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PROCEEDI NGS

MS. ANDERSON: Wl conme. | hope you're al
here for the vendor technical conference nunber 1 for
the ROC OSS test. |'m Deni se Anderson and we're

apol ogi zing for the wong conference bridge typo code
there. W'I|l get going, though. Several people have
called and two or three people are sending out
E-mails to the TAGwith the corrected code. So we'l
give thema mnute and get going.

M ke Weeks and | were laughing earlier. |
said, it seens pretty organi zed so far, so we've had
our major snafu with the typo in the bridge nunmber so
we'll get past that and hopefully it will be
relatively snmooth sailing. W've got a |ot of
guestions to address here.

"' m Deni se Anderson with MTG MIGis a
proj ect manager, as nmost of you know. There are a
few new faces and so |"mjust trying to bring
everyone to commn ground. Next to me is Bob Center
also with MTG And Marie is the person running
around taking care of logistics. Marie Bakunas al so
with MIG

I would like to talk just a few m nutes
about logistics and then we'll hop into this thing.
In terns of the agenda, you have that agenda, we put

the agenda together with relative anounts of tine
| ai d out according to the nunber of questions
received. And so we'll try to stay with those but
we' || probably have to nodify as we go through

t hi ngs.

There is going to be a sign-in sheet being
passed around. This one right here. |If you'l
pl ease just initial yourself. [If you don't find
yourself on that |ist, add yourself at the end.

We' Il quickly go through the room here with people
sayi ng who they are and their conpany affiliation and
then we'll nove to the bridge just so everyone knows
ki nd of who the universe of people that's attending
is.

We're going to be taking a break in the
nor ni ng each day and we'll have an hour for lunch and
you're on your own for lunch. There is a nice
breakfast at the back which you've al ready found and
there will be a cafeteria available at |unchtinme.
We'll get nore details on that as we get closer. W
expect to break around 5:15 today. KPMG has
distributed a consolidated set of questions. Thank



you for doing that. And thank you to the parties for
putting in the questions. W had questions submitted
by AT&T and Worl dcom and al so by Washi ngton state

staff.

This conference is being transcribed by
Mary Grace and she is going to require that whenever
you' re speaking that you state your nane and conpany
so that she can have that in here. And you yell if
you need us to stop for any reason what soever.

We're going to take a few minutes right
now to go around the room As | said, Denise
Ander son, MIG.

MR. CENTER: Bob Center, MIG

MR, PETRY: Don Petry, HPC

MR, MAY: Geoff May, HP.

MR. CROCKETT: Jeff Crockett with the |aw
firmof Snell & WIlner, outside counsel to HP.

MS. ANDERSON: Before we go any further,
folks on the bridge, are you hearing this?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: 1t's getting weaker
but yes, we can hear it.
ANDERSON:  Speak up.
FI NNEGAN: John Fi nnegan, AT&T.
TRI BBY: Mary Tribby, AT&T.
DI XON:  Tom Di xon, Wérl dcom
BALVIN: Liz Balvin, Worldcom
PRI DAY: Tom Priday, Wrldcom
CONNOLLY:  Jim Connol |y, AT&T.

TRUDEAU: Lee Trudeau, HPC.
SI MANSON:  Scott Si manson, HP.
CEGELSKI: Mary Cegel ski, HPC.
GRAGERT: Liz Gragert, HPC.
PARKER: Tricia Parker, HPC.
BROHL: Barbara Brohl, Quest.
VI VERCS: Chris Viveros, Quest.
KONERSMANN:  Todd Koner smann, KPMG.
BUJAN: M chael Bujan, KPMG
RUTTER: Brian Rutter, KPMG
. MEDEI ROS: Ant hony Medeiros, advisory
staff, New Mexico Conmm ssion.
FABUNM :  Fol ake Fabunm .
. HIGLEY: Lucy Hi gley, Quest.

MR, EMMONS: Irv Emons, Oregon Public
Uility Comm ssion.
TRULLI NGER: Ron Trullinger, Qnest.
SPI NKS:  Tom Spi nks, Washi ngt on
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Commi ssi on.
GRIFFITH: David Giffith, Washington
Commi ssi on.
WHI TNEY: Kate Whitney, Montana
Commi ssi on.
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ALLSTOT: Wendie Allstot, Col orado
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Commi ssi on.

LUBAMERSKY: Nancy Lubamersky, Quest.
NOTARI ANNI :  Lynn Notarianni, Qmest.
CRAIN:  Andy Crain, Qnest.

TAYLOR: Peter Taylor, Qnest.

HEMPHI LL: Ben Henphill, KPMG

YEUNG  Shun Yeung, KPMG

SCHWARTZ: Tobias D. Schwartz, KPMG.
SM TH: Bruce Snith, Col orado

Conmi ssi on.
STRIGHT: Bob Stright.

GRI FFING Buster Giffing, Nebraska
Conmi ssi on.
PROVOST: Kristin Provost, Quwest.
BOTEIN: Sheila Botein, Quest.

WOODSI DE:  Gary Wbodsi de, Quwest.
WLLIAVS: Mke WIlianms, Quest.
DONALDSON: Jacki e Donal dson, Qwest.
AXLEROD: Cherie Axlerod, Quest.

SI MANSON:  Scott Simanson, Quest.
ANDERSON: Let's go to the bridge.
We've got -- I'mjust holding off on KPMG because |
know you guys will want to introduce your folKks.
Let's go to the bridge. | know who requested ports
and |I'Il just run down those quickly. [|daho?

HART: Wayne Hart.

P3PHIIDD DD DIIDIIDD

?

ANDERSON: M nnesota PUC?

SM TH: Ray Snmith.

WELLS: Diane Wl ls.

EGBERT: Peggy Egbert for Utah.
ANDERSON:  Mont ana?

. GILLESPIE: Cheryl Gllespie with
Qnest i n Montana.

ANDERSON:  Nebr aska, heard Dick
al ready. Dick, anyone there with you?
PALAZZALO  No, just ne.

ANDERSON: Oregon? Sout h Dakota?
BEST: Harl an Best.

ANDERSON:  WAshi ngt on?

BEATON: Rebecca Beaton, Washi ngton

DHHD DO

>

staff.
ANDERSON: W omni ng?

KORBER: M ke Korber for the Wom ng
Conmi ssi on.
MAGNOLDI :  And M ke Magnol di with

Qnest .

» ® 30 HHIDD

. ANDERSON: M nnesota Departnent of
Commerce? | think there is HP on the bridge. Qnest
on the bridge.

MS. HAILE: This is Kathy Haile with

Qnest .
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MR. HALBACH. This is Pat Hal bach, Quest.

MR. TELEDONAS: Gabe Tel edonas, Quest,
Nebr aska

MS. ANDERSON: Any ot her Qwest people on
the bridge? Worldcomon the bridge? Departnent of
Justice on the bridge?

MS. HUNDLY: Joyce Hundly.

MS. ANDERSON: |owa on the bridge?

MR. ROSAUER: Ni ck Rosauer

MS. BAKER: Penny Baker

MS5. ANDERSON: And | think there is a
bunch of KPMG fol ks on the bridge. Can you identify
yoursel f, please, KPMG fol ks on the bridge?

MR. WOODHOUSE: Rick Whodhouse, KPMG

Consul ti ng.
MR. BLACK: Chris Black, KPMG Consulting.
MS. ANDERSON: Any ot hers?
MS. PADA OTI'S: Nick Padgiotis, KPMG
Consul ti ng.

MS. ANDERSON: Anyone el se that we haven't
gotten that's on the bridge?

MS. ZENGER: Joni Zenger, Utah Division of
Public Utilities.

MS. ANDERSON: Hi, Joni. Anyone el se?
Okay. Let's proceed. Just to quickly reviewthe

pur pose of today, our objective here is to answer
guestions on the designated discrete reports
concerning the facts about the general scope,
approach and findings. It is to provide information
on the facts. Sonewhere around here Marie has this
little thing, a picture of Joe Friday with just the
facts. That's what we're trying to do here today.
So just to balance things, we are not here to argue
over the results, findings or scope at this point, to
di sagree with the test. This is not for advocacy.
So KPMG wi || be noving through the

gquestions. |I'mgoing to turn it over to themin just
a nmonment. You've got the consolidated |ist of
questions. |If you don't get a copy, | think there is

a few copies up here. Does anyone need a copy before
we get going? For people on the bridge, that was
distributed to the TAG Friday, | believe.

In terns of process, we're going to be
nmovi ng through those. KPMG will answer follow up
questions if they can. If not, they will meke
arrangenents to do so later in witing. Any
gquestions before we begin? One announcenent.
Actually, two. The facilities are just out that door
and the AV people are still working on the
m crophones so hopefully it will inprove as they

conti nue to work.
Wth that, | would like to turn it over to



Joe DellaTorre -- M ke Weks and Joe Dell aTorre with
KPMG Consul ti ng.

MR. WEEKS: Thanks, Denise. | would |ike
to add my wel conme to the group both here and on the
bridge. | think there were a lot of really good

guestions asked. W appreciate the opportunity to
clarify or anplify on what's in the report. As a

matter of reminder to folks, I'Il let everybody
remenber that these are still draft reports and
they're still subject to change.

So this isn't necessarily the final word
on anything but we did want to present this
opportunity to go through the discrete reports that
are out there. There may be additional testing that
woul d cause sonething in these reports to change
May not be. We're constantly review ng these things
oursel ves and checking the facts and sone of the
guestions that we're asked have stinmulated us to
think a little bit harder about a couple of areas.

So we may be doi ng some nore wordsnithing,
we rmay be doing some nore noving things around, so
that's just the nature of the draft process. And so
it's a good news/bad news. The good news is we get

to have these conversations early. The bad news is
some of the stuff nmay kind of w ggle on you between
now and the draft final report. But you'll always be
able to tell what the differences are fromrelease to
rel ease as we go through these reports.

So | would suspect that when we have the
second vendor technical conference, if there is
anything that's substantial that we need to bring to
your attention that nmay be naterial in nature that's
changed since this conference, we'll do that. It was
just wordsmithing here and there. That will be
obvious in the Word docunents.

The other thing that | would like to add
is that we're going to kind of give a brief sunmary,
if you will, of each question. W're not going to
read each question word for word verbatim If in our
sumrari es we msstate the question in your mnd,
pl ease say, no, that's not what we asked, because we
sort of -- it's the problemwith witten
comuni cation. W're not always sure exactly what
you' re asking or what you neant. So if in our
summary of the question, we don't capture the essence
of it, make sure that you correct us on that.

We're also in each area going to kind of
use the pattern of Joe and/or I will kind of read the

gquestion and sort of give the answer. Qur coll eagues
that are sitting behind us, who Joe will introduce in
a mnute, were the fol ks that prepared these reports.
If we need to, we will caucus with them and make sure



we get a really good answer for you to the question
that you've asked us.

Al so, we've had a request to kind of give
a sort of real high level sort of where are we in
this test kind of summary and we'll do that at the
begi nni ng of each of the reports. So we're going to
start with 12.7, the loop qual, and sort of where we
are there is there were fundanmentally 10 eval uation
criteria that are all sitting at this point in a
state of satisfied --

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Before we get into
that, the acoustics are just terrible. W' re having
trouble, there is a lot of background and your voice
is fading in and out. It's very difficult to catch
every ot her word.

MR, WEEKS: Okay. W have the AV people
wor ki ng on the sound.

(Pause.)

MR, WEEKS: The 12.7 | oop qual has
fundamental ly 10 evaluation criteria that are sitting
out there. They're all currently sitting in a

satisfied state. 1'Il give my nornmal speech that

al ways give. Not all evaluation criteria are

wei ghted equally. Playing the nunbers ganme of
counting up sats and not sats and all that stuff is a
very dangerous thing to do and I woul d encourage you
not to do that.

We could find ourselves in a situation at
the end of this test where we have one not satisfied
in the entire report and could kill conpetition. W
could have the situation in this report where we had
25 not sats and everything is just fine. So | resist
the tenptation to play the nunbers gane but just so
you can kind of get a feel for where we are on this
test, we're done with this test. |If things need to
be opened back up, if Qwmest changes processes, we may
go back and revisit sone of these areas, but we're
fundamental |y wrapped up on this and at this point,
I"mgoing to turn it over to Joe and let himgo
t hrough the questions and answers and so on for 12.7.

MR, DELLATORRE: Good nmorning. First, |
wanted to introduce the fol ks that are behind me.

Liz Fuccillo is a nmenmber of the jurisdiction team
Juliana Bartra is the OM project manager. Brad
Stuber is the process test lead. Steve Sesko, right
behind ne, is the order managenent donein | ead.

