, HEMSTAD: It's April 4, and we're now

12 approaching the end of April. What kind of time pattern
13 do you believe is necessary in order to see that this

14 kind of, let's call it error, doesn't occur with any

15 frequency? | nean, it's occurred once. And for want of
16 better evidence, | would take it as an oversight. What
17 are we to do with that information?

18 MS. DOBERNECK: Well, | nmean -- | consider this
19 an exanple, rather than a specification of every single
20 i nstance in which Qunest did not adhere.

21 And | think actually, in sone respects, the

22 third-party testing report, if you wanted every single
23 exanpl e, that woul d be, perhaps, a better resource,

24 because KPMG actually had the resources to do that.

25 But getting back to is it isolated, and how
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long do we need to look at it, and here's putting ny
advocate's hat on, | would say | want a good six nonths.
But recognizing the time franme in which we are
operating, and the issuance of the final report and the
desire to wap all of this proceeding up, | would say if
we're tal king just about product in process type issues,
two to three nonths' worth of conpliance.

I think systems is a little bit different, but
if we're tal king product in process, two to three nonths
shoul d provide us sufficient basis. Because there are
a fair nunber of changes that are noticed, and that
shoul d give us a fair nunber of exanples, or a nunber --
enough notices that we should have sone confidence in
it.

MR, HEMSTAD. Wth regard to your first
exanple, in the partition | SDN | oop for DSL where you
needed the integrated pair gain, you contribute that to,
again, sinply internal error within US West -- or within
Qnest, or | suppose you are not contributing anything to
it. It's sinply the fact that it occurred, and you
weren't inforned?

M5. DOBERNECK: | don't know whether it was
sort of deliberate or evil in intention, no. Fromny
perspective, and the docunentation that | have seen,

think sinply that it fell through the cracks, and it was



7472

1 sonething that sinply did not happen

2 The concern | have is, you know, if the concern
3 is, well, it's just isolated, and it only happens every
4 once in a while, it has a cunul ative affect upon our

5 busi ness, and a direct inpact on our business.

6 So it's hard just to say it's isolated. But
7 think why it didn't happen, | think it just -- it's a

8 bi g company. There's a |ot of people. And sonetines

9 things fall through the cracks.

10 But hopefully when we get the processes in

11 pl ace, things like that won't happen because it becones
12 a very routinized process. It beconmes automati c,

13 mechani cal , what have you, and things |ike that won't

14 happen.
15 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck, | have a

16 qguestion about, in Exhibit 1615, the notices that are

17 posted in those pages 1 of ten, are they updated on a
18 daily basis? | know you are speaking as Covad about
19 Qnest docunents, but are you aware whether they are

20 updated daily, or is there -- at the end of the nonth

21 there's kind of, for lack of a better word, dunp of

22 notices into the file?
23 MS. DOBERNECK: Ms. Schultz can probably answer
24 that. The notices cone out on a daily basis, and

25 believe they are posted contenporaneously on the web



7473

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

site. | don't think it's a batch update at the end of
the nonth, but Ms. Schultz can give you the web posting
and updating nuch nore.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Since 1615 was your exhibit, as
Bench Request 49 could you provide us with a copy, after
the nonth of April is over, of the change notices
simlar to what is in 1615 for the nonth of April?

MS. DOBERNECK:  Yes.

(BENCH REQUEST NO. 49.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: And to clarify, the notices
that are in 1615, does the process require that Qmest --
30 days after Qmest provides a notice simlar to what is
posted in Exhibit 1615, then it provides an event
notification simlar to what is in 1595? |1s that how
the process works, or did | msunderstand you?

MS. DOBERNECK: Well, actually what is
interesting about this, | suppose the notification of
NC/ NCI code changes is considered a product in process
change. The event notification actually relates to
syst em changes and production support issues. So for
producti on support and systemtype changes, yes, that's
how Qwnest operates.

For the product in process it's the advance
notification conments, if any are received by Qwest, and

then presunmably we will have a notification on the
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effective date.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So there's no tinme limt, |ike
the 30-day period, as you noted for systens, the
di fference between a notice and an event notification?

MS. DOBERNECK: There is for product in process
dependi ng on the way the product in process changes. W
have four categories of changes, and within each
category we have specifically identified the types of
changes. And then if, for exanple, it falls into a
category of change in which advance notice is provided,
we get the advance notice at the interval specified.

And then, | guess, the confirm ng notice saying that
this change we previously told you about has been
i npl ement ed t oday.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And I will -- |1 amtrying to
clarify your concern about the NC/ NCI code notification
t hat you believe should have been done through a
di fferent process. It should not have occurred through
the system process; it should have occurred through the
product in process -- one of the product processes, for
lack of a better word?

M5. DOBERNECK: Right. It should have occurred
t hrough product in process with the intervals
associated. And it should have been noticed in a nanner

that identified what the change was, and that it was an
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1 NC/ NCI code change.

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you for that

3 clarification. Do you have nore in your presentation?
4 M5. DOBERNECK: | am all done.

5 JUDGE RENDAHL: Okay. There nmy be nore

6 guestions after the whole panel, but we now have

7 M. Connolly on the bridge |ine.

8 Are you there, M. Connolly?

9 MR, CONNOLLY: Yes, | am Your Honor.

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's go ahead -- let's be off
11 the record for a noment.

12 (Di scussion off the record.)
13 JUDGE RENDAHL: Back on the record.

14 Go ahead, M. Connolly.

15 MR, CONNOLLY: By way of introduction, nmy nane
16 is Timthy Connolly, and I am an i ndependent consultant,
17 and | worked in the area of OSS and testing matters for

18 AT&T for a nunber of years.

19 And | have got specific experience in testing
20 environnents where the CLEC is able to test its OSS

21 electronic interfaces with a test environnent that is

22 constructed by the ILEC, in this case Qnest, and be able
23 to determne that the CLECs' progranm ng of its EDI

24 interface conports with the specifications for that

25 interface that are published by Qnest.
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1 There are two sorts of testing that are

2 necessary for a test environnent. And the test

3 environnent that Qwmest has built is known as their stand
4 al one test environnment, sonetinmes abbreviated as SATE

5 S-A-T-E. But the two types of testing are those testing
6 environnents that support a CLEC that is building a new
7 interface that is supposed to interact with a new Quest

8 interface, and it's sort of the new and new conbi nati on

9 And | will explain that a little bit nore.

10 But et me identify the second type of

11 interface first. And the second type of interface

12 testing, and this is where a CLEC has an interface with

13 an existing Qwest release that's operational and the
14 CLEC has undertaken to devel op nodifications for its
15 systemto inprove its productivity, or ways in which it
16 works with Qmest, so it has product changes into its
17 interface that now want to test and nake sure that it
18 wor ks correctly, continues to work correctly with the

19 Qnest interface. So that's the existing to new CLEC

20 interface testing.

21 The hal | marks of a test environnment, then, that
22 an | LEC builds is several-fold. First of all, it nust

23 be in a production -- you nust not be in a production

24 environnent. |t needs to be separated, because the

25 nature of testing is to find out what works and what
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doesn't work.

And the risk to the production environnment
woul d be that the systens did not go off the air, it
could -- a transaction that's been subnmtted into
testing could infiltrate into production and cause
untoward events to transpire. So they need to be
separate and protected environnents.

And the second is that the test environnent
needs to mrror the production environnent. And what |
mean by that is that CLEC submitted test transactions in
the test environment will return the results of the test
process. When CLEC is assured that its testing is
conplete, it wants to take the same formatted
transactions and begin to use themin production.