Chuck Wolverton is the OM process test manager. And
Carrie Thielemann is also with me on the jurisdiction
team So |I'msure that nost of you have cone to know
Carrie and nyself well from nost of my calls.
I"mgoing to make an attenpt to put this
down and speak. | don't think | have much trouble



projecting typically so | would rather not be hol di ng
that because |'Il be shuffling papers. M intention
is to run through the questions. These reports have
been out there for sone tinme. | think everyone has
had the opportunity to read them probably thoroughly
and, therefore, |I'mnot going to review what that
section of the task is about. | think we all know.
The |l oop qualification process eval uation.

Let's go into the Washington state staff
questions. The staff submitted four questions which
apply to all of our tasks, all of our dommins, but we

will handle themindividually within each test. For
the first test, the question -- and sonetines |'|
read the question but often I'll just try to cut to

the heart of what the question is asking. For each
OSS testing reports to be reviewed, what were the
Washi ngton state specific or Western region
statistical testing results? The sanme answer will
apply to all the states and regions for this

particular test. There was no distinction nmade by
state or region in this process eval uation.

The second question was a request to
di scuss open Os and Es or unresol ved observations and
exceptions or test areas. And in this case, there
were none. There were none in the not satisfied
state, none open, unresolved. However, there is one
HPC observation that is 2078 that renmins open at
this time. And there is a relationship between 2078
and test 12.7. | encourage anyone who would |ike
further information on that to refer to the O%E | og.

Question nunber 3. Identify any materia
revisions made to the initial test reports and
explain why. Qur intention -- we are currently
drafting a change report that will highlight changes
that were made from one version of the discrete
report to another as well as explaining or
i dentifying the underlying inpetus for the change.
We hope to have the first version of that out a week
fromtoday. So we will try to cover both what was
changed and why those changes were made in a change
| og.

And question nunber 4, not unlike question
nunber 2 with open unresolveds, a different flavor of
it. It was inquiring about any unable to determ nes

for evaluation criteria within this report, and there
were none of those as well. That covers the
Washi ngton state questions. W'IIl go through those
same questions for each report.

Any ot her questions, follow up questions
to those? Okay, good. Let's junmp right in.

We'll start with the AT&T questions for
test 12.7. The first question, explain the ways that
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KPMG Consul ting investigated whether there are
additional loop qualification capabilities avail able
to Qnest retail representatives as conpared to CLECs.
And our nethod of investigation is highlighted in
section 2.4 of the evaluation neasures. W reviewed
docunent ation, interviewed personnel, nade
observations at Qunest's hotel and retail centers and
conducted interviews and observations wi th CLECs,
which is highlighted in section 2.4.

The second question. Did renedial options
that KPMG Consulting investigated include database
i nformati on on spare facilities? And in section
2.1.3 on page 3, we explained that, yes, in fact we
did exanmine that and yes, in fact, renedial options
do exi st.

Question nunber 3 --

MR. FI NNEGAN: Joe, could | ask a

clarifying question, please?

MR. DELLATORRE: Sure.

MR. FINNEGAN: In footnote 1 on page
12.7.1, the renedial options appear to focus on
assum ng that there was no way for the | oop
qualification information to have that | oop used for
a service. The footnote 1 appears to focus on other
types of services as the renedial option. As our
qguestion, our second question indicated, we're
interested in the spare facilities and |'m not sure
where on page 12.7.3 there was this spare facility
referenced.

MR, WEEKS: John, | think we attenpted to
get at your answer, and nmay not have succeeded, up on
the top of page 4 where we tal k about there are other
tools that if a | oop qual doesn't give you the
i nformati on you want and you want to go dig a little
further into what other options are available to you,
we describe some of the other tools that are
available to a CLEC or available to retail to go
i nvestigate whether there are other facilities that
are avail able. The databases that are used to
answer -- the databases you can navigate are used by
both the CLECs and retail to go | ook and see if there
are facilities in there.

MR. FINNEGAN: And you did in your
interviews and observations with CLECs see them use
or attenpt to use the options that would | et them
find spare facilities?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes, we did.

MR. WEEKS: The answer is yes.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: Nunber 3.

MS. TRIBBY: Just to be clear, spare
facilities as opposed to just alternative services,



correct?

MR. WEEKS: Yes, that's correct.

M5. TRI BBY: Thanks.

MR. DELLATORRE: Do Qaest ret ai
representatives have ot her database options avail abl e
where the Q City to QSERV tool indicates a custoner's
| oop does not qualify for DSL services? Follow ng
guestion, are those other options pursued? The
answer to the first is yes. So briefly, are there
ot her database options when this is a not qualified
condition, and the answer is yes. To the follow up
qguestion, are those other options pursued, the answer
is no. And as a footnote, our understanding is that
these options are available to both retail and
whol esal e inquiries.

MR. FINNEGAN: One final followup. Do
you know what specific query or database the CLECs
can use to find out spare facilities as alternatives
to a |l oop that may not be DSL capabl e?

MR. WOLVERTON: This is Chuck Wl verton
with KPMG Consulting. John, you can pull by address
fromany of the three calls that we list in this
report, the Qwest DSL tool, the ADSL | oop tool as
well as the raw | oop data tool

MR. FINNEGAN: And that will have spare
facility information?

MR. WOLVERTON: That's correct.

MR, DELLATORRE: Question 4 was identify
the KPMG Consulting evaluation criteria identified in
section 2.5, and there is a quote from our report.
This was a recurring theme throughout severa
sections of the report submitted by different parties
so | would like to state upfront that the eval uation
criteria that we refer to are the evaluation criteria
that are in the report.

We created those in advance of testing to
establish the conditions and criteria or standards
that we were | ooking for prior to starting the
eval uation. So we assenbled our |ist of evaluation
criteria for each test and for each process and

subprocess with the rel evant neasures and you'll see
the sane types of neasures conme up. W established
those criteria in advance and those are the criteria
that you see reflected in the report. There nay have
been sone confusion because this canme up severa

times in several different sections of the test.

MR, WEEKS: John, did you have sonet hi ng
el se in mnd when you asked that question?

MR, FINNEGAN: No. It was a clarifying
question and if | understand your response and the
report structure generally, when you have the
evaluation criteria and results table --



MR, WEEKS: Right, section 3.1 in all the
reports is fundanentally the table that was a test
cross reference and evaluation criteria, the result
and relating comments.

MR. FINNEGAN: So generally if we want to
know the evaluation criteria, it will be found in
that 3.1 table with the colum evaluation criteria?

MR, WEEKS: That's correct. And so that
will be the answer -- you asked that on al nbst every
test and that's the answer for all the tests so we'l
just answer it this once.

MR. FINNEGAN: Great. Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: (Question nunber 5, AT&T.

Does Qmest provide an escal ati on process for no
responses? Quote, no responses, as opposed to no
response, in the Qvest DSL qualification tool or the
ADSL unbundl ed | oop qualification tool. Qur response
is that while no forrmal escal ation process exists for
the loop qualification process, there of course does
exi st the general CLEC custoner service and
escal ati on process of the hel p desk and account
managenent .

We do have a clarifying question. |If
AT&T's intention or expectations was referring to
remedi al options, then renedial options do in fact
exist. The auto qualification feature which all ows
CLECs to establish an automatic query, it wll
periodically check the | oop to deternine whether its
qualification status has changed, or a facilities
based CLEC does have the option of ordering services
from Qunest .

And finally, does Qwest provide an
escal ati on process for questionable responses in the
raw | oop data tool? And | would refer you back to
the response that | just gave, that while there is no
stand al one process, there is the general help
process.

Fol | ow-up questions? Okay, that was the

AT&T section of questions. Let's nove on to
Worl dcom We attenpted to cull out, if you will, the
Wor I dcom questions fromthe sections of the report.
So shoul d they ever be taken out of context or you
would Iike to provide a little nore texture to the
question, please feel free. And | was directing that
question to Liz Balvin of Wbrldcom

First, please verify the follow ng: CLECs
do not have access to the Pinnacle Peak outsourcing
firm There is a reference to section 2.1.1, page 2,
whi ch di scusses the use of Pinnacle Peak. Qur
response is, Pinnacle Peak was an outsourcing firm
used by Qwest to determne | oop characteristics in
the event of a, quote, not determined response. And



CLECs did not have direct access to Pinnacle Peak but
could go through a Qunest internediary to get to that
i nformati on. However, Qwest has nmade recent changes
that elimnated the not determ ned response for both
whol esal e and retail queries, thereby elinminating the
need for this process. Qur business process
description in the report will be revised to reflect
t hese changes.

Second question, please verify the
following: |Is the "recent changes" field in LFACS
real tinme updates that can be accessed or are these

changes a result of the nightly updates? And there
are a couple of subtleties here. These are not rea
time and they're actually triggered -- or one
conponent is a nightly update that happens fromthe
LQDB that then feeds into LFACS on a nightly
schedule. It's the other way around. Excuse ne.
It's LFACS is a nightly update that then feeds to
LQDB.

Question nunber 3. And the question is
somewhat -- if taken out of context, is what evidence
led KPMG to this conclusion. So therefore, if we
back up to what the conclusion statenent was, and
bel i eve that that conclusion was that IMA is the
primary tool used by CLECs to perform | oop
qualifications, and the evidence that we have are the
eval uation nmethods that were used in ternms of
observation interviews and docunent inspections. And
just as a point of clarification, |IMA does refer to
both EDI and GUI.

MR, CONNOLLY: Is it a Qwest regular
procedure to synchroni ze the LFACS and LQDB
dat abases?

MR, DELLATORRE: That's a nightly process.

MR, WEEKS: |It's a batch process that's
schedul ed - -

MR. WOLVERTON: There is a ful
synchroni zati on once a nonth between LFACS and LQDB

MR, CONNOLLY: | thought there was. Thank
you.

MR. DELLATORRE: And finally, please
verify the following: Qmest retail representatives

do not have access to this tool. That's the IMA
tool, is our presunption. Qaest retai
representatives do not use the raw | oop data as part
of the retail loop qualification process.

MS. BALVIN:. But do they have access to
the raw | oop data tool?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes, they do. And
believe that concludes the questions for 12.7 that
were submtted in advance

MS. LUBAMERSKY: Nancy Lubamersky from



Quest. Joe, could you take that as a take-back? |'m
not sure that retail service reps have access to | oop
data. Just doubl e-check that?

MR, DELLATORRE: Certainly.

MR, WARNER: Can | just ask a coupl e of
foll owup questions to make sure I'mclear as well?

MR, DELLATORRE: Sure. GCo right ahead.

MR. WARNER: So just to be clear, so raw
| oop data tool which is the batch raw | oop tool

that's available to CLECs that you nentioned in your
report? That pulls information, | think it was the
LFACS, every 30 days or is it updated every 30 days,
that information, as opposed to nightly?

MR. WOLVERTON: It's the LFACS dat abase
that is synchronized every 30 days with the LQ | oop
qual database. And there are nightly updates but a
full synchronization occurs once a nonth.

MR. DELLATORRE: And we will confirmas a
t ake- away whether or not retail reps do have access
to that.

MR. WARNER: One nore thing. Wen CLECs
get access to that raw | oop data tool, the batch one,
it comes to them you have to go in and pull that
i nformati on and copy that into some sort of other
dat abase and nmake sone changes so it's in a readable
fashion? Can you tell me what Qmest's
representatives that are | ooking for that
i nformati on, what that process or what they did? D d
they have to go through simlar stuff that CLECs are
required in order to do that?

MR. WEEKS: | think it was our assertion
that retail reps do not use that tool so they
woul dn't be going through the same process as CLECs
woul d go through if the CLEC is in fact using that

t ool

MR. WARNER: So raw | oop data is not an
| MA query tool?

MR, WEEKS: That is correct. |[If you
choose to use a fundanmentally batch program that
i mplies your OSS have sonme programmng in themto
assimlate that information and store it in your
proprietary formats, whatever that is.

MR. WARNER:  Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions on 12.7?

MR, CONNOLLY: If | could ask you to turn
to figure 12.7-1, please. There is a box there that
is |labeled F&S. Can you describe that process or the
syst em conponent, please?

MR, WOLVERTON: Can you give us one second
as we caucus here, please?

MR, CONNOLLY: Certainly.

(Pause.)



MR, STUBER: F&S stands for Fetch & Stuff
and it allows the two systens to exchange
i nformati on.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you. Can | ask you
now to turn to 12.7-2? There are three boxes on that
page that have this Fetch & Stuff prefix, if you
will, but two of themare followed with an SIA

desi gnation and one other is followed with a DA
designation. Can you tell us what those represent?

MR, WEEKS: We're going to have to get
back to you on the specifics of what distinguishes
those fromthe others. The general purposes are the
same but the specifics for what SIA or DA stands for
we'll have to follow up on.

MR, CONNOLLY: And the next question in
followup to that is, the absence of the additiona
detail in 12.7-2 contrasted -- full Fetch & Stuff
contrasted with the single representation on 12.7-1
is there a material difference between the underlying
Fetch & Stuff capabilities which is being accessed by
retail and whol esal e?