And if there's differences between the test
envi ronnent and the production environnment, well, then
t he production results will not match what the test
results showed, and the CLEC then has to troubl eshoot
and di agnose whatever the new set of problens are that
arise fromthe entry of the production.

The stability of the new new test environnent
is very inportant for a CLEC. It typically will have
gone through the sanme sort of systens devel opnment
activities that Quest has, and then it needs to have an

opportunity to test with the new Quaest environnment
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before going into production when Qwvest was in
producti on.

So what we see as a necessity is a freeze
period, or sone call it a quiet period where that new
release from Qwest is placed into the test environnment
and it operates undisturbed for a period of about 30
days, which is a typical new rel ease testing w ndow.

So that stability issue is critical for the
CLEC, because it needs to have sone assurance that
changes that it's finding are -- necessary probl ens that
it's finding are with its interface, and not with the
Qnest systenmls. So that stability is what affords that
feature of testing.

The Qnest test environment neets certain of
these criteria, but unfortunately has not yet matured to
the point where it satisfies these three product
requi renents. And the FCC has | ooked at the test
environnents of the CLECs and their Section 271
applications, going back as far as New York --

COURT REPORTER: M. Connolly, stop. Stop. |
lost you. | can't hear what you are saying.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Connolly. M. Connolly.
M. Connolly, stop. The court reporter |ost you after
New York. You need to repeat your comments starting

with New York, and keep your voice up
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1 MR, CONNOLLY: -- Bell Atlantic New York

2 application.

3 In that case, KPMG found that the Bell Atlantic
4 New York test environment was inadequate principally
5 because it did not provide for production mrroring.

6 And the New York Conmission ordered Bell Atlantic New
7 York to make those nodifications to ensure that the

8 production environment and the test environment were
9 mrrors of one another

10 So when the FCC exami ned the recomrendation
11 from New York Conmission, it found favorably that the
12 test environment that Bell Atlantic New York had

13 i mpl enented nmet the three criteria of a separate

14 envi ronnment, stable environment for preproduction

15 rel ease, and the mirroring of the production

16 envi ronnent .

17 The FCC took another |ook at CLEC testing
18 environnments with the SBC Aneritech nerger, and their
19 order required SBC to inplenent a CLEC test environnent
20 that has exactly those sane features, it mrrors the
21 production environment. It's a separate environment.
22 It has a 30-day stability period prior to production
23 release. And that Conm ssion order was in the merger

24 proceedi ng, and that was effective in Septenmber 2000.

25 So we see that Qwest's environnment satisfies
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the separate from production environnment. That's pretty
clear to us. W have evidence of that in evaluation of
the SATE that was conducted by Hewl ett Packard in the
Arizona test. And they are finding there, and | believe
as KPMG finds, that for preordering and ordering, there
is a separate test environment. And it does not disturb
or threaten the production environnent.

KPMG found that the testing environment for
Qnest' s mai ntenance and repair electronic interface,
which is known as EB/ TA does not have separateness of
the test environnent, and KPMG i ssued the exception 3109
to record that fact. And the problens surroundi ng that
exception have not been renedied.

The Qwnest SATE environment does not have the
mrroring feature, if youwill. It is a, perhaps, if
you wanted to call it a clone with certain parts
m ssing, but it is clearly not a production mirror
KPMG found and i ssued exceptions to that problem

In its evaluation of the Qwvest stand al one test
environnent the stability of the interface prior to
production rel ease is sonmething that has not been shown
yet, and so there isn't any particul ar exception on
t hat .

It's just a matter of fact that the new new

test environnent experience just hasn't happened yet.
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So there's no way to determine that there is a nechani sm
in place that keeps the test environnent and the

prerel ease production environnment isolated from other
changes while the CLECs are testing.

I look at --

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Connolly --

MR, CONNOLLY: | | ooked through M.

Thompson's - -

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Connolly, this is Judge
Rendahl. Do you have a copy of the portion of the draft
final report that M. Dixon placed in the record here?

MR. CONNOLLY: Yes, | do.

JUDGE RENDAHL: When you were referring to
comrents by KPMG on the ordering and ordering process,
and al so on the mai ntenance and repair interface, were
you referring to the portion of that exhibit on Section
24.67?

MR, CONNOLLY: Yes, ma'am

JUDGE RENDAHL: Test Results?

MR, CONNOLLY: Yes, those are the final report
sections where KPMG nakes its findings, and the problens
that it's detected with Qmest's stand al one test
envi ronnent .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you. And that is Exhibit

1603 for the record.
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1 I amsorry to interrupt you. Go ahead,

2 M. Connol | y.

3 MR. CONNOLLY: | | ooked through M. Thonpson's
4 affidavit in this proceeding, and I amsorry. | don't

5 have an exhibit nunmber for that. But there are a couple
6 of things that concern me with his statenents.

7 One which gets to be a little bit m sl eading

8 about the service bureau that has tested, reportedly

9 successfully, in the SATE, and that has resulted in five
10 additional CLECs that are being claimed as having to

11 enjoy the benefits of the SATE

12 That's a little bit m sleading, because as

13 understand, the particular service bureau devel oped the
14 EDI interface, introduced it into the stand al one test

15 environnent, did, in fact, test it and it was obviously
16 satisfied with its results.

17 It then rel eased copies of that software system
18 so that the individual CLECs can use it to submit their
19 orders. That doesn't really nmake five new interfaces.

20 It's really the same one interface that's being used by

21 five separate CLECs.

22 So | didn't want it to be construed that
23 there's nine CLECs that have satisfactorily gone through
24 what ever | evel of experience in the SATE. It's really

25 just the four that have gone through, and the one
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servi ce bureau.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Connol |l y?

MR, CONNOLLY: Yes, mm' am

JUDGE RENDAHL: Just to nmake the record clear
that's Exhibit 1545 in the record, M. Thonpson's
af fidavit.

Thank you. Go ahead.

MR. CONNOLLY: The Qwest stand al one test
environnent provides for two kinds of testing. One is
cal |l ed progressive, and another is called regressive.
And the progressive testing is for a CLEC that is going
to use new products and services that it has previously
not used, or new products and services that Qwmest has
i ntroduced coi ncident with the new system

Regressive testing, or regression testing is
when a CLEC el ects to perhaps nmake changes to its
interface, and go back and verify for itself that the
types of transactions they previously have been
successful in submitting can continue to be successful
If it's nade programm ng changes to alter the way its
service representatives interact with the system it
woul d want to test to make sure that those particul ar
programm ng changes didn't undo sonething that they were
not supposed to do, or not undo sonething that was

previ ously done correctly.
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So it's a normal part of software devel opnent
and systens integration that you do this regression
testing. And Qmnest's system features both of those
types of testing.

Sonet hing M. Thonpson doesn't neke clear is
the extent to which the five users of SATE have gone
through either regression testing or progression
testing. And the nature of those testing and types of
support are quite dissimlar, and the record needs to be
clear as to what sort of testing have they done.

If no one's done any progressive testing, that
woul d certainly need to be done prior to Qwest being
able to satisfy the federal |evel guidelines on test
environnments. And if they -- if there's only been
progression testing, and not regression testing, that
al so would be a problemthat the FCC woul d have to
concern itself with

There is a set of concerns that we have been
ironing out in the ROC test, and in the Arizona test
dealing with how to neasure the effectiveness of the
stand al one test environment. There's what is called a
performance indicator definition, PID. That's nunbered
PO -- or PO19, and that has been sonething that the
CLECs and Qnest have been negotiating for quite a while,

and had sone agreenent on in the structure and in
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performance criteria.