MR, WEEKS: Right. To kind of reask that
qgquestion maybe, the first question would be, is there
a fundanental difference in |evel of detail in 12.7-1
versus 12.7-2. One is just a lower |evel of
abstraction than the other. |If the answer to that is
no, then the question would be -- or specifically the
F&S types of capabilities, what's the fundanenta
di fference between retail and whol esale is what
you' re asking. Understood.

MR, CONNOLLY: Very nice synopsis.

MR, WEEKS: Thank you. We will follow up

on that and get back on that.

MR, DELLATORRE: All right. | think we're
ready to nove on.

MS. ANDERSON: At this point, Joe, do you
need to reshuffle or is it the sane crew back there?

MR, DELLATORRE: It will take us a couple
of mnutes to get papers in order

MR, WEEKS: Yes, there is going to be a
| ot of paper shuffling noise here for a mnute.

MS. ANDERSON: | think we're ready to
proceed with the next set of questions having to do
with 14.7.

MR, WEEKS: 14.7 was provisioning process
parity evaluation. Just if you're trying to keep
track of where we are on this test, 53 evaluation
criteria that are currently all sitting in a
satisfied state. And as a point of information or
clarification that will maybe help set a framework
for sone of the questions and some of the answers,
this provisioning process is a process test and it



kind of starts not with ordering, which is where one
m ght think it does, but it actually starts at the
poi nt where the order has been successfully stored in
SOP, service order processors, and follows it after

t hat .

So nothing that has to do with the
ordering life cycle is part of the process parity
test and what we're trying to do in this test is try
and figure out whether whol esal e and ret ai
fundamental ly, froma process perspective, not froma
results or perfornmance perspective, but a process
perspective, are the processes in parity with one
anot her, which does not nean identical. It just
means same basic functional equivalents. So that's
kind of the intro to that.

MR. FINNEGAN: Can | ask a clarifying
qguestion based on that? And that may help the
context. The report seened to spend a lot of tine
tal ki ng about the | SC.

MR, WEEKS: And that's why | said what |
said. What we chose to do and we're considering
changing it in the next draft of the report is we put
a |l ot of background information in so people could
under st and what happens before the provisioning
process starts so it didn't just sort of, bang, hit
you in the face.

And we realized in reading your questions
that we probably put a bunch of information in there
that wasn't relevant to the process itself. And
don't know if that's misleading or just annoying.

There are other parts of the report where that sane
information i s housed where we're tal ki ng about the
order managenent type of activities, the test 12 kind
of stuff.

And so probably what we're going to do
when we revise this report is take out all the
references to the order managenent activities so that
it does just focus on the process, again, at the
point where it's in the service order processors and
t he downstream provisioning is about ready to start.
So we apologize. W realize that we probably were
guilty of giving you too much information and,
therefore, maybe |l ed you astray.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: And just to let you know,
John, that a lot of that information, if not all of
it, will be covered in test 12 sections.

MR, WEEKS: It's not going away. It just
noved.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Let ne ask you this and
this may be sonething that we have to review back to
the MIP. Test 12, as | recall, does not get into



process parity. That's nmore the result of the CLEC
si de of the process.
MR. WEEKS: Yes, | have the MIP here and

asked that same question and so we withdrew. | think
there is one part of 12 that sort of tal ks about

that. Go ahead, Joe, and I'Il try to get back to you
on that.

MR, DELLATORRE: We'IIl go through the
Washi ngton state questions and then we'll see if we
can return to that.

MR, CONNOLLY: Before you do that, when
you do the review of 12.7, you're going to give us an
overall status of where you are with the test. M ke
said essentially putting it in front of him Can you
give us a gauge on this 14.7?

MR. VWEEKS: In terns of 53 criteria, 53
satisfied, is that what you're asking, Tinf

MR, CONNOLLY: In 12.7, you went beyond
that and said, we've got 10 criteria essentially
satisfied, we're fundanentally done with these tests.
Is that the same thing --

MR. WEEKS: The sane basic state, yes.

MR, DELLATORRE: The Washi ngton state
staff questions. The first was the state specific or
region specific activities, and there were none in
this process eval uation.

The second question was a di scussion of
any open or unresolved Os and Es. And all Os and Es

associated with this test have been cl osed.

The third, are there any materi al
revisions made to the report. And M ke was j ust
di scussing a material revision that may take place
that for clarity sake, we may renmove a | ot of the
process description of the activities that happened
prior to an order getting into SOP because we do
di scuss the activities before that in some detail and
it led to some confusion.

So we may have renmpoved that. But with
that said, I'lIl refer back to the first one where we
wi |l produce a change | og sonetinme early next week on
an ongoi ng basis that highlights what was changed and
what the inpetus for that change was.

And question nunmber 4, discuss the unable
to determines and their relevance. And in this case,
there were no unable to determ nes. Any follow up
guestions? Ckay.

AT&T questions from page 14.7-5. \Wat is
the source of the due date information that is
popul ated on the firmorder confirmation? And we are
going to have a series of questions where we'll be
expl aining that was not truly part of this test, as
John and M ke just discussed. So that was not



relevant to the 14.7 test.

The sane is true for the second question.

MS. TRIBBY: Joe, understanding that,
based on our understandi ng, sone of these questions
may be not applicable, at |least directly applicable
to 14.7, and | guess the question is, Mke, it's what
you' re |l ooking at and John's question, is there
anot her opportunity. Do these come up directly
somewhere else. And |'mnot sure you answered that.
I'"'m not sure these sane kind of questions cone up in
test 12 directly or if there is going to be an
opportunity to sort of have di scussions about these
questions that may not fit here but do they fit
somewhere el se

MR, DELLATORRE: | would argue that in the
test 12 sections of the report, the notions of firm
order confirmations, due dates and service order
confirmations will be discussed at great |ength by
both KPMG Consulting and HPC. We will be presenting
our findings on the tineliness of the performance of
both of those two specific responses as well as a
host of others and HPC will be discussing their
findings in terns of the accuracy, conpleteness,
functionality of those responses.

And there is also the PID performance that
is certainly directly inpacted by questions al ong

this line of reasoning. The question |I'mreferring
to, nunber 2, did KPMG Consulting see any reason to
believe that Qmest's changi ng of due dates for CLECs
at rates that are two to four tines higher than for
retail custonmers is due to anything other than

di sparate processes. Certainly our neasurenent of
due dates in the PID analysis would be at | east one
rel evant neasure of that area. But test 12 is
really -- will cover this.

MR, VEEKS: And nore specifically, John
Fi nnegan and | have been di scussing on the side here
the only real reference that either one of us have
found so far in section 12 to address parity, there
is not a section like 12.7, ordering process parity
test or sonething like that that's called out
specifically.

"Il refer you to section 12.6.2, the
activities list, and nunber 21 under that in the MIP
It says, assess the quality of business processes and
conpare where information is available with
equivalent retail processes. So one could argue
that's the hook for order management to assess when
there are rel evant processes both in whol esal e and
retail that should be conpared, that that's the MIP
mandate to do that.
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So the descriptions of the order, as we

were saying earlier -- the descriptions of the order
managenment activities will be taken out of 14.7 which
will just focus on provisioning alone. | believe the

section 12 report would al ready have contai ned
descriptions of how the | SC works and all that sort
of stuff. So the descriptive kind of background

information will be out of 14.7 and into 12, and the
activities associated with |ooking at order
managenment process parity, if you will, would be

covered | think under this nunmber 21 activity that's
ordered in MIP

MR. FI NNEGAN: Just for the record, |
found another perhaps relevant reference in table
12.4.2 on page 51 of version 5.0 of the MIP. And the
eval uati on neasure for preordering and ordering is
consistency with retail capability. That may be
associated with the activity but that appears to be
anot her rel evant reference.

MR, WEEKS: Right. [It's an inspection
type of thing. Sane sort of activity we describe in
here.

MR. DELLATORRE: And one nore enhancenent.
Sections 12.8 and 24.8 are both process eval uations
of the help desks and the nanual ordering work

center.

MR, WEEKS: Manual ordering was called out
specifically but it |ooks nmore |ike a feature
function test.

MR, FINNEGAN: If | could nmake a request
as you're preparing those section 12 reports, could
you consi der the questions we've asked that are going
to get the not relevant response --

MR, WEEKS: Certainly. |[|f you have these
guestions, then we know you're going to have them
again. So the answer to your question is yes.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: So we can nmove forward to
question nunber 4. After an SBM sal es consultant
submits an order into the SOP, are they required to
conduct three checks in SOAC to ensure that the order
fl ows through downstream properly. The answer is
yes. Qur reference is 14.7 page 6 in the SBMret ai
sal es center description.

MR. FINNEGAN: A clarifying question. |Is
there a specific reference --

MR, WEEKS: So the conplete answer is we
will be revising the report to reflect that.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: Question 5. Describe the

retail function that is perforned by Qumest personne
or operations that is equivalent to those perfornmed



by the SDCs to conduct, quote, three checks in SOAC

to ensure that the order flows. |Is this function
reflected in Qvest's M&Ps? Again, the answer is yes.
Sane reference. KPMG reviewed M&Ps and we will make

that reference nore explicit.

Nurmber 6. Do Qwest's retail MPs show
that retail orders with a request for an expedite
shoul d fall out for manual processing ("RVA") after
t he sal es consultant has submitted the order to the
SOP? The answer is no.

And in fact, as a general principle, or
just to respond to several questions upcom ng, there
is no distinction between the retail and whol esal e
orders for a request for an expedite, for work |eft
in, for a CSR and final and several of the other
conditions raised in questions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11
12, 13 and 14. KPMG Consulting's analysis determ ned
that these were parity by design; that the orders
nmove through the system and are treated by the system
wi t hout regard for the origination, retail or
whol esal e.

MR. FI NNEGAN: John Finnegan with a
clarifying question. Can you explain a little nore,

I don't understand how that |ast response reconciles
with the no response to AT&T's question 6. You're
sayi ng that an expedite would not fall out for nmanua
processing yet that request for nmanual processing is
on the -- or the expedited orders, one of the
conditions listed by Quest that would cause a CLEC
order to fall out for manual processing. So if a
CLEC request for expedite falls out for manua
processing but a retail order does not, | don't

under stand how t hat can be parity by design

MR, DELLATORRE: Well, two things. First,
et me be clear on the answer of no. The answer of
no was not a yes/no in response to the automated
processing but rather a response to, do Qwest's
retail M&Ps show this information. The answer is no

MR. WEEKS: There is not a difference in
the way they get processed but the M&P doesn't
specifically describe the case that you're talking
about .

MR, FINNEGAN: So if | called up as a
retail custonmer and wanted an expedite on an order
and the --

MR. DELLATORRE: It's treated the sane
way.

MR, WEEKS: The sanme way as if a whol esal e

CLEC cal l ed up and asked for an expedited order

MR. FINNEGAN: My understanding is froma
CLEC process, we woul d make sone notation on the
order and we would get through the front end of the



Qnest system then it would fall out for manua
processing. |Is that the sanme situation with retail?
Is the front line retail representative typing an
order, nmaking a notation that there is a request for
an expedite, the order goes further downstreaminto
the systemthen falls out and there is a second group
or second individual that manually processes that
order?

MR. WEEKS: That's what we were told, it
woul d work exactly the sane way. A retail rep's
request for an expedite would result in the sane
downst ream processing as a CLEC s request for an
expedite.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Downstream nanua
processi ng?

MR. VEEKS: Right.

MS. TRIBBY: Wre you able to anal yze that
at all, Mke, or were you just told?

MR, DELLATORRE: Let ne clarify sonething
briefly, Mary. W' Il conme back to that. W want to
make a very clear distinction between a concept here

that was used and that is a flowthrough

Fl ow-through is a very well-established concept and
process in the ordering world. So the flowthrough

t hrough | MA and generating FOCs and errors and not --
and non-flowthrough is not what we are tal ki ng about
here.

The provisioning systens and whet her or
not it goes through that is the concept here. And we
were going to make sone -- we were going to add sone
clarifying | anguage to the report to try and renove
the word fl owthrough wherever possible because we
did want to nake a distinction between activities
fromsort of the firewall through the gateway up
t hrough SOP and then the provisioning systens after
t hat because that's what we're tal ki ng about here.
And it's in those back end systens where there is no
di stinction between the origination point of that
order, whether it was a retail rep that put it into
SOP or a whol esal e custoner called up and got the
order ultimately into SOP

MR, WEEKS: So flowthrough is an order
concept and lights out automated provisioning is a
concept for purposes of this test. And so we're
unl i nki ng what woul d happen on the order side from
what woul d happen on the provisioning side.