It's designed to deternmine the extent to which
the test environment returns accurate and correctly
formatted nessages in response to the CLEC entered
preorder and order transactions.

We have had some recent revel ati ons about the
nature of the operational characteristics of this POL9
nmeasure that has caused Qmest to be requested to go back
to the drawi ng board and devel op a nodified approach to
PO19. This was in the Arizona arena, in a TAG neeting
that we had just a couple of weeks ago.

So it was a fairly new news, but it's very
i nportant because we, the CLECs, had a particul ar
under st andi ng about how PO19 actually works. It was
cal cul ated, and Qmest had quite a different one. And so
the Commission Staff in Arizona asked Qunest to go back
and meke a proposal that considers some particul ar input
t hat AT&T provided, and sone other input that was
provi ded by Hewl ett Packard in a consultative role to
t he Commi ssion Staff.

COURT REPORTER: M. Connolly, are you saying
"PO19" or "PL19"?

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Connolly, the court
reporter has a question for you.

COURT REPORTER: Are you saying "PO19" or
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"PL19"?

MR. CONNOLLY: "PO' as in "GCscar."

| believe that concludes ny remarks, Your
Honor .

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you, M. Connolly.

At this time it is 10:40. We will take a
15-mi nute break, and come back at five to 11:00. So we
will be off the record. Thank you.

(Brief recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's go on the record. W're
going to mark sone exhibits and admit them W had
mar ked as Exhibit 1616 the decision RO2-453-1 from
Col orado, and | don't believe | formally admitted it.
So assunming there's no objection fromthe parties, it
will be adnmtted.

M. Crain, is there any objection?

MR. CRAIN: There's no objection, Your Honor

JUDGE RENDAHL: That will be adnmitted as |late
filed exhibits.

(EXH BI T ADM TTED)

JUDGE RENDAHL: Qwest's filing and response
that is due on April 26, 2002 will be Exhibit 1617. It
will be adm tted upon receipt of the Conm ssion

(EXH BI T ADM TTED)

JUDGE RENDAHL: The May 3, 2002 filing by
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1 CLECs -- and I've been informed that it would likely be
2 ajoint filing by the CLECs. The Joint CLEC filing in
3 response to Qwest's filing for the Col orado deci sion

4 RO2-453-1 will be Exhibit 1618. And, again, that wl]l

5 be admitted upon receipt as a late filed exhibit.

6 (EXH BI T ADM TTED)

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: |Is that going to work for all
8 of you?

9 M5. FRIESEN: It will, Your Honor.

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: We will be off the record again
11 until the Chair arrives.

12 (Brief recess taken.)

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the record,
14 and we will begin with M. Crain's cross exan nation of
15 the witnesses, understanding that M. Dixon is not here.
16

17 CROSS EXAM NATI ON

18

19 BY MR. CRAI N

20 Q M. Menezes, could you turn, please, to Exhibit
21 15397

22 A Yes, | have it.

23 Q And this is the exhibit you spoke of yesterday

24 that listed the AT&T |ist of issues that were ranked as

25 priority 1. And you went through the | anguage that
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1 needs to be devel oped for those issues; is that correct?
2 A Yes, that's correct.

3 Q I'djust like to go through these one by one,

4 and get an explanation. The first issue, which is issue
5 identified as |I.A 12, can you explain what that issue

6 is, please?

7 A The explanation of the docunent is Request for
8 Proposed Language on the Criteria Used to Determ ne

9 Met hod of | nplenenting Regul atory Changes. And this

10 i ssue has to do with, the CLECs and Qmest agreed in
11 principle that when a regulatory change is required --
12 and so that is something that cones froma regul atory

13 authority typically -- that it would be inplenented, as

14 a rule, as a systens change.

15 And if the parties seeking inplenentation of
16 that regul atory change through a regul atory change

17 request would like it to be done through a manua

18 process, either as the inplenentation of that regulatory
19 change, or as just an interim because the systens

20 change woul d take too long to get it inplenmented when

21 you have a date by which it has to be done. So it's

22 wor ki ng through that process of how that is handl ed.

23 And we do have draft |anguage for it. And AT&T
24 and Worl dCom has provided witten comments. And at the

25 | ast neeting on the 16th of April, we went through sone
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of that, and we have to conclude that | anguage.

Q So Qmest has provided draft | anguage, AT&T and
Wor I dCom have commented, and we're in the process of
wrapping that up; is that correct?

A Covad has provided comments as well, but |
think that's correct, yes.

Q Mwing to the next issue, I.A 9, that is split
into two issues. The first is what was referred to as a
| ate add, and you acknow edged yesterday that |anguage
for that has been incorporated in the -- and agreed to;
is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q The second issue there is special change
request process. Can you explain what that is?

A That's the process, it applies to systens
changes. And as M. Dixon discussed yesterday, CLECs
and Qnest will put in change requests -- excuse me, for
systems changes. And the experience has been that there
are nore changes requested than can be inpl emented and
put into the next avail able rel ease.

So IMA 10.0 is going to be released in June,
and for exanple, let's say there were 40 change requests
as M. Dixon provided in his exanple. And there may be
40, 000 hours of resources available within Qwest to

i mpl enment changes for that release. And that will only
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1 take up maybe 20 of those change requests. The other 20
2 won't even -- there aren't enough resources to even get

3 to them

4 If a CLEC or Qmest has a change request that it
5 really cares about that's in that lower list that really
6 isn't prioritized high enough to get into the rel ease,
7 t he purpose behind this special change request process
8 is to enable the requesting party, whether it be Quest
9 or the CLEC, to essentially pay for the inplenentation
10 of that request. And so that's the purpose of the

11 process.

12 Q And that's a process that Qwmest and the CLECs
13 have agreed to per Qmest region; is that correct?

14 A Yes, we have agreed to it in principle, and we
15 have sone | anguage. And we still have sone | anguage to
16 wor k out .

17 Q And that process, and sinilar processes, are
18 not contained in the OBF standards document; is that

19 true?

20 A I think that's probably correct, yes.

21 Q And to your know edge, is that kind of process
22 contai ned in any other change nanagenent process

23 t hr oughout the country?

24 A | amnot aware of whether it is or isn't.

25 Q Mwing to the next category, |.A 11, can you
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expl ain what that process is?

A Yes. The issue is described as, Wat is the
status of the change when the escal ation or dispute
resolution is invoked?

Thi s post ponenment concept is one that -- the
CLECs wanted nore tine. |f Qwmest proposed a change, for
exanple, typically to product in process, and CLECs
conmented that it would have a significant inpact on
them but Qwest chose -- or desired to inplenment the
change, notwi thstanding the fact of these comments and
the concern of inpacts, CLECs wanted the ability to
del ay the inplementation of the proposed change.

And so we have drafted, and again, still need
to conplete, the witten process. And | think it wll
be appended -- the discussions have been that it will be
appended to the Qmest initiated change to product in
process process part of the Master Redline.

Q And there's |l anguage that we're working on on
that piece, and we're working out the details?

A Correct.

Q But we have agreed to the concept in general ?

A W have agreed to the concept, yes.