MR. FINNEGAN: Let ne make a clarifying
guestion and maybe a suggestion. The series of
questions specifically related to flowthrough and
was sonewhat surprised that today's session you
i ndi cated those as non-relevant, to be deferred to
some ordering process discussion. But since you went



into an answer to the question, | thought maybe it's
fair game. |If it's perhaps nore relevant to talk
about it a different tinme --

MR, WEEKS: |f your questions were at the
ordering process as opposed to at the provisioning
process, we would nove the answer -- we would npve
those questions and the answers to test 12. If you
were focused on the provisioning inplications, if the
order is already in SOP, it's already sitting there,
is it handled differently downstream for an expedite,
for exanpl e.

MR, FINNEGAN: Well, and this may be the

gray area, too. |If we talk about once it's in SOP
there are occasions where a CLEC will send an order
and it will flowthrough to the SOP, receive a firm

order confirmation and then sonethi ng happens
downstream t hat says, whoops, we nmade a ni stake, we
have to change the due date, now you're going to get
a new due date.

MR, VEEKS: Okay.

MR. FINNEGAN: Do you consider that a
provi si oni ng process or is that ordering when
post-FOC, there is a due date change?

MR, WEEKS: | would say in that case, once
the order is in the SOP, then all the activities that
happen after that in general we consider part of the
provi si oni ng process test, not part of the order
managenent test. So if there are facts that weren't
known at the tine the FOC was generated that caused
sonmeone to need to go in and change a date,
facilities aren't available or whatever the reason
m ght be, CO burns down, whatever it is, and
provi sioning can't get conpleted in the way that it
was acknow edged through the ordering process, yes,
we woul d consider that part of the provisioning test
to | ook at the processes that would have dealt with
t hat .

MR. FINNEGAN: Let ne go back to the
second question, then, because that was getting at a
changi ng of due dates after there has al ready been an
FOC recei ved.

MR, WEEKS: Question 2 or question 7?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Question 2. That was a
response that it was not relevant for discussion.

MR. DELLATORRE: Let ne see if | can
clarify. And this really, | think, gets very nmuch to
the use of the word flowthrough and the confusion
around that. On the second page of the discrete
report, 14.7-2, the sentence that starts with,
according to Qunest, approximtely 90 percent, where
woul d I'ike you to focus is where it says POTS orders
flow automatically through LFACS, SW TCH FOVS and
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MARCH. That's significant. That's the distinction
that we're calling.

It's not that these are flowthrough
orders the way orders are treated in assessnent and
flowing through from GUI and EDI interface, but
rather these are the back end provisioning systens,
if you will, LFACS and SW TCH and MARCH, that these
are getting kicked out of that process. So that's
the distinction that these are non-fl owthrough
orders in the FOC sense and, therefore, the
distinction, fine as it nmay sound, between question
nunber 2 and questions 6 through 14 is that question
2, the FOC change and then FOC performance and due
date performance, is likely to be considered an order
managenent eval uation.

If the order was appropriately after the
SOP order entry, if it appropriately dropped for

manual handl i ng because of a facilities issue and was
appropriately reconfirned, then the provisioning
process itself worked as advertised. That may have
an inpact on due date performance, it nmay have an

i mpact on intervals, et cetera. But it does not
inmply that this process, which has a clear start and
stop point that we were evaluating, failed in sone
way or anot her.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Maybe | used the wrong word
in tal king about throwthrough on that question 2 or
prefacing the question with use of the term
flowthrough. 1It's a case here where a due date has
been provided on an FOC, then sonetine after that,
for whatever reason, there is a need to change the
due date. The date of the Qmest shows -- comercia
data shows there is quite a bit difference in the
rates of due date changes for retail versus due date
changes for CLEC.

| understand that test 12 or some of the
ot her actual provisioning tests are going to produce
some data to see if you see the same type of
activity. M question, or one | perhaps should have
asked, is if we assune that the results will show
this, that you'll be able to confirmwhat the
commercial results show, is there any process reason

why this should occur?

MR. WEEKS: And the answer is, based on
our exami nation of the process, there is nothing
fundament al about the process that would nake that
true. Take a conputer program it's dated, it gets
processed, there is output. You get two different
streans of data, two different streans of output. W
didn't see anything in our process review that
suggests there woul d be a process reason why that
woul d be true.



MS. TRIBBY: Let ne just ask one question.
It's sort of gray here as to what we're tal ki ng about
so to try to set the ground rules a little bit, back
to question 6, if what you're saying is accurate,
that once it reaches the SOAC, the orders are treated
the sane way, and then you go back to John's
question, which is, is the retail order taker doing
the sane thing as once they receive a whol esal e order
that's expedited. | guess the question is, do they
have to do sonething on the front end that shows how
it'"s going to be treated in the SOP? Do you know
what |' m sayi ng?

MR. WEEKS: That would be covered in
section 12, parity of process kind of thing. |If
fundamental ly how | order and the options and the

functions that are available to me on retail for
ordering are different than they are in whol esal e,
that ought to cone out in the results of test 12,
sort of process parity for ordering test.

If, by the time, which we believe to be
true, a service order is witten into the SOP, al
service orders | ook alike whether they cane from
retail or came from whol esale, the same fields, same
val ues, the same kind of flags and all that kind of
stuff, which we fundanmentally believe to be true, and
it's handl ed exactly the same way downstream that
whet her there is or isn't a difference between what a
rep needs to do in order to get orders into SOP
versus whol esale, that's a test 12 issue.

But once it's in the SOP and the ordering
engine is turned off and the provisioning engine is
turned on, the demark itemis that database that's
the order processor. That's the demark between
ordering and provisioning. Wat we're saying is we
| ooked at the process downstream fromthere and we
didn't discover anything in the process itself that
woul d suggest a whol esal e order and a retail order
that are simlarly configured, sane information, sane
basi c services and so on, gets treated any
differently.

MS. TRIBBY: GCkay. So | think that makes
the line alittle clearer for me, Mke. Assune they
have to be the sane once they get to the SOP to be
treated the sane, if there is sone different
treatment on the ordering end such that one
automatically falls out and one isn't so designated,
that will come out or should conme out in test 12?

MR, WEEKS: And that's a flow-through
concept for ordering as opposed to autonmated
provi sioning, which is those orders that could be
provi sioned |ights out w thout human intervention and
all you have to do is a search translation or



sonmething |i ke that, versus trunks after all, and by
definition, it's manual

M5. ANDERSON: It sounds to ne |ike
everything from6 to 14 we're saying will be
addressed in 12?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: Then perhaps we can nove
on. Any problemw th that?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes. I'msorry, | don't
agree with that. It won't be addressed in 12. These
are discussing how orders are handled in the
provi si oni ng systens and our findings suggest that
orders are handl ed without distinction between

whol esal e and retail and we will not be di scussing
the processing of orders in systens |ike LFACS and
MARCH in the test 12. That's what happened here.
And what we found is there is parity by design.

MS. ANDERSON: |'msorry, | m sspoke.
MR, DELLATORRE: (Question 2.
MS. ANDERSON: Right. 1In any event, we

think it's time to nove on, is that right?

MR, WEEKS: That's right.

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you for being honest
with me, Joe.

MR. DELLATORRE: You're welcone. So we'l
junmp to question 15. After a retail custoner has
been provided a due date for service, are there
conditions listed in the retail MPs under which

Quvest will reject the order for a lack of facilities?
If there are conditions, what are they?

(Caucus.)

MR, WEEKS: So correct ne if |I'm wong
here. | believe our answer is, if a retail customer

has gotten a due date, do the retail MPs ever

acknowl edge or deal with the case of where an order
shoul d be turned back because we subsequently

di scovered there is a lack of facilities? That's the
guestion that's being answered?

MR. FINNEGAN: That's correct.

MR. VEEKS: Do the retail MPs allow for
pending facilities or mssing facilities type of
f eedback back to the retail custoner and the retai
custoner gets told, I'"'msorry, | don't know what
you' re | ooking for.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes, and you can't have it.

MR. WEEKS: The answer to that is yes, it
can happen. Do we know all of the conditions in the
M&P t hat woul d cause that? To your next part of that
question, we don't have a conprehensive |ist of al
the conditions that could cause that to be true.
don't think that's in the report. |'mpretty sure
that would be in the -- mght be in the M&Ps but



woul d be surprised if all the conditions that are in
there are docunented but we can follow up on that and
see if we can find out what those conditions are.

MR, DELLATORRE: Well, it is in parity
treatment of them

MR. WEEKS: The sane conditions would
visit themselves on retail and wholesale, if that's
the question you're getting to. There is not a
specific list for retail and there is another
specific list for wholesale and the lists are
di fferent.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Let ne provide sone context
that may help in the investigation. For unbundled
| oops, there are conditions where Qmest will say,
there aren't facilities available, we're not going to
build any facilities so --

MR, VEEKS: | n an unbundl ed | oop, the
retail equivalent of that is --

MR. CRAIN: There is none.

MR. FINNEGAN: It depends on what you're
tal king about. There are some retail equivalents in
mai nt enance. And there are al so sonme unbundl ed | oops
where there are retail equival ents.

MR. WEEKS: What's the heart of the
guestion that you want us to answer?

MR, CRAIN. It sounds like you're getting
at a legal duty and a | egal question. It sounds |ike
you're getting into a |l egal issue of when you have an
obligation to build rather than an issue about the
actual provisioning process steps.

MR. FINNEGAN: |'m not necessarily
limting it just to obligation of building as a | ega
i ssue. My understanding is a retail process is a
poi nt where they nay say we don't have anything out
there and the only way you're going to get anything
out there is if you pay to have -- a few thousand

dollars to have us construct sone facilities. That
option appears to be available to retail customers.
It does not always appear to be available to

whol esal e custoners.

MR, WEEKS: | hear two possible questions
and let me ask to know whi ch one, or maybe both, you
want answered. Are you asking us when there is a
| ack of facilities, whether there is any
di fference -- when the reason the order can't be
provisioned is |ack of facilities, if there is any
difference in treatnment between whol esal e and retail
is that one of the questions that you asked?

MR. FI NNEGAN: One of the questions, with
the preface that a due date has al ready been
provi ded.

MR. WEEKS: | understand. Because | think
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| know where you're going with this.
MR. FINNEGAN: Then there is a subsequent
determination that there are no facilities avail able.
MR. WEEKS: Custoner has been notified in
both cases, you have to go back to the custoner in

both cases and say, |'msorry, we don't have
facilities available and we either have to change the
date or we just can't do the order at all, and you

want to know if there are differences in whol esal e

and retail under that fact pattern?

MR. FINNEGAN: Yes. And to borrow a term
froma previous test, there appears to be sone
remedi al options available to the retail custoner
where they can pay construction charges and those
renmedi al options nay not be available as a matter of
process.

MR. WEEKS: | understand. We will
doubl e-check this since there seens to be -- our
answer to you was going to be it's the sane. W will
doubl e-check that.

MR, CRAIN. And | think any such
eval uation needs to be done and | don't think it's
entirely appropriate to deal with all those issues in
the test. These things have been extensively briefed
and di scussed in the checklist workshops about when
you have an obligation on whol esal e versus when you
have an obligation on retail to build and when you
decide to build. [It's not always exactly the sane
and | think that was literally defined in both
chapter 7.2 and chapter 7.3 workshops. So the idea
that you're always going to end up with the sane
result and always end up in the sane decision -- with
the sane decision, |I don't think is accurate.

MR. FI NNEGAN: The question was nore a

Sergeant Friday question.

MR, WEEKS: That's how I'mtreating it, is
we will go back and | ook at our work papers, |ook at
our interview notes, | ook at the M&P conditions and
answer precisely the question, if retail and
whol esal e custoners have both been provided with due
dates and, subsequent to that time, it's discovered
that facilities are not available to fulfill that
provi si oning request, is there any difference in
retail and wholesale in ternms of how that order gets

processed? Well, it gets processed one way or the
other, even if it's put in a circular can. So we
will look at our interview notes, |ook at what the

M&Ps say and we'll get back to you on whether there
is or isn't a difference in that regard.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

M5. ANDERSON: Now is the time for our
norning break. |Is this a good time for you guys?



DELLATORRE: Sure.
WEEKS: Sure. Wy not.

MS. TRI BBY: Denise, before we break, just
one clarifying question. On 8 through 14 which we
deferred, the question, as you pointed out, Joe, that
John asked was do Qmest retail M&Ps show -- the
answer on 8 was no and then you went into the

MR.
MR.

description about there is no distinction between
retail and wholesale. 1s the question no as to what
the M&Ps show on each, 8 through 147

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes.

MS. TRI BBY: Thank you.

M5. THI ELEMANN:  Just to be clear, those
weren't deferred.

MR, DELLATORRE: Right. W responded to
all in one response.

(Recess.)