Q That type of process where the RBOCs woul d
actually agree to a process for CLECs' request to stay

of an inplenmentation of a change, that type of process
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1 is not contained in the OBF standards document, is it?
2 A | don't believe so, no.

3 Q And to your know edge, has any ot her RBOC

4 across the country agreed to this type of process?

5 A I don't know.

6 Q But you don't know of any that has?

7 A Correct.

8 Q Mwving onto the next one, |I.A 2, state the

9 criteria for "deny."” | think you said yesterday the
10 | anguage is there, but you m ght have an i ssue on -- one
11 i ssue of wrapping up sone | anguage on sonething called

12 Qnest Policy; is that correct?

13 A Correct.

14 Q But generally the I anguage is avail able, and

15 agreed to?

16 A Aside fromthat particular item yes.

17 Q I.A1 reviewthe CR process to ensure that the
18 description of the output of each step of the process is

19 clearly defined.

20 This is not sonething that requires further

21 devel opnent of sections to add to this agreenent.

22 That's sinmply to go back and make sure that everything
23 is clearly defined within the | anguage we al ready agreed
24 to; isn't that correct?

25 A | think it's alittle nore than that. One of
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the things that we observed is that with the change
requests, as they go through their life, they are
assigned different statuses. And the statuses include
like, CLEC test, and submitted clarification
eval uation, presented, devel opment, CLEC test conpleted,
escal ated, denied, referred, w thdrawn, open, pending,
closure, closed -- there are a nunber of statuses that
are assigned to change requests throughout the process.

And those were not reflected in the Master
Redl i ne docunent. So we noted that as a deficiency in
the docunent, because if you are going to assign
statuses to these things, there needs to be a clear
under st andi ng of what that neans, and what does it nean
for your change request to be in that status.

That was one of the significant pieces of that.
I think another was Qwest had put in sone additiona
| anguage with respect to systens CRs. And nore clarity
around the process steps -- it goes through what's
call ed the business and systens requirements step, which
is after prioritization -- and there are a couple of
ot her steps. Packaging is one, devel opnent --

And we wanted to better understand each of
t hose steps, and kind of what is the result at the end
of each of those steps. So there was | anguage added to

that, which I think, in both cases, we just need to
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1 finalize and go through and make sure it's clear and
2 accurately reflects what is happening, and what the

3 expectations are.

4 Q And the parties have agreed to the process

5 here, and we're just finalizing sone | anguage; isn't
6 that correct?

7 A I think we have generally agreed to the

8 process, and we're trying to make it clear what it

9 really is in witing.

10 Q Mwving to issue I.A 7, where will an issue that
11 i mpacts both an OSS interface process be addressed?
12 This is sonething we discussed a coupl e of
13 weeks ago and agreed upon the general concept, and we
14 have proposed | anguage, and we're just working up the
15 details of that |anguage; isn't that correct?

16 A I think that's correct.

17 Q Mwving to the next page, the issue which is
18 strangely titled Roman Nuneral 111, Part H-- and we
19 won't get into the reasons why we have these strange
20 nunbers -- this is the | anguage for the product in
21 process process that we have agreed to during our | ast
22 session, and is now incorporated in the change
23 managenent document; isn't that correct?
24 A Yes.

25 Q Once again, |I.A. 6, this is to nanage changes
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to performance reporting cal cul ati ons, and how t hat
overlaps with the process that the ROC i s considering.

We have reached general agreenent on that
concept, and we're working out |anguage on the -- or the
details of the language; isn't that correct?

A Yes. Wth this issue AT&T fully took -- | took
the task fromthe redesign neeting, after we di scussed
the concepts, to draft a proposal. And | did that and
provided it to the redesign neeting group. W have yet
to discuss it. But | should nmention that the concern
here is that PID, performance indicator definitions,
there's a relationship between those and how t hey work
and how the Qwnest systenms and processes work and we have
had sonme experiences where a change request by a CLEC is
not, you know, accepted, or you mght say it's rejected,
deni ed by Qnest, because there is a PID in existence.
And Qnest believes the PID is working, and for that
reason there shouldn't be a change to the system

So the concern was that there needs to be
coordi nati on between the CMP where CLECs and Qwmest have
the opportunity to conme in and propose changes to
systems and processes, and the PIDS where there is a
relationship. So the systenms or processes change there
m ght be a change that has to happen on the PIDS so that

everyt hi ng works properly.
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So what we have agreed to in concept is that
there will probably be a separate group that will handl e
| ong-term PI D administration, and that would be after
the ROC test is conpleted. The notion that has been
di scussed is perhaps it would be sonething that | ooks
like the ROC TAG, but operates a little bit differently.

There were sone di scussions a few weeks ago
that | participated in as a |listener of that group. It
was the ROC, TAG Qwest, CLECs, and as far as | know
nothing has really naterialized fromthat yet. So this
issue is sort of contingent or dependent upon sonething
devel opi ng there so you have a place to go with these
i ssues where there's a PID inpact.

So that's also part of the issue, and it's not
necessarily within the control of the redesign group
but it's an issue that Qwest is aware of and does need
to be resol ved.

Q And the parties have reached agreement on al
substantive issues, and agreed that it is very unlikely
there will be any inpasse issues presented to the
Conmmi ssion as a result of the redesign process; isn't
that correct?

MS. FRIESEN. | object to the form of the
questi on.

M. Crain, would you describe for himwhat you
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mean by all substantive issues in relation to what are
you speaki ng?

Q BY MR CRAIN. Sure. What was the genesis of
this exhibit we're looking at that lists all the
Category 1 exhibits -- | mean Category 1 issues?

A The Category 1 issues in Exhibit 1539, and al so
the Category Zero issues, they originated froma filing
that AT&T, and then Covad and Wrl dCom made in Arizona
in March. And that was the result of a workshop, a CWMP
wor kshop in Arizona where we were speaki ng about the
| ack of conpletion of the CPM the redesign of CWP

And | think, as | mentioned yesterday, we
mai ntain a couple of lists with quite a long list of
i ssues. And the Arizona Staff was asking for us to
narrow it down; what are the things that we really view
as significant and inportant to be conpleted for Qnest
271 application.

So as a result of that request, we made these
filings in Arizona. W took the lists that were in
those filings and we consolidated theminto these
Category 1 and Category Zero priority list of issues.

Q And on the Category 1 issues were the ones that
the parties agreed could possibly go to inpasse that
we woul d have to address first; isn't that correct?

A That is correct.
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1 Q And we have reached agreenent on all of those
2 i ssues; isn't that correct?

3 A In concept we have, yes.

4 Q Thank you. Moving on, then, to Exhibit 1604.

5 A | have it.

6 Q 1604 relates to a change request AT&T provi ded
7 relating to the local service freeze renoval process;

8 isn"t that correct?

9 A Yes.

10 Q And this was presented by AT&T to the redesign

11 neeting, and the parties agreed, including Qwest agreed,

12 to treat it as an expedited CR under the exception

13 process; isn't that correct?

14 A It wasn't presented to the redesi gn neeting.

15 Q You are correct.

16 A It was the CMP process, product process neeting

17 on March 12, yes.

18 Q And Qunest and AT&T and the parties had severa
19 di scussi ons about this issue, and numerous

20 correspondence about it as well, haven't they?

21 A Yes.

22 Q And turning to the second page of this Apri

23 11, 2002 letter, this is AT&T's response to Qmest's
24 bi ndi ng response. And this is actually dated April 17,

25 2002; isn't that correct?
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1 A Yes.

2 JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Crain and M. Menezes,

3 before you go further on Exhibit 1604, the first page on
4 Exhibit 1604 is an e-mil?

5 MR. CRAIN: That's correct.

6 JUDGE RENDAHL: And then on the second page,

7 are you talking about this is the letter, and the third

8 page of the exhibit is the second page of the letter
9 that you are tal king about?
10 MR, CRAIN. | was actually going to the second

11 page of the exhibit, which is the first page of the

12 letter.

13 JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

14 MR, MENEZES: Yes. |If | could explain, this
15 letter from Quest was dated April 11, which contained

16 Qnest' s binding response. AT&T responded, and that's

17 correct, on the 17th.

18 And the bold text -- there are nunbers for each
19 itemin the letter. For exanple, item1, the end

20 custoner should make only one call to renmove the |oca

21 service freeze with the CLEC on the Iline. That's an

22 expression of the issue that was in the Quest letter

23 The next set of |anguage is not in bold text.
24 It's in plain text. And that is Qwest's -- part of

25 Quest's initial letter to us. And then follow ng that
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1 is bold text where AT&T has provided a coment. And

2 that is the convention throughout the docunent. | think
3 t hat answers --

4 Q BY MR CRAIN: Yes. So |ooking at issue 1, the
5 end user custoner should nmake only one call to renpove

6 the | ocal service freeze with the CLEC on the line, the
7 Qwest response to that indicates that we have

8 established a nunber for that to happen, for that one

9 call for the renoval of |ocal service freezes; isn't

10 that correct?

11 A Yes.

12 Q &oing to issue 2, the CLEC should be able to

13 send the LSR inmedi ately after the freeze has been

14 renoved, the Qwmest response to that is that Qwmest agrees
15 to accept LSRs for the sane date the |ocal service

16 freeze is renoved; isn't that correct?

17 A Yes, but we sought clarification, because there
18 was sonme confusion that the request -- | think the

19 | anguage was sonething to the effect that if the request
20 for the renoval cane in on day one, it was effective the

21 next day. So that was when the LSR could be submnitted.

22 And we wanted to be clear that there would be a
23 way to get the freeze lifted on the day al npost
24 cont enporaneously with the call. And then you could

25 i medi ately thereafter submit the LSR
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Q The bottomline is that AT&T submitted this CR
the parties have been working together, we have made and

i mpl enent ed new processes for handling these as a result

of that, but the parties are still working through --
and | will admit, AT&T isn't necessarily happy with sonme
of the details of that -- but we have been working

through this issue; isn't that correct?

A We have been working through it. The tine it
has taken, considering the inpact to the custoners is
the big issue, and finding a way to do it nore
efficiently and quickly with better results is what
we're after.

Q AT&T participated in the prioritization of CRs
for releases 10.0 and 11.0; isn't that correct?

A | believe so, yes.

Q And that process was handl ed pursuant to the
process agreed to in the redesign effort, with the
exception of the new decision based on regul atory
changes; isn't that correct?

A | believe that's correct, yes. And your
question was limted to prioritization?

Q Yes.

Turning to Covad, Megan, you had two issues
that you discussed. The first was ordering of | oops,

| SDN | oops on IDSL; isn't that correct?
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1 A Yes.
2 Q It might be nore conplicated than that, but
3 essentially that is the issue?
4 A Right.
5 Q Isn't it correct that Covad has actually been
6 ordering those types of |oops since 1999?
7 A | don't nean to be equivocal. | do know that
8 in M. Hubbard's affidavit he said that we have actually
9 recei ved | SDN | oops where there was pair gain
10 And the reason | can't say that we have been
11 ordering them there's a couple -- and just to do it

12 briefly, until approximtely March of 2001 when we
13 started using Qnmest's newest prequal tool, the raw | oop

14 data tool, when we prequalled |ISDN | oops --

15 JUDGE RENDAHL: You mght want to state the

16 whol e thing, because of the court reporter

17 MS. DOBERNECK: |'msorry. M apologies. The
18 prequalification tool

19 Prior to our using the raw | oop data tool, when

20 we tried -- when we prequalified an | SDN | oop, what

21 we woul d get was essentially, yes, we can do it, or

22 there are no facilities available. At which point our
23 orders would go into the held order bucket, and if they
24 got provisioned we didn't know why, we just know they

25 got provisioned. The assunption is facilities becane
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avai |l abl e.

So we actually didn't know if there was pair
gain on that loop or not. It was just in our facilities
response. Once we did start using the raw | oop data
tool, and Covad started using that in approximtely
March of 2001, we could determ ne whether there was pair
gain or not.

However, that didn't translate into knowi ng we
actually had the ability to successfully place an order

for an | SDN where there was pair gain on the | oop

because of sonething -- Judge Rendahl, you may recal
from Workshop 4 -- we went through an analysis in March
and April of the raw | oop data tool. Can we rely on it?

And is it accurate?

And one of the things that we determned is
that we did not believe it was accurate because of
probl ems of where the raw | oop data tool would cone back
suggesting there was informati on about that |oop which
woul d say, we could not close the order. Because
there's electronics on the line, we couldn't do it. And
then we were able to.

And t hen conversely, there would be orders that
| ooked |ike, no problens, this should be successfully
provi sioned without a problem And then it would turn

out that there was, for exanple, pair gain on the line,
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1 and we couldn't close the |ine.

2 It was our understanding that -- | nean, we
3 sinmply didn't know. And so | suppose | can say we are
4 glad that we are receiving them | have no reason to
5 question that we're receiving them But we certainly
6 didn't know that we have the capability to order that.
7 And it's just, you know, the issue is, did we
8 get notice? And the answer is we were told, no, you

9 can't do this. It was repeated |ast year in the

10 Col orado workshops, that it -- we weren't technically
11 able to provision those types of loops. So we sinply

12 didn't know, and maybe it was happening. W didn't

13 know.

14 Q BY MR CRAIN. | think I understood your answer
15 about the | oop qual tool, |oop qualification tool, but
16 let me just ask you this, because of whether or not

17 what ever reason you did this aside, Covad continued to
18 order these types of |oops, even if there was an

19 occasion that there may be pair gain?

20 A W ordered those | oops whether there is an

21 occasion or not of pair gain, yes. Yes.

22 Q Covad has built an interface to Qunest's ED
23 interface; isn't that correct?

24 A Yes.

25 Q And Covad is using the SATE environnent for
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test devel opnent of that interface; isn't that correct?

A | believe so. | ama little shaky on SATE, but
| believe that is the case. Yes.

Q Don't worry. | won't ask you anything nore
about the details.

A Thank you. M. Connolly's discussion was very
i nformative for nme.

Q Covad also participated in the prioritization
of the change requests for 10.0 and 11.0; isn't that
correct?

A | don't believe we did for 10.0, but | know we
did prioritize for the 11.0 rel ease, yes.

Q And that prioritization was handl ed pursuant to
t he new agreed upon process, with the exception of the
new order on regul atory changes; isn't that correct?

A That's ny understandi ng, yes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Just a clarification. Wen you
tal k about release 10 and rel ease 11, what are we
tal ki ng about that's being rel eased?

MR, CRAIN. | can give an explanation -- or why
don't we have a witness respond to that?

JUDGE RENDAHL: That's all right. You are an
attorney. You can testify, too. I'msorry. Just
ki ddi ng.