MS. ANDERSON: A couple of questions have
come up. This is fully transcribed. | got a couple
of voice mail nmessages about peopl e being surprised
that this was being transcribed. It has always been
the plan and it's been tal ked about several tines and
I think it's even in the TAG minutes. So a question

about the transcription docunent. A draft will be
avail abl e tonight for review The final will be
avail abl e tomorrow and we'll get it in an ASCII file

that can be inported into WORD and we' Il distribute
it once all that happens. So in case fol ks had
guestions on that, that is the plan. Are we ready to
resume now?

A couple of words. We're giving up on al
of these handhel d and pedestal type mikes. The best

approach is to l ook up at these little white things
hangi ng down and project. So with that, anybody on
the bridge, can you hear us or is it better than in
t he begi nni ng?

UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: It's nuch better
now.

MS5. ANDERSON: We did a few test calls
ourself and it seened to be nuch better. Wth that,
we're ready to resune. And with that, Joe, take it
awnay.

MR. DELLATORRE: | believe we left off at
gquestion 16. And just for tracking purposes, in sone
cases, we broke out nultiple questions or a question
that was nunbered with one nunber and we split them
up into several questions and, therefore, there may
be cases as we get toward the end of the total nunber
of questions where the total nunmber of questions
reflected in our sheets may be higher than the
ori ginal nunmber of questions subnmitted. And that's
sinmply because, in sonme cases, we broke out questions



i nto individual nunbers. The total number of
gquestions should be the sane whether or not they're
nunbered or not.

Question nunber 16. The report states,
"Next, the inplenenter calls the customer to confirm

the order due date, tinme and work to be perfornmed."”
Is the telephone call in addition to or a repl acenent
for the FOC? The answer is that it is in addition
to. The second question, how does the inplenenter
determ ne the actual order due date and tine to
confirmwith the custoner? It is actually |ocated
and taken fromthe order itself.

Question 17. How did KPMG Consul ting
deternmine that for the CORAC function, "No preference
is given to retail or whol esale orders"?

MR. FINNEGAN: Joe, can | interrupt with a
clarifying question on the |ast answer?

MR. DELLATORRE: Sure.

MR. FI NNEGAN: You said the order due date
is found on the order itself. Are you talking about
the service order, the Qwmest service order?

MR, DELLATORRE: Yes. So the inplenenter
uses the Qmest service order to get the order due
dat e.

MR. FINNEGAN: Do you recall where the due
date conmes from the Qwmest service order?

MR, VEEKS: You nean how does this Quest
service order due date get popul ated?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes.

(Caucus.)

MR, FINNEGAN: To clarify, ny
under st andi ng was the service order would be pre-SOP

MR. WEEKS: No, it's created in SOP.

M5. THI ELEMANN: There isn't a service
order in --

MR. FINNEGAN: So with that correction,
then, the service order is entered into the service
order process. And the question would be, how does
t hat get popul ated, the due date?

(Caucus.)

MR. WEEKS: So the answer is, it's in WFA.
Now the question is, how does it get in WFA? That's
not part of this stream That's really an order
managenment question, | would think, because how
orders get processed is part of order managemnent.
How service orders get processed downstreamis the
provi si oni ng question so |I'mnot sure these guys
woul d know the answer to that question. But we can
find out the answer to that question. |I'msure it's
different for retail and wholesale. |'msure it's
different for EDI versus GU, but conceptually, it's
t he sane.



MR. DELLATORRE: | believe this is a
simlar question to what we were discussing earlier

I think it was question nunmber 2. 1Is this that
guestion? Question nunber 2 said -- or question
nunber 1, actually, yes, you're right. It was the

actual popul ation of the due date.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes.

MR, DELLATORRE: So we take that back. MW
expectation is that manual orders of the STC and
fl owthrough orders from SOP itself, but we will get
a clarification on that.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: So nunber 17. How did
KPMG Consul ting deternmine that for the CORAC
function, no preference is given to retail or
whol esal e orders? And that was through observations
and i nspections where we actually watched orders
bei ng processed and noted that the due dates -- it
was preferenced by due date, not by whol esal e or
retail distinction.

The sane is true for question 18. The
preference is by due date, not whol esale or retail

Question 19. What analysis did KPMG
Consul ting performon the existence and adequacy of
the processes and the adherence to the whol esal e and
retail processes for accounting for custoner-caused
provi si oni ng delays? By definition, our evaluation
measur es show consi stency and repeatability as

conpared to retail and we observed the processes in
action and assessed -- al nost by default the fact
that we were observing theminplies existence. And
as a parity test, the parity by design is the way
this particular process is structured.

And furthernmore, we go on to explain in a
little bit nore detail within the specific criteria,
as an exanple, 14.7-1-36, as an exanple, where we say
that KPMG Consulting observed both LRAC and CORAC
| oad specialists dispatching revision orders. The
| oad specialists pulled work lists from WA and
wor ked themin order, in due date order. Dispatches
wer e based on specific geographic regions and on due
dates. No preference was given to retail or
whol esal e orders.

MR, FINNEGAN: If | could add a clarifying

guestion and provi de some context as well, the rea
i mportant point of this question was the
cust oner - caused provisioning delays. | understand

that generally observation and inspection was the

nmet hod you chose to do your analysis. Did you pay

any particular attention to the process that was used

for assigning custoner-caused del ays to an order?
(Caucus.)



MR. DELLATORRE: We did not nmke

particul ar note or observation of custoner-caused
provi si oni ng del ays. However, John, just for a
little bit of enhancenent, that is an area of
analysis in test 14 which is the transacti on version
or transaction section of the provision eval uation.
MR, FINNEGAN: So at least in this point,
the second half of that question was, what findings
and conclusions did KPMG Consulting reach as a result
of that analysis. |If we understand the analysis to
be the process for assigning custoner-caused del ays.
At this point, is it fair to say KPMG Consulting has
not reached any concl usions on the process for
assi gni ng custoner - caused del ays?

MR. WEEKS: | think our answer would be a
little bit different than that. | think our answer
woul d be, as far as we can tell, the process is the
same. In ternms of building a record on whether codes

get assigned properly as a performance issue, that
woul d be judged under 14, which is not a process.
MR. FINNEGAN: |'mgoing to be junping a
little bit into the next question. The analysis
appeared to have focused on the LRAC and CORAC, if |
remenber ny acronyms. An inportant point of that
assi gnnment of customer-caused del ays woul d be the
technicians in the field thensel ves who nmay be

telling LRAC this was a custoner-caused mss. The
qgquestion on the --

MR, WEEKS: The answer to your question,
think, is this is a process review, not a conformance
review over time, so to speak, so that observing
technicians in the field and whether they're coding
thi ngs properly or not would not be in the scope of a
process test.

MR. FI NNEGAN:  No, but | understand what
you're saying is you reviewed the M&Ps that the
techni ci an should follow and there appeared to be no
di fference.

MR. WEEKS: Right. And we watched the
process in the centers and they appeared to be
foll owing the processes in the centers. The process
in the field gets observed as a part of our test 14,
not this test.

MR. DELLATORRE: And in fact, to cover the
foll ow-on section of your question there, evaluation
criteria 14.7-1-47 explicitly states that the M&Ps
used in the dispatch center are the sane for retai
and whol esal e observations. The same M&Ps are used
in the retail and whol esal e operati ons and we
revi ewed the CORAC | oading priorities and found no
differences in the M&Ps used for retail and whol esal e



ONO OIS WNPE

orders.

MR. FINNEGAN: But that's in response in
regards to the centers. |If | understood Mke's
response, you've also exanm ned the M&Ps for the field
f ol ks.

MR. DELLATORRE: And that is 14, the test
section. Question 20. Did KPMG Consulting interview
or observe in action any Qunest field technicians for
purposes of this evaluation? And that gets back to
what we just said. The answer is no, for this test
secti on.

21, "The results of this test are
presented in the table bel ow definitions of

evaluation criteria, et cetera." This is the sane
flavor of question that | responded to earlier that
we will see recur on several occasions in terns of

defining our evaluation criteria upfront. Those are
the evaluation criteria that are the body of the
results table in the discrete report sections.

One additional question in the section,
t hough, that nmerits further explanation is there is
some standard | anguage in there that refers to,
gquote, possible results. And the reason that that is
in there is because this is not the final report.
This is a discrete report section that in fact is a

draft discrete report and, therefore, for a nyriad of
reasons, may change, whether it's due to findings in
ot her test sections, additional activities for this
particul ar test section, comments and questions in
forums like this, et cetera. So that is why we use
the "inpossible results."

MR, VEEKS: When you see section Roman ||
inthis report, it refers to a not yet distributed
boil erpl ate report which would be |ike the equival ent
of a discrete report. And it will describe all of
the -- you know, what does satisfied nean, what does
not satisfied mean, all that kind of stuff. So
rather than repeating that explanation of what al
the evaluation results could be, in every discrete
report, we brought it up into a section Ronman Il as
one place in the report to go get the definition of
when it is not satisfied.

MS. ANDERSON: Fol ks on the bridge, could
you pl ease be sure your mute buttons are on? | don't
beli eve we have any m crophones here that are cl ose
enough to pick up anything. So we've got sonmebody on
the bridge without their nute button on. The nute
cops will come soon. Thank you.

MS. TRIBBY: Can | just diverge a mnute
to ask a process question? Wen you talk about these

di screte reports being draft reports, and
understand that not every report will result in a



di screte report prior to the draft report. The draft
report will have sone new discrete reports, if you
will.

MR. DELLATORRE: Correct.

MS. TRI BBY: Maybe you don't know this yet
at this point because you don't know how nmuch work is
yet involved but will these discrete reports becone
final, the ones that have been issued already to
date, will they be final in the draft final report or
will they be final in the final final report?

MR. WEEKS: The latter

MS. TRI BBY: Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: So our draft final report
will be issued with all of the sections in a draft
state and then we will conclude with a final report
for all sections. That is the final

MS. TRIBBY: So we woul dn't expect these
reports that we're reviewi ng today to be changed
until the final final report?

MR, WEEKS: No, | think what you will see,

just -- we've discussed already this nmorning, the
fact that we're going to be moving sone stuff that
was -- descriptive stuff about the order managenent

process out of this test because it was confusing and
nm sl eading. So that's an exanple of a change that's

going to take place and we'll reissue, republish that
di screte report.

Qur objective is to get information out
into the people's hands as reasonably quickly as
possi bl e so that what we hope to converge -- we had
hoped to converge so that by the draft final, there
is very little that's wiggling between the draft
final and the final final, but that hasn't been the
case so far. | nean, every tine we touch one of
these, every tinme we have a neani ngful conversation
about them every tine we have a technical conference
on it, there are suggestions for inprovement.

And we're going to keep meking those
suggestions for inprovenent so that the final fina
is the last thing that wiggles and we're going to try
to work towards mninizing how much changes between
the draft final and the final final, but there wll
be changes between those two, |'m sure.

MS. TRIBBY: So you may put out revised
di screte reports prior to the draft?

MR, WEEKS: Absolutely. 1In fact, you'l
see sone com ng out this week.

MR. DELLATORRE: W intend to.

MS. TRIBBY: But the other changes that
may be based on the test itself or other things that
you want to do with these discrete reports will be
reflected in the final final report?



MR, DELLATORRE: For discrete reports that
have al ready been issued, we will try to issue them
in as tinmely a manner -- regardless of the reason for
the change. |f the change is fromsonething in this
conference, then we will incorporate those and
rel ease the revised version. |f the change is
because of a related testing area, we will do the
same. We will release it when it's prepared. There
is no inpetus for change that will cause us to wait
until the draft final report. We will attenpt to
publ i sh revised discrete reports on an ongoing tinely
basi s.

MR, WEEKS: But as you pointed out,

because you'll see sone for the first tine in the
draft, | would expect changes between the draft and
t he final

M5. TRI BBY: Thanks.

MR. SPINKS: Are these subsequent revised
reports going to cone out in a red-lined version?

MR, WEEKS: We certainly could make a
red-lined version available. W also talked earlier

t oday about a change |og that woul d hel p people
i dentify where the changes were.

MR. RUTTER: | think we should al so be
clear that we've done this already. What Joe and
M ke are tal king about is not news. You' ve seen us
i ssue a revised report and a second revised report.
Friday we issued a new version of 20.7. So this is
consi stent with what we've been doing.

MR, WEEKS: Right. And you can --
obvi ously you can take -- you know, manufacture your
own delta if you choose by just putting both
docunents into WORD and having WORD tell you what the
di fferences are. But yeah, we're going to have a
change log to make it easier to understand what's
changed and why it's changed.

MR. FINNEGAN: The | azy anobngst us
appreci ate that.

MR, DELLATORRE: O maybe tinme chall enged
rat her than | azy.

MS. ANDERSON: The one saying he's |azy,
that's Finnegan. W know he's really not.