Ms. Doberneck, go ahead.
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MS. DOBERNECK: It's the interfaces, |IMA and
IMA GU or IMAED -- and IMA GUI, and you're a GU,
too. And it's Dr. GU
And as new versions are released with
additional features or functionalities, it's released as
a version 10.0 or 11.0.
JUDGE RENDAHL: So we are tal king about the
interface release, and specifically I MA GU ?
M5. DOBERNECK: It's the application to
application rel ease.
JUDGE RENDAHL: Application to application
rel ease. Sorry to derail
MR. CRAIN:. EDI interface. And 10.0 is
schedul ed for release in June, and prioritization
happened | ast year sonetime. And 11.0 is schedul ed for
later this year.
JUDGE RENDAHL: And that is the EDI interface?
MR, CRAIN: Yes.
Q BY MR CRAIN. Now, where was |?
A W participated in 11.0 prior to
prioritization.
Q | have a couple of questions for M. Connolly.
JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Connolly, can you hear?
MR. CONNOLLY: Yes, | can, M. Crain.

Q BY MR CRAIN. Tim you referred to the
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Ameritech nmerger order with SBC, isn't that correct?

A Yes, sir.

Q \What was the date of that order?

A The order fromthe bureau to inplenent the plan
of record was Septenber 22nd of 2000. And that was a
letter from Carol Mattey.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Can you spell that? Carol who?

MR, CONNOLLY: Mattey, Ma-t-t-e-y, to Deputy
Chi ef of the Common Carrier Bureau.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Thank you.

Q BY MR CRAIN. Tim that wasn't a 271 order,
was it?

A No, sir. That was the SBC Aneritech merger.

Q And as aresult of that, they were ordered to
devel op and i npl ement a stand al one test environnent
that mirrors production?

A That's correct. |It's referred to in the SBC
pl an of record, or POR, as the CLEC joint testing
envi ronnent, JTE

Q And then were you ordered to do that effective
Sept enber of the year 20007

A That's the effective date of the order. The
pl an of record, | believe, had an August 28, if |I'm not
m staken, date on it. And that was the application by

SBC to -- proposing the PORto the FCC. The bureau
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chief -- the deputy chief ordered the inplenentation of
the plan of record.

Q But either way, this was after SBC filed its
Texas application in April of 2000, and after the FCC
granted that application in the year of 2000; isn't that
correct?

A | don't know the dates of the SBC of section
271. So subject to check, I'Il agree to those dates.

VWhat | want to point out is that while we
negoti ated the plan of record with SBC Staff, we were
assured by SBC Staff that the plan of record
i mpl enentation of the joint test environnent woul d be
t he Sout hwestern Bell Texas version of the joint test
envi ronnent that had al ready been inpl ement ed.

So the plan of record was to inplenent that
joint test environment across the 13 state
sout hwestern -- or 13 state SBC regional footprint so
t hey woul d be one and the sane.

Q Okay. Now, Tim AT&T's fully devel oped two
interfaces to Qwst EDI interface; isn't that correct?

A | understand.

Q And one of those is for the old Bell Operating
Conpany AT&T, and the other is AT&T Broadband; isn't

that correct?
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Q Are there any products that AT&T -- to which
AT&T has devel oped in those before stays that are not
contained in the SATE stand al one test environnent?

A Not to ny know edge.

Q AT&T participated in the CLEC users group for
SATE; isn't that correct?

A Yes.

Q And AT&T has the ability to submt change
requests to -- change request changes to SATE through
that group; isn't that correct?

A Yes. | amnot sure they are called change
requests in the SATE forum but they certainly achieve
the sanme process, sane principle.

Q And AT&T also participated in the
prioritization of releases 10.0 and 11.0; isn't that
correct?

A Yes.

Q And those were handl ed pursuant to the new
process; isn't that correct?

A Are you tal king about the prioritization of the

change requests under the CWP?

Q Yes.
A I think M. Menezes has al ready answered that.
Q Oh, that's right. | amsorry. Wth Tom being

gone | got confused that you guys were a different
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1 party.

2 MR, CRAIN. That's all the questions | have.
3 may -- that's all the questions | have. As | said,

4 would I'ike to ask M. Thonpson a coupl e of questions,
5 and al so Ms. Schultz when we're through with the

6 Conmi ssi on questi ons.

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Are there any questions from

8 t he bench to Ms. Doberneck, M. Menezes, or

9 M. Connol | y?

10 CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER: | have just one for

11 Ms. Doberneck, and it relates to the issue of

12 notification.

13 | understand the exanmple you gave -- at | east
14 think I understand the exanple that you gave. And it
15 seens to nme that as, perhaps, a technical matter there
16 was a way, if you followed the |inks, possibly to |earn
17 t hat somet hi ng was avail abl e.

18 But your point is that the initial e-mail or
19 announcenment should either in its title or its brief

20 description give adequate notice to the user as to what
21 the whole topic is about; is that correct?

22 M5. DOBERNECK: Yes. Wth one addition

23 And Andy, because |I think, in fact, working
24 through this it has raised one additional issue that we

25 need to address in change managenent. W have focused
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on when in-bound requests, if there's a cross -- if they
are cross functional, if we think it's a cross as
requires a systens change. | think the exanple | gave

of notice of this particular product in process change,
whi ch came out via the systens change, that didn't give
us the notification.

It also raises the issue of appropriate
notification when it is a cross functional notification
that comes out from Quest.

The reason it matters, systens people do their
systenms stuff. For the NC NCI code there's a coding
change to that system It also inpacts the process we
use for ordering. So we actually now have anot her issue
for change managenent, which is how we handl e that
as wel | .

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER: I n ot her words, changes
in one area that also relate or necessitate changes in
anot her category?

MS. DOBERNECK: Right. That they are not
di screte to one, but have nultiple inpacts, correct.

CHAl RMOVAN SHOWALTER: My question is that --
is about how ultinmately objective versus subjective,
that kind of notice, either in the title or the
description is -- and you may just in your |ast

qualification here have answered that.
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1 But it seems to ne that there's sone el enment of

2 human judgenent that's always going to be there. And

3 it's the requirenment that Qwmest have the appropriate

4 sensitivity to who its audi ence may be, and therefore

5 what kinds of titles and descriptions have to be there.

6 Is that the case? |Is there -- or in your view, for nopst

7 of these, is there going to be a clear way to judge

8 whet her there's been adequate notice or not?

9 M5. DOBERNECK: We actually have -- and this
10 was before | got involved in the redesign effort. W
11 actually went through the whole discussion of naming
12 conventions, because we want to be clear about what the
13 notice is so we did agree upon nam ng conventions in
14 order to give specific notice.

15 We also, with regard to product in process,
16 have agreed when the notices conme out, the notice wll
17 only cone out for a |level 3 change, rather than, say,
18 five different kinds of changes that you have to wade

19 t hr ough.
20 So while, yes, there's sone discretion, | think

21 we al ready have the building blocks and the

22 under st andi ng about the inportance of how we nane the
23 noti ces, and how we should send the notices out so that
24 you know they can be acted upon by the recipient.

25 I think we have the building blocks to now
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address, what | perceive of something as a new i ssue,
that we will be able to acconplish that. But | think we
actual ly have the agreenent and buil ding bl ocks in place
to ensure that the notice is clear-cut in al

ci rcunst ances.

CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: So you have the nam ng
conventions. They just need to be foll owed. But the
added winkle of if there's a cross effect, the notice
or notices in both arenas have to go out with the
appropriate nam ng conventions? |s that what your view
is?

MS. DOBERNECK: Yes.

CHAI RWOVAN SHOWALTER:  Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Are there any other questions
fromthe bench for these w tnesses?

(No response.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: | have a macro-1|evel question
for the CLECs. And | guess this is really addressed to
you, M. Menezes, because it's raised in Exhibit 1540.

And | want to confirmthat the issues that are
in your Exhibit 1540, AT&T and the CLECs agreed that if
these issues are resolved to their satisfaction, that
these are the issues that if they are resol ved, then
there is no issue for section 271 purposes with the

change nanagenent process; is that correct?
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1 MR. MENEZES: You referred to Exhibit 1540,

2 which is the --

3 JUDGE RENDAHL: | amsorry. 1539.

4 MR, MENEZES: Okay. Yes. Wth 1539 that is

5 what we have said. That's what we have said in our

6 Arizona filing, and we have said here.

7 JUDGE RENDAHL: Understandi ng that change

8 managenment does not end with the process -- doesn't end
9 with the 271 case. There are other issues that need to
10 be resol ved, but they don't need to be resolved for

11 pur poses of states rendering decisions.

12 MR. MENEZES: Thank you for asking that,

13 because | haven't made that clear. As | pointed out,
14 there are many issues in CMP redesi gn we have w nnowed

15 down to the Exhibit 1539 list for purposes of 271

16 however, CPM redesign will continue even after those

17 i ssues are closed. And Qnest has agreed to that.

18 So that if Qwmest -- if these issues are closed
19 and Qnest gets 271 approval -- and | don't know,

20 sonetine |later this year, and we haven't closed the

21 remai nder of the issues -- Qwest has agreed that we will

22 continue to work in the redesign group to close.

23 And then the redesign group, the notion is that
24 it would disband fromthat particular function, and

25 those neetings, the CMP itself, which has continued al
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al ong, those neetings that are once a nonth, those would
conti nue.

And then as part of the Master Redline, we have
a section called managi ng the CMP, which needs a couple
of additions. But basically it deals with when you want
to further change the CMP. Once the redesignis
conpleted, there's a process for that. Is that
responsi ve?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Yes, that's responsive. And if
a further change in the change nmanagenent process, and
the additional itens that may flow t hrough the change
managenment process do not cause AT&T to say it's
premature to resolve the 271 issue, it is?

MR. MENEZES: No. You are saying beyond the
1539 -- Exhibit 1539 list?

JUDGE RENDAHL: Correct.

MR. MENEZES: Correct.

JUDGE RENDAHL: And al so on that point, there's
some di scussi on about exceptions by KPMG and retesting.
Is it -- do you believe that these issues are going to
be resolved by the tinme the KPMG final report comes back
to us in June? Are we going to have a final picture in
June, or does AT&T require further denmonstration of
conpl i ance beyond that final test report?

MR. MENEZES: I think we have tal ked about a
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couple of things. One is the conpletion of the docunent
itself, so docunenting the CMP. And | think that's the
first of the five or six items that the FCC has outlined

as requirenments that Ms. Singer Nel son presented in her

openi ng.

Anot her conponent is that Qwest has adhered to
the process over tinme. That part, | think, we wll
conclude. | think we can conclude the |anguage in

docunenting the CMP by June sonetine. And it's possible
that it could be earlier. Whether that's sufficient
time -- | nean, it depends on when we're done, and when
they inplenent. And | have to kind of |ook at it

overall to see if it has been adhered to for a
reasonabl e period of tinme.

And Ms. Doberneck has mentioned two to three
nmonths. And | think that's what we woul d be | ooking
for, some period of tinme once it's all done, and
evi dence to support that there is this adherence.

And | don't know if the ROC test -- | think the
final final cones out at the end of May. How nuch of
that will be captured by the ROC test -- | nean, we're
hopeful that they are looking at all of those things and
will report on it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Because | amtrying to get a

sense of if we get to June, and AT&T says no, there's
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1 not been enough. It hasn't been denonstrated over tine,
2 and what your sense of tinme beyond two to three nonths

3 is. That's the question. | think you have answered it.
4 MR. MENEZES: And the other thing -- | mean,

5 the other thing that could happen for Col orado, as we

6 have nentioned, Qwest is to bring additional evidence to

7 the Commi ssion. So beyond the test part of it, if Quest

8 brings further evidence that's supportable, you know,
9 and sufficient, that may be another way to denonstrate
10 it beyond the test itself.

11 CHAl RWNOVAN SHOWALTER:  And we have asked for
12 that evidence to be filed with us as well.

13 MR. MENEZES: Yes, | understand.

14 JUDGE RENDAHL: Ms. Doberneck, do you have
15 anything to respond? | directed the question to

16 M. Menezes.

17 MS. DOBERNECK: No, | --

18 CHAI RMOVAN SHOWALTER: Can we go off the record
19 for a mnute?

20 (Brief recess taken.)

21 JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be back on the record.

22 Ms. Friesen, do you have any redirect?

23 M5. FRIESEN: | do, Your Honor. One brief

24 question for M. Menezes.

25



7518

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

REDI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. FRI ESEN

Q Do you recall the questioning by M. Crain,
1539, which | believe is AT&T's priority list with
respect to CMP redesign?

A  Yes, | do.

Q Wien M. Crain was going through that issues
list with you, he described and he di scussed vari ous
states of |anguage that was in drafting form and
vari ous conceptual agreenents where | anguage had not yet
been drafted, or it was pending.

What do you anticipate will happen now that al
of this is done? Where does that |anguage end up?

A  For the issues where the | anguage i s needed
to -- typically that |language is not yet in the CwW
Mast er Redline document. There are few of these where
there is language in the Redline that reflects some
state of still needing work.

So the ultimte conclusion of this, for
pur poses of docunenting the change nmanagenent process,
is to complete the | anguage, get to the state of
agreenent anong the CMP redesign group that the |anguage
is acceptable, it's then incorporated into the Master

Redl i ne docunent.
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The process then has been that Qeaest takes it
sort of sinmultaneously, once the redesign group has
approved the | anguage, to the CMP forum which is the
broader group, to get their -- get their acceptance.

And then Qnest inplenments it.

So these issues woul d be closed for purposes of
docunenting the CPM once the | anguage is concl uded and
i ncorporated into the Master Redline docunent.

Q And once that happens, would it be fair to
say --

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's be off to the record for
a mnute.

(Brief recess taken.)

JUDGE RENDAHL: We will be back on the record.

Q BY MS. FRIESEN. Okay. 1Is it fair to say in
AT&T's estimation that once that | anguage is conpletely
drafted and incorporated into the Master Redline
docunent that Qwaest will have performed adequately the
FCC s requirenment, nunber 1, that the information
relating to the change nanagenent process is clearly
organi zed and readily accessible to carriers?

A That is the goal. Yes, | think so.

Q Now, prior to that being acconplished, has
Qunest -- can it neet that FCC requirenent?

A No, | don't believe so.
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MS. FRIESEN. Thank you, M. Menezes.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Is there any recross,
M. Crain?

MR. CRAIN. There is -- no.

JUDGE RENDAHL: So the next issue would be your
qguestioning of M. Thonpson on the bridge |ine.

M. Thonpson, are you avail abl e?

MR THOWMPSON: Yes, | am

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR CRAIN:

Q Yes. Can you first give a brief explanation of
your job responsibilities?

A Yes. | work in the Qunest information
t echnol ogy observation organization. | ama director
there, in charge of the assistance planning and project
managenment of the changes required to have Quest
neet the -- | believe it was to have Quest neet its
obligations in the 1996 Tel ecom Act.