MR, DELLATORRE: (Question 22. And
believe a few nore coning -- go back to the sane
confusion that we had around the concept of
fl owthrough and whether or not it's ordering

fl owthrough or autonmated processing of provisioning
systems. And | believe that's going to affect a
coupl e of the questions com ng up

Question 22, specifically how did KPMG
Consulting factor the differing flowthrough rates
for CLEC and retail orders in the eval uation of



whet her "inputs to the order processing systens are
prioritized using the same nethod for retail and
whol esal e operation?" And as we had stated earlier,
the ordering flowthrough concept is not one that's
subject to this evaluation and this test.

| believe question 23, the sane. How did
KPMG Consul ting factor the differing flowthrough
rates for CLEC and retail orders? Did KPMG
Consulting find that orders that fall out for manua
processi ng take | onger to becone accepted by the SOP
than orders that do not? These are all flowthrough
qguestions and we do have a task that focuses on
fl owthrough specifically, which is test 13. And you
will also see -- you've seen sone of the results of
test 13 through the observati on and exception process
al ready.

Question 24. Provide the eval uation
criteria used in this test. Again, that gets to the
fact that it nmay have been sonme mi sunderstandi ng of

our |anguage of evaluation criteria in advance in the
descriptive sections versus those criteria that we
use as the actual neasurements in the results tables.
The evaluation criteria that we referred to upfront
in our evaluation nmeasures and anal ysis nethods are
in fact the same evaluation criteria that are noted
in the results table.

And question 25, provide KPMG Consulting's
under st andi ng of any differences in work rules
established for the retail versus whol esal e order
processing centers where those result fromcollective
bar gai ni ng agreenents.

(Caucus.)

MR. VWEEKS: | think the answer to the
question is, it's our understanding from our analysis
that a single center processes both whol esal e and
retail and that while there may be differences when
you conpare two work centers that may be attri buted
to collective bargaining agreenents, this wasn't part
of our analysis, we didn't try to factor this in in
any way, shape or form So if there are differences
as a result of collective bargaining agreenents,
we're not sure what those differences are. And we
can say within a center, we're not aware of how that
woul d be rel evant by conparing retail to whol esal e.

MR, CONNOLLY: In this section 14.7, you
do describe discrete work centers that support CLECs
and discrete work centers that support retail --

MR, WEEKS: | think if you read that rea
closely, and we went back and reread that very
closely, both wholesale and retail orders go through
both centers. It turns out that the relationship
bet ween t he vol une of whol esal e orders and ret ai
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orders is not the sane in each center but centers
aren't organi zed by wholesale and retail. They're
organi zed by product.

MR, CONNOLLY: But part of the 14.7 deals
with the SC and the role the | SC pl ays.

MR. WEEKS: But it's not because the |ISC
is ordering and it's not --

MR. DELLATORRE: The |ISC has a very, very
small role, if any technically, because they're
entering the orders fromthe whol esal e side. W nade
the comment early on about the SBMs and the fact that
they touch and check SOAC. So there is sone
parallelismthere but it truly is prior to the scope
of this evaluation.

MR. CONNOLLY: So if we | ook at the
provi sioning centers after the order has matured into
the service order process and to the point where it's

going to be provisioned, that those centers had
orders irrespective of the origin.

MR, VEEKS: Source.

MR, CONNOLLY: O without specific
concentration on the product type? They knew their
provi si oni ng?

MR. DELLATORRE: That's correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: That's why you've answered
t hat ?

MR, DELLATORRE: That's correct. Ckay.
We'll nove on to the Worldcom questions. The first
guestion was a request for clarification. Wen we
referred to | MA, the question was, please verify |IMA
enconpasses GUI and EDI interfaces. The answer is
yes.

The second question. A quote from our
report. According to Quwest, approximately 90 percent
of POTS orders flow automatically through LFACS,
SWTCH, FOMS and MARCH. The question is, did KPMG
verify this assertion? The answer is no. W will
renmove that nunber, the 90 percent nunber, froma
subsequent version of the report because as we had
stated earlier that the treatnment of the orders, when
it is in those provisioning systens, are treated
wi t hout distinction fromwholesale to retail and,

therefore, the percentage that flows through -- and
really shouldn't use that.

The percentage that is automatically
provi si oned through the systens, 90 percent to 50
percent is a conparable figure fromretail to
whol esale. So that 90 percent nunber may have caused
some confusion and we will renobve it in a subsequent
versi on.

Question nunber 3. An RMA is generated
when any conditions for flowthrough are not net.



And again, that flowthrough | believe is properly
the concept of automated provisioning. Then the
guestion is, what are the conditions for
fl owthrough? W are not aware of a single docunent
that highlights each and all of those conditions.
They are indicated throughout a variety of Quest
M&Ps. We noted themin several of the Qnest MPs.
But then back to the notion of design, this is a
parity evaluati on and because those conditions apply
to both whol esale and retail, we did not do an
i nvestigation of exactly what those conditions were
in each and every individual case.

The foll owon question or possibly stand
al one, are design service orders ever eligible for
fl owthrough? The answer is yes. And you can refer

to page 14.7, page 9 in the DSC work fl ow process.
Question nunber 5. And the reason I'm
often starting with quotes, again, these questions
were often enbedded into the discrete report sections
and therefore I"'mtrying to provide sonme of what cane

just prior to the question to add sone context. "In
2001, the 1SCs were realigned to support specific
products for specific custoners.” The question, did

this realignnment occur during KPMG s eval uation? The
answer is yes. And you can refer to 14.7, page 5,
the 1 SC function.

Question 6. "SDCs nonitor | MA work
gueues. They process orders that do not flow through
automatically and thus require manual intervention."
Question, how are the LSRs flagged for manua
handling? And that's again the flowthrough issue
and it's an ordering issue that will be addressed in
our ordering tasks 12 and 13.

Question 7. "An SDC accesses a custoner's
billing records to obtain information about the
account." The question, what happens if the
custoner's billing records doesn't provide the
necessary i nformati on about the account? And this
guestion was not exam ned in this section of the
test, as it is actually a billing issue.

Question 8. And we're seeing a | ot of
repeats around the flowthrough concept because we
have noved from AT&T's questions to Wrldcomi s
guesti ons.

MS. BALVIN: And Joe, | apol ogize. That
question for nunmber 7, which billing report will that
come out of, the answer to that question?

MR, WEEKS: | think the question here is,
if I"'mdoing ordering -- | think the context was |'m
doi ng ordering and | need to access billing

i nformati on and, for sonme reason, there is a problem
with the billing information, | can't get what |



need. |Is that the question?

MS. BALVIN:. Exactly, yes.

MR. WEEKS: And so the answer would be, it
woul dn't be in a billing test. It would be in the
order managenent test where, if, to the extent that
there is a process in place for SDCs to get what they
need, if they're not able to obtain what they need,
hopefully the billing test -- not billing test,
excuse ne, the order managenent test would be the one
because it's the order managenent function that
doesn't have what it needs. There would be a
corollary, which is why | said, and billing. Wy
isn't the billing informati on accurate and conpl ete

and all that stuff. So there nay be sone results
that would be relevant fromthe billing test that
m ght touch on this as well

MR, DELLATORRE: Question 8. And I'mjust
going to junp straight to the question. |Is there set
criteria that allows Qwest systens to accept flawed
LSRs such that a partial order can be generated?
That is a flowthrough order nmanagenent questi on.

Question nunber 9. "The IS system
receives fewer than 10 percent of all CLEC orders."
What evidence was provi ded KPMG to make such a
concl usion statenment? This will be renoved froma
subsequent version of the report. It is not a
relevant fact in the report. W were a little bit
overzeal ous of putting in information that we didn't
need.

Nunmber 10. "A submitted order may becone
del ayed and/or require escalation." Question: Wen
in the process would a submitted order be decl ared
del ayed and/or require escalation? And again, this
is nmore an ordering question. So we apol ogize for
causing the confusion. W will make it clearer.

Nunber 11. Do the |ISC representatives
have access to I nfoBuddy? The answer is yes.

M5. BALVIN: | need to find the section

but the reason | asked that is it wasn't in that one
section that identified systens that the |ISC has
access to. So that will need to be updated in the --

MR, VWEEKS: It's our understandi ng, and
Qwest is in the roomso they can correct me if I'm
wrong. Don't all Qwest enployees have access to
I nf oBuddy? 1Is that true or false?

MR, VIVERCS: | think it's accurate to say
t hat enpl oyees who need ordering information can get
to I nfoBuddy and obtain that information, the nethods
that dictate how they need to process orders or wite
orders.

MR. WEEKS: Wuld that be true for
whol esal e and retail ?



MR. VI VERCS: Yes.

MR, WEEKS: Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: Question 13 is, again, an
ordering question. | apologize. Question 12,
"Orders flow from Consulting Plus to the
geographically aligned," et cetera, and that is an
ordering and flowthrough issue.

Nunmber 13. "Changes to M&Ps," and this is
quot ed, "are communi cated via nultichanne
comuni cators, E-mail, voicenmil, neetings and
tel econferences, as appropriate." The question: Did

KPMG wi t ness all of the above nethods to comruni cate
changes to Qwmest M&Ps? The answer is no

Question 14. "Orders are worked according
to RID date, fromearliest to | atest, w thout regard
for retail or wholesale origination." Question:

What evidence was provided that allowed KPMG to nake
such a concl usion statement? MPs call for orders to
be worked according to RID date fromearliest to
[atest. So first was an M&P review. Second, KPMG
Consul ting conduct ed observations at the DSC in
Seattl e, Des Mdines, or the DSCs, rather, in Seattle,
Des Moi nes and Denver. And through the conbination
of inspections, observations and docunentation
review, we observed and concl uded that orders were
wor ked according to RID date fromearliest to | atest.

MS. BALVIN: Joe, | just wanted to ask a
foll ow-up question. \When you tal k about observations
and i nspections at Qwest sites, were there any
processes that KPMG used to possibly preserve any
bl i ndness or was Qunest fully aware that these
observations and inspections were taking place?

(Caucus.)

MR. WEEKS: The answer is we selected
fol ks at random but they physically knew they were
bei ng observed.

MR, DELLATORRE: Additionally, we tried to
provide as little advanced warni ng as possible given
the need for the coordination. So there wasn't a
publ i shed schedule of visits. W tried to show up at
the | ast possible hour.

MS. BALVIN: Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: CQuestion 15. "He or she
reviews the design and frame continuity, views the
desi gn between central offices and conducted a
pre-test on the circuit using testing tools such as
OcuView." The request: Please verify, Qwest
perfornms a pre-test on all whol esal e and retai
circuits. Qur response is that M&Ps do call for
pretest. |In addition, KPMG Consulting performed
i nterviews and observations at Denver and | earned
that on frame continuity date, the FCD, testers



performa retest using React or CcuView to view a
circuit as far as the cable at the request of the
CLEC.

Nunber 16. "If the term nation point of
the circuit is at a long distance carrier's |ocation
the inpl ementer coordinates the end to end acceptance
test with that long distance carrier's tester."
Request for verification: Please verify, Quest
performed end to end acceptance testing on al

whol esal e and retail orders. The response is no.
Qnest M&P unbundl ed | oop CFA version nethods and
procedures acceptance testing is conducted upon
request from CLECs.

MS. TRIBBY: Sorry, I'ma little slow on
the uptake here. On 15, the last thing you said was
that a CLEC s request. Is the answer that Quest
performs a retest on all retail and whol esal e
circuits when requested by a CLEC but not otherw se?

(Caucus.)

MR. WEEKS: That was a 16 answer, not a 15
answer .

MR, DELLATORRE: So the answer is yes,
they do performthe pretest for all

MS. TRIBBY: Ckay. And in 16, they only
do it when requested?

MR. WEEKS: Yes. 15 is all, 16 is as
request ed.

MR. DELLATORRE: There is also additiona
anal ysis around this concept in test 14 which gets to
M&P adher ence.

MS. BALVIN: And Joe, to be clear on 15,
you said that the M&P calls for that type of test but
you didn't observe it every single tine.

MR. VEEKS: Well, we did |ook at the M&P

and when we were there, we did observe. Then there
is athird piece of evidence which is in test 14 that
tal ks about additional performance rel ated neasures.
But for the purposes of the process test, we're not
saying it happened every tine everywhere in the
entire world for the past 50 years. It happened when
we were there and we saw it happen in 14 and
devel oped nmore of a record.

MR. DELLATORRE: And our observations
i ncluded the Seattle design service center while
perform ng the pretest on FCD and observations in Des
Moi nes including an inplenmenter testing a new Tl |ine
inthe field as a part of this process test. So we
di d nmake those evaluations. And there is another
sort of M&P adherence in test 14.

MS. ANDERSON: Just to call attention to
-- in test 14, there were several observations and
acceptance related to testing. There is probably 25



or 50 pages of further detail on that should you want
to |l ook at that.

MS. TRIBBY: In question 16, did you
observe that test being conducted when requested or
was that just an M&P revi ew?

(Caucus.)

MR, VEEKS: On 16, did we actually see a

CLEC requested test take place? The answer is no.

MR, DELLATORRE: But it is part of 14.

Question 17, "The jeopardy response team
is avail abl e throughout the process to assist in
resolving field issues as they arise." Question
Pl ease verify that a jeopardy response teamis
avai l abl e for both whol esal e and retail orders
t hroughout the process. And | would refer you to
14.7, page 24, evaluation criteria 114 which expl ains
that both there is a team available and that there is
parity by design in how the orders are treated.

MS. BALVIN:. Joe, | apologize. | have a
question that | did not file previously but | was
readi ng through the report and it's in the section
titled DSC systens. And the |ast systemtitle there
is called the multiline test, M.T. | guess ny
question is, for --

MR, WEEKS: What page are you on?

MS. BALVIN: | don't have a page.

MR, WEEKS: So it's page 14.7-8.

MS. BALVIN: It's under the DSC system
it's the last system highlighted called the nmultiline
test. And for whol esale, we have what | would term
nmechani zed | oop testing. And I'mjust curious if
they are one and the sanme capabilities, systens.

MR, WEEKS: That's a question of fact. W
woul d have to investigate.

MS. BALVIN:. Thank you. | apol ogize for
that. | just noticed it.

MR. DELLATORRE: Number 18. \What date
does the DVA line up with for wholesale (i.e. FOC)
versus retail? And our response is the DVA date is
an internal date which does not exactly correspond to
the date on the FOC. There is a relationship

MR. VWEEKS: It is not the FOC date.

MS. BALVIN: And that date is popul ated by
Qnest ?

MR, WEEKS: It's an internal date, yes.

MR. DELLATORRE: 19, "The work is due date
driven, and no preference is given to retail or
whol esal e orders.” The question: Wat evidence was
provi ded to KPMG to make such a concl usi on statenment?
And we discussed this a little earlier as an exanple
of evaluation criteria 14.7-1-36 where we actually
conduct ed observations in CORAC and wat ched



technicians pulling orders by date, not by the
origination point.

Question 20, "These orders are | oaded to a
central office technician as soon as they appear on
the DVA report, which is produced regularly

t hroughout the day. No preference is given to retai
or whol esale orders."” Question: Wat evidence was
provi ded to KPMG to make such a concl usi on statenent?
Same answer .

21, "The difference is that the orders on
the DVA |ist are due present day, or they are past
the due date. As DVA reports are generated every two
hours, and these orders appear, they are given the
hi ghest priority." Question: Please verify, in
Qnest M&Ps, are DVA reports to receive the highest
priority. KPMG Consulting reviewed Qvest DVA and
escal ati ons which state that orders are to be
processed by DVA. KPMG Consulting reviewed Qunest job
aid CORAC, OQS DVA report and job aid CORAC DVA
escal ati ons which state that orders are to be
processed by DVA

Question 22.

MS. BALVIN:. Joe, | apologize. To me a
job aid isn't an MPP so the answer is no, but where
you did find it was in a job aid.

MR. DELLATORRE: Well, we al so observed
this process in action in addition to review ng those
job aids. So we confirmed what the process should be
and then we saw techs doing it.

22, "Load specialists spend the ngjority

of their time nmonitoring WFA-DI to neet their

obj ective of | oading provisioning orders the sane day
they are received. The |oad specialists are assigned
to specific geographic areas, i.e., assigned to the
various central offices. They are, in other words,
turfed. No preference is given to retail orders
versus whol esal e orders."” What evidence was given to
us, and the evidence is the sane.

Nunmber 23, "Once an order has been
conpleted, the field technician calls the LRAC to
request that the | oad specialist close the order in
WFA-C. Alternately, sone field technicians are able
to enter conpletion information fromthe field using
nobi | e devi ces known as renote access service boxes."
When a field technician calls the LRAC to request an
order be closed in WFA-C, what is the process for
handl i ng such calls via the M&Ps? What percent of
orders are closed via a call to LRAC versus that of
RAS boxes?

(Caucus.)

MR, WEEKS: Well, the high | evel answer to
your question is, are these M&Ps, the answer is yes.



And | guess | would refer you to the M&Ps and t he
details if you want to see how all that works. W
don't give that in the report. W don't list the

i ndividuals in the substantive report. So you can go
i nspect the M&P and understand what the process | ooks
like. We don't know, because it wasn't relevant to
our test, what percentage of them go through that.

MS. BALVIN: Actually, what | was
attenpting to get to was sonmeone could actually
call -- a tech could call in and request an update
but how rigid are the receivers of that call to
actually updating it, whether it's real tinme on the
phone --

MR, WEEKS: | understand what you're
saying. It's our understanding fromreview ng the
M&Ps that there is a formal procedure for doing this,
t hat peopl e have been trained howto do it. W
wat ched, | believe -- did we watch this one actually
work? Yes, we actually watched this M&P in process
so we know that it can work. Now, whether it works
100 percent of the tine or not, we don't know that
froma process test. But it is out there and people
have been instructed in howto do this and they're
supposed to do it consistently according to the MPs.
| can't tell you, though, because we didn't collect
any evidence, on what percentage go through or don't
go t hrough or whatever.

MS. TRIBBY: M ke, again a genera

question. A lot of these responses have to do with
what's in the M&Ps and you guys | ooking at the M&Ps.
And you just responded to Liz that she could refer to
the M&Ps. As | understand it, nost of the M&Ps are
confidential and proprietary to Qmest. Therefore,
they're not in the work papers, at |east not yet.

MR. WEEKS: They're in the confidentia
section of the work papers.

MR, DELLATORRE: |If they are stand-al one
docunents that we are able to put into the work
papers.

MR. WEEKS: But sone of the M&Ps, for
exanpl e, are stored in places |ike InfoBuddy and
things like that.

MR. DELLATORRE: And we don't have a
physi cal copy.

MS. TRI BBY: Because so many of your
concl usions are based on the M&Ps, is there sonme way
that we can get access to the M&Ps that you guys
relied upon?

MR. WEEKS: W tal ked about this a |ot
before the test started, which is what to do with
conpany confidential information. And correct ne if
I'"'mwong here, Andy, Denise or whonever, | believe



there is a process that we agreed to ahead of tine

for CLECs and other parties accessing the
confidential portion of the work papers. Andy, | was
using your nane in vain. | didn't realize you had

st epped out.
The question that has been asked is what

will be the process to have parties, CLECs or
regul ators, review Qrest confidential docunents such
as MB&Ps. |If we say we've reviewed an M&P and an M&P

has certain steps or activities in it, we may or may
not be in physical custody of those M&Ps. We may not
have a copy in our work papers. W' ve segregated
those off into confidential binders and so on but
there are restrictions on view ng those confidentia
bi nders and we were trying to resurrect with Mary
what we agreed to early on as being the techniques
that were used to get access to conpany confidentia
information. | know we all signed confidentiality
agreenents and all of that kind of stuff early on.

| know there is a position paper, whatever
you want to call it, out there on this that |I'm
trying to renenber the details of. Can sonebody el se
bail ne out here?

MR, CRAIN. | think the understandi ng we
had was that -- are these binders that are backup to
the report?

MR. VEEKS: Sone of the M&Ps were
revi ewed, we retained copies of and segregated on
yel l ow paper. | renenber that part of it. Yellow
bi nders, not yellow paper. And so sone are. But
there are sone of your M&Ps that we didn't have and
we didn't keep a copy of so if soneone wanted to
reviewit, you would actually have to grant them
access to reviewit.

MR, DELLATORRE: As an exanple, we have
had people to cone review the M&Ps. They are only
gi ven access to the nonconfidential binders. W have
confidential binders in our possession that contain
those M&Ps that were stand-al one docunents that we
could take with us. So that's one category of
confidential that we have in our possession. A
second category are those that are on systens
contai ned within Qvest that we do not have physica
copies of but that we reviewed in on-site
observations and i nspections.

MR, WEEKS: And we beat all this to pieces
a long tine ago and | thought we nenorialized it in a
docunment and | just don't have all that commtted to
menory.

MR. CRAIN: | think a lot of that is
menorialized in the document. My understandi ng was



that those materials that are backup docunents, we
could set up a process for review ng those and nake
sure they have signed confidentiality agreenents and
they are bound by that confidentiality agreement we
set up. In ternms of those things that you' ve | ooked
at that you don't have copies of, | think we're going
to have to address those kind of things on a
one-by-one basis as they conme up. | really do not

9 have a good understandi ng of the scope of what you've
10 reviewed and so | think we're going to have to --

ONO OIS WNPE

11 MR, WEEKS: So what | woul d suggest, since
12 none of us in the roomknow the answer to your

13 question, is we'll research what was agreed to ahead
14 of time and we'll make that a TAG call or a focus

15 call so we can all have a conmon understandi ng of how
16 we're going to do that. | know we tal ked about it in
17 theory a long tine ago. W're probably getting close
18 enough to where we need to nail it.

19 MS. TRIBBY: | appreciate that. And just
20 a couple of questions. First of all, if there has

21 been a fair anount of information that you' ve relied
22 upon that isn't available in some kind of hard copy,
23 I would ask that we try to cone up with a process
24 ot her than onesy twosey because if there is a fair
25 anount of volume there, we're probably going to want

1 to be given access to it.

2 The second question | have, as for

3 confidential work papers you all have, ny

4 under st andi ng was for the people who signed

5 confidentiality agreements, we woul d have access to
6 those when we canme to review those. That didn't

7 happen when we cane to review those. |'mnot sure
8 why that's the case or if there is sone additiona

9 process step we need to go through before we cone
10 over the next tinme.

11 MR, VEEKS: | may have a faulty

12 recoll ection but ny recollection was that those were
13 going to be made avail able concurrently with the

14 final report as atinmng issue. It wasn't an if, it
15 was a when question.

16 MS. ANDERSON: That was ny under st andi ng
17 as well. Specifically with regard to al

18 confidential information associated with Gs and Es, which none of
that would be open until the fina

20 report. But this is a slightly different thing when
21 you get into MPs.

22 MS. TRIBBY: | guess this is directly to
23 there are work papers right now that we're revi ew ng
24 that have to do with these discrete reports that have
25 al ready been issued. There are clearly sonme yellow
0093

1 paper that relate to that report specifically and

2 when we cone to review, for preparation |ike for this



hearing, it would help us to have access to whatever
we can earlier rather than later, if that's possible.

MR. WEEKS: | know we've tal ked about nost
of this. W're going to just have to go do our
honmewor k.

MS. ANDERSON: Yes. And | just pulled ny
fol der but unfortunately |I had the LSR stuff in it
and not this docunent. But I'mwith Mke on that.

We do have that laid out to some degree. | think we
will find that there is maybe a third class of
confidential information that is not going to be

rel eased at all and that has to do with any of the
CLEC specific sumrmaries, interview summaries,

i nformati on provided by CLECs, that kind of thing.

And ny recollection is that will never be rel eased.

MR, WEEKS: That was ny understandi ng as
well. Things like forecasts and things |ike that,
right.

MS. ANDERSON: So we'll take this as a
combi ned action item and figure out where that
docunent is.

MR. WEEKS: Sonmewhere in the archives.

MS. ANDERSON: And it's in another folder

I know | have it

MR, FINNEGAN: If it will help you, there
was a draft work papers approach

MS. ANDERSON: Right. That's where it is.

MR. FINNEGAN: And that provided sone
clarity but not a lot of clarity with the specifics
of the MPs.

MS. ANDERSON: Right. And then we al so
have to | ook at the TAG neeting m nutes with the
di scussion of that and there may still be gray areas,
of course, but | think we get a fairly decent
picture. And if the M&Ps are sonething that are
still hanging out there, then we'll have to address
t hat .

MS. TRIBBY: And | guess a related
question to that, and maybe you'll find that it
requires a request for a nodification fromus to
what ever we deci ded before but it seens to me that
for your benefit as well as ours, if there are
confidential papers that relate to the discrete test
reports that we're talking about in a forum such as
this, then it might be helpful to see those prior to
the end of the test.

MR, WEEKS: And |I'Il just give you a
heads-up of the kind of problemthat faces us. Al

of our live CLEC observations that we made for things
like hot cuts, all of that is in a confidentia
st and- al one because it's all sorts of custoner
i nformati on through that, nanes, phone nunbers and so



on. And | know we could redact stuff |ike that but
that's a | ot of |abor and a | ot of energy and | know
he's shaking his head back there. W had
conversations about doing that and what that woul d
cost and who would pay for all that and all of these
ki nds of questions. But there are literally binders
and binders of stuff that fall into that category.

So this isn't a trivial exercise to just say, let's
just go do this.