Q Jeff, do you participate in what is known as
t he SATE users' group?

A I do not personally attend the SATE users'
group neetings, and people in ny organizati on who report

to me do run that neeting.
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1 Q And are you aware of the -- are they called

2 change requests that people submit for changes to SATE?
3 A Yes, they are.

4 Q And are you aware of the existence and what

5 t hose change requests are?

6 A Yes, | am

7 Q Can you tell nme, has AT&T, Covad, or Worl dCom

8 subnmitted any CRs that woul d request that SATE do

9 anything to mrror the production environnent nore
10 accurately?
11 A WorldCom and Covad have submitted no SATE CRs

12 what soever. AT&T has not requested a CR asking for SATE
13 to mirror production. They have issued three CRs; two

14 of which are product CRs, and one is a CR that asks for

15 SATEs of equi prment to be increased.

16 Q And when you tal k about the product CRs, are
17 those requests for additional products to be added to
18 CMP?

19 A Yes.

20 Q To SATE?

21 A Yes, they are. AT&T has issued a CR to add

22 | oop splitting product support to SATE, and to add |ine

23 splitting product support in SATE. Those CRs were
24 prioritized in the | ast SATE prioritization exercise,

25 and received a relatively low priority on the list.
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Q Turning, then, to the Arizona -- what are
called IWOs, and | believe these are Exhibits 1566 and
1567, which relate to notifications -- whether or not
certain notifications were sent out on functionality and
billing changes.

Are you aware of those two |IWOs, and those
responses?

A Yes, | am

Q Can you explain why notifications were not sent
out in those situations?

A In those situations the type of problemthat
was encountered did not affect the interface or the
system data exchange with the CLEC

The notification process that we have and
changes -- or CRs involves notifying the CLEC of a
change to the interface that will require themto nmake a
change on their side. That's what the whole
notification process around changes is about is that
gi ve them advance notice that we're nmaking a change that
woul d require a change on their side.

The particular W that we're tal king about
here did not require that type of change on the CLEC s
part. What was occurring with the IWOs is there are a
group of records that are transmitted to the CLECs for

their use in billing. And they follow a particul ar



7523

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

format that the CLEC s software understands how to read.

And sone of the records were being transmtted,
and sone additional records were not being transmtted.
The correction to make sure that the records, all the
records were being transnmitted did not inpact the CLEC s
interface, or require a change to their inplenentation
of the interface, so no notification was sent down.

Q And then | guess | have one nobre question.
AT&T referred to -- M. Connolly referred to the issue
of whether or not the CLECs using SATE that we have
listed have done progressive or regressive testing.

Can you explain and respond to that, explain
whi ch ones -- or have they done progressive and
regressive testing?

A Right. Inny affidavit when | was referring to
t he nunber of CLECs that had used SATE, the nunbers that
I was quoting all pertained to CLECs that have done
progressive testing in SATE

Progressive testing is a type of testing that
| eads to putting a CLEC into production, and it is a
type of testing that Qemest tracks and works with CLECs
closely on to ensure a snooth transition into
production. So the nunbers | put, it all pertains to
progressive testing.

Regressi ve, or regression testing is sonething
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a CLEC pretty nmuch does on its own without a | ot of
coordination with Qvwest. |If the CLEC makes a change on
their side and they just want to ensure that the change
will work with the Qmest inplenentation, they cone into
the environnent on their own and do that testing with
little coordination with Quest.

Therefore, we don't track that type of testing
aggressively. Fromour point of view, we just allowthe
CLECs to cone in and do it. And whenever we see a CLEC
com ng in issuing transactions agai nst SATE environnent,
we know that they are not actively participating in a
progressive testing scenario with the aimof going into
production with CWMP, assune that they are here to do
sone regressive testing.

And we do see on the interface those CLECs
coming in occasionally, and testing things fromtheir
side of the house without necessarily contacting us, or
asking for progressive testing.

So we do believe both types of testing are
occurring in our environnent today.

Q Back to the IWDissue in the notifications, |
guess | want to make clear, you did, in change
managenent neeti ngs, acknow edge that notifications
shoul d have gone out on those particular IWOs; is that

correct?
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A As M. Menezes testified yesterday, | did
acknowl edge that the way these particul ar probl ens
shoul d have been handl ed to ensure that CLECs are
notified was through the production support process.

And in that process, when a CLEC uncovers a
probl em of this nature, for exanple, they would come to
Quvest and they woul d open a trouble ticket with Quest.
And during the investigation of the trouble ticket,

Qvest woul d send out event notifications to CLECs -- not
the change notification and a change request, but a
notification around a trouble ticket to say that a
troubl e had been found, and that we were correcting the
trouble or fixing the trouble.

VWhat M. Menezes did not relate was the further
subst ance of our conversation in which | had conveyed to
himthat the pseudo CLEC in this case, not a normm
CLEC, the pseudo CLEC had di scovered this problem

And as an artifact of the test itself, used the
| WO process instead of the trouble ticket process. And
that, as an artifact of the test, the processes were
to -- CLECS be notified if that type of trouble was
i nvoked, because the CLEC in this case, the pseudo CLEC,
used a different agreed to process for reporting that
troubl e.

MR, CRAIN. | have no further questions.
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1 JUDGE RENDAHL: Any cross?

2 MS. FRIESEN. Yes. Just a few questions.
3

4 CROSS EXAM NATI ON

5

6 BY MS. FRI ESEN
7 Q M. Thonpson, this is Letty Friesen from AT&T
8 I would like to have you take a | ook at your affidavit

9 at paragraph 3, if you woul d.

10 JUDGE RENDAHL: And that's Exhibit 1545,

11 correct?

12 MS. FRIESEN. 1545, yes, Your Honor

13 Q BY MS. FRIESEN: And if you would, could you

14 tell me -- identify each of the four CLECs suggested

15 there, and the service bureau. Once you have identified
16 those, would you tell nme which version of SATE they were
17 testing, and when that version was inplenented.

18 A So your question to ne is which CLECs worked

19 through a service bureau to do the SATE testing?

20 Q No. M question is really, identify the four

21 CLECs listed in or stated in paragraph 3, along with the

22 service bureau that tested for an additional five CLECs.
23 I don't need -- | don't need to know who they are.
24 Once you have identified those entities, please

25 tell me with respect to each entity what version of SATE
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they tested, and when that version was inplenented by
Qnest. Do you understand?

A I do. Thank you.

Q Thank you.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Now, to expedite matters --
this is Judge Rendahl -- | think I am going to nake that
Records Requisition 8. That would be Records
Requi si ti on No. 8.

VWhat that nmeans, M. Thonpson, you can discuss
with M. Crain, but it's basically in the formof a data
request in the hearing, and needs to be nade within a
set period of tine to AT&T.

(Records Requisition No. 8.)

MR, THOWMPSON: That's fine. | can actually
read it off, if you would like. But we can submit it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: Let's do it off the record on
paper.

Ms. Friesen, any other questions?

MS. FRIESEN. No, that's it.

JUDGE RENDAHL: M. Crain, do you have an
addi ti onal wi tness?

MR, CRAI'N: No.

JUDGE RENDAHL: W th that, | believe we have
concl uded our hearing this week.

| appreciate your brevity this norning, and
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1 we're off the record.
2 Thank you.

3 ENDI NG TI ME: 12:15 P.M
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