MS. TRIBBY: So maybe we need to limt it
to at least initially seeing if the M&Ps can sonehow
be broken out fromthe rest of the information.

MR. WEEKS: Yes, because froma tester's
perspective, | don't know Qeest does. And | would
think Qvest woul d have to be the party that would say
yes or no or what would be the rules or that --
because as a tester, we look at it and we just cruise
through themjust |ike you would and revi ew t hem and
use themto do wal k-throughs and things |ike that.
But there is nothing proprietary to us in those M&Ps.
Those are Qmest property. And we'll just have to do

t hat .

MS. ANDERSON: And we're definitely taking
that as an action item

MR. DELLATORRE: | believe we're at
gquestion 24, but that is the sane answer as severa
of the others in that sane category, that we
conduct ed observati ons and revi ewed docunentation in
order to concl ude.

Question 25 is, when is ful
i mpl ementation of K2 expected? And this is coning
froma reference in evaluation criteria 14.7-1-5
where we revi ewed work presentation systenms of K2 and
K2 is being rolled out by Qwest. W do not have that
i mpl ementation schedul e informati on and where that
stands right now so we would refer this question to
Qnest for additional information or detail on the
answer.

Question 26 is the 90 percent question
that came up before. The 90 percent will go away.
It's not a relevant piece of information.

Question 27, "If MARCH determ nes that
manual intervention is required..." Please describe
how t he MARCH system determ nes the need for manua
intervention. And we did not go into that detai
because there is a parity by design that the sane

conditions apply for both whol esal e and retai
orders.

Question 28, and I'mgoing to try to
reduce this on the fly. The question is, are the
procedures in the above paragraph docunented in Quest
M&Ps? And the answer is no. Software actually



drives what the center representatives see. KPMG
Consulting verified this through revi ew of business
rul es.

MR, WEEKS: So fundanmentally the answer to
this question is it's not the M&Ps per se. It was
the specifications of the software and we revi ewed
the specifications for the software that descri bed
what was supposed to be the business rule and then we
wat ched the system operate and it appeared to
evi dence this behavior that's consistent with the
specification. So it's not in a witten M&P because
it's in computer code.

MR, DELLATORRE: CQuestion 29. "Wen
changes occur to the M&Ps, RCMAC supervisors send
voi ce nmails describing the changes in detail." Did
KPMG wi t ness the RCMAC supervi sors send voice nail s?
Response: No.

Question 30. Wen was the QCCC
organi zati on established by Qvwest? And we woul d

defer that question to Quest.

MR, WEEKS: For those of you who may not
have heard, that was Scott Simanson with Qaest saying
that it was last July. Also, we would |ike to point
out at this point that this whole section of the
report where we're tal king about the QCCC and so on,
we're going to relocate this section of the report
from14.7 to 14.8 because we think it's a better fit
t here.

MS. TRIBBY: Back on 29, when changes
occur to the M&Ps, supervisors send voice nmails. You
said you didn't witness this. Were did that
i nformati on come from then?

MR. WVEEKS: Interviews.

MS. TRI BBY: Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: Question 31. "The QCCC
wor k fl ow process begi ns when a CLEC subm ts an order
that requires coordination. The conments section of
a WORD docunent generated by TIRKS." Please verify,
TI RKS systenmmtically generates conments in WORD. And
our response is that the WORD doc is generated by
TIRKS, not the comments. We didn't nmean to inply
that the comments section is automatically popul ated
by TIRKS but rather that the WORD docunent is created
by TI RKS.

MR, WEEKS: So we'll revise the report to
reflect that.

MR. CONNOLLY: That's the WORD docunent,
all caps, for the word WORD?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR. DELLATORRE: 32. "The WORD docunent
comments section specifies whether or not the order
requires a coordinated install." Question: Wat is
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the indicator populated by a CLEC that TIRKS uses to
i dentify whether a coordinated install is required?
And this is not subject to this test. | would
probably ultimtely refer this to HPC or our order
managenment group and it is not part of the 14.7 in
what the actual field population would be froma
CLEC.

Question 33, "OCO codes are defined in
WFA. These codes deternine which center will process
the orders." And the question is, how are the OCO
codes popul ated? And the OCO codes are popul ated by
speci fic personnel but they are assigned in the work
force adm nistration system So it's a human being
usi ng WFA.

33, "An LSR may require nultiple
provi si oni ng tasks that occur in parallel. Al tasks
nmust be conpl eted before the QCCC can coordinate the

install." What audit and controls are in place to
ensure all tasks are conpleted such that coordinated
installs can occur? And our response is that a
person nonitors this process and that the system
cannot be closed until all of the tests are
conpleted. So the control is it can't be closed down
in total until those tests are concl uded.

35, what tracking nechani sm does Qanest use
to identify that 30-35 early installation requests
occur per day? Qur response here really addresses
the fact that there are tracki ng nechani sns rather
than validation or confirmation of the 30 to 35 early
installs. W are representing sonmething that was
presented to us in an interviewin the 30 to 35.

VWhat we can confirmis that three individuals are
assigned to the early installation process but we did
not in fact verify 30 to 35 early installs request
occurred per day.

Nunber 36, "Orders are coordinated either
at the request of a CLEC or as a standard process for
certain order types." Wat order types require
coordi nated provisioning? It appears as though we
may have sonething renoved fromthe report. The
| anguage, or as a standard process for certain order
types, should be renoved fromthe report. It doesn't

really add. In fact, it adds confusion, | suppose.

MR, WEEKS: So just say orders are
coordi nated at the request of a CLEC, period.

MR. DELLATORRE: Correct. 37, "A CLEC
requests coordination at the time that it generates
an order via the IMA or EDI." Please clarify, IMA
means GUI or EDI. As well, are |IIS orders excl uded
fromthis process? The answer is yes, it does nean
both EDI and GUI. And no, |IIS orders are not
excluded fromthis process.



Question 38, please verify, that KPMG
wi t nessed the docunmented escal ati on processes were
foll owed by Qnmest QCCC organi zation. The answer is
yes, KPMG conduct ed observations at the QCCC and
observed personnel escal ating these orders.

39, please verify, missed coordinations
are deternm ned by Qmest as CLEC misses by the Quest
QCCC organi zation. The answer is yes, they are
determ ned by Qwmest personnel

Question 40, what is the source for EMAS
to collect historical data? The response is, EMAS is
linked to the network performance nonitor and
dat abase which is the data collection system

And the followon question is, did KPMG
Wi tness Qnest forecast data collection processes

surroundi ng historical product data, narket

simul ati on data and industry trends? And this is not
in scope for this test. However, later on this
afternoon, we will be covering in test 24.4, the CLEC
forecasting process, which touches on this in a bit
nore detail.

That concl udes the questions for 14.7.

Any followon questions?

MS. BALVIN:. M |lawyer was speaking to ne
when you answered question 38 so | didn't hear that
response.

MR. DELLATORRE: KPMG witnessed the
docunent ed escal ati on processes were foll owed by
Qnest QCCC organi zation. The answer was yes, we did
conduct ed observations at the QCCC and we did observe
center personnel escal ating orders.

MS. BALVIN: Thank you.

MR, CONNOLLY: | have a coupl e of
guesti ons.

MR, MAY: This is Geoff May with HP. W
had a foll ow up question on Wirldcom 32 where the
gquestion is specify whether or not the order requires
a coordinated install. Are you talking there about a
hot cut or a cooperative testing?

MS. BALVIN: Cooperative testing.

MR. MAY: Thank you.

MS. ANDERSON: Tim | think you were
t al ki ng.

MR. CONNOLLY: In the discussion on RCMAC
you nentioned there that the process is primarily due
date driven and | want to contrast that with your
remar ks on the CORAC and the DBA processes which you
say are due date driven. What other factors drive
this sequencing of orders for RCMAC besi des due date?

(Caucus.)

MR. KONERSMANN:  This is Todd Konersmann
with KPMG. The mai ntenance and repair orders woul d



fall into the queue first and then beneath that woul d
be those orders that were required to be processed on
t he due date.

MR. CONNOLLY: So the trouble tickets that
had been issued during the day or issued in previous
days and are still hot, those would bubble up to the
top ahead of today's orders to be conpleted?

MR, KONERSMANN:  That's right.

MR, CONNOLLY: And any other factors go
into that selection process?

MR. KONERSMANN:  No.

MR, CONNOLLY: You al so describe -- you
mention the K2 systemthat Qwest was trying to

i mpl ement. Do you know what its prioritization
mechani smis? Do you have access to that?

(Caucus.)

MR, DELLATORRE: We'Il try to address the
details of their prioritization schenme but nore
importantly, and to the point of the process parity
eval uation, is that the schene, whatever that may be,
can be applied consistently to two. So in the case
of an RCMAC where an M&R can be put in front of the
gqueue, our evaluation is that that is done in a
simlar fashion for retail and whol esal e rather than
the specifics of what the prioritization schene may
be, whether it's K2 or RCMAC or any other, but rather
that that prioritization schenme is applied evenly
between the two. But | think we're trying to get the
details for the K2 approach

MR. VEEKS: | think the answer, Tim is
we're not sure of the algorithm K2 uses. W can say
it's used the same on whol esale and retail but we
don't have a specific enough recollection of exactly
how it works that | would want to hazard a guess.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions? Enjoy
lunch. Sorry.

MS. ANDERSON: Well, actually, that's

where we're headed. And a couple of announcenents
prior to breaking for lunch. The cafeteriais
avai l able and Marie can tell you how to get there but
don't go there yet. Just a nonent. W have an
announcenent fromthe front desk of the Qwest hote
sayi ng that anybody that's planning to stay at the
Qnest hotel, if they haven't checked in yet, would
you please do so at lunchtine because they're very
full and they want to nake sure they don't give away
your room So a honmewor k assi gnment numnber 1

And then we have additional information
regardi ng lunch, and | know you guys are a big food
crowd so | like to get all of these food
announcements out. For tonorrow, contrary to what



the agenda says, we will be bringing lunch in. Qnest
has decided to treat for lunch tomorrow and it will
be brought in here rather than going to the
cafeteria. But today, the cafeteria is the option.
Is there anything el se, any other
| ogi stics, questions, before we break? We will
reconvene at 1:05.
(Lunch recess taken from 12:05 p.m to
1:05 p.m)

AFTERNOON SESSI ON
(1:05 p.m)

MS. ANDERSON: We're going to pick back up
with a continuation of addressing the questions.

"Il turn it over to Joe. | believe we're going to
be starting on 14.8.

MR, DELLATORRE: 14.8 is the provisioning
coordi nati on process evaluation and | will actually
turn it over to Mke to provide a quick overview of
ki nd of the status of the test, as we did on the
earlier tests.

MR, WEEKS: 14.8 is |ooking at coordinated
provi sioning and there are 13 evaluation criteria in
that report. At this point, all of those are sitting
in a state of satisfied. And so | think essentially
nost of our work on this process test is done. We've
been through the process. W think we understand how
it works and we're ready to dive into the questions.

MS. ANDERSON: And just before we do,
folks on the bridge, a gentle rem nder again, please
nmut e your phones. Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: So we'll start with the
Washi ngton state staff questions and given the
overview that M ke just gave, that does speak
directly to a couple of questions. But the first

guestion was regarding state and/or region specific
results. And for this specific task, there was no
distinction made by state or region.

The second question was an accounti ng of
any open or unresol ved observations and excepti ons.
In this test, there are none.

The third question was regarding the
revisions to the reports and, as stated earlier, we
will be putting out a change log. But in this case
I don't believe there were any nmaterial revisions
made to the report.

And the final question was a discussion of
the unable to determine criteria. And again, in this
test, there were none.

So without any additional questions, let's
junmp right into the AT&T questions. For nunber one,



KPMG Consul ting states, "For those orders submitted
utilizing IMA, the CLEC selects an option for a
coordinated install. A USOC for a coordi nated
install is then assigned to the order." This does
not clearly identify the simlarities or differences
in the processes between LSRs submitted via ED and
those submitted GUI. That is an ordering question
and not covered here in 14.8.

Question 2, KPMG Consulting is currently

unabl e to provi de an understandi ng of CCGE&Ys.

MR, WEEKS: But we're working on it.

MR. DELLATORRE: We went with the
presunption that that was a typo. It was intended to
mean our understandi ng of the backup and recovery
capabilities.

MS. ANDERSON:  Bust ed.

MR, DELLATORRE: And actually, in this
particul ar test for those systens and processes that
are covered in the 14.8 test, the disaster recovery
and security are not part of the scope of that test.
In fact, the only test, if |I recall properly, that is
explicitly covered in neeting disaster recovery is
explicitly discussed is the network surveill ance test
where di saster recovery and how the conpany rolls
over fromone center and the like, how they nonitor
system performance, is our network surveillance and
outage test but it is not a scope of this test.

Question 3 is a question about |anguage
and we have a quote in there using the word bucket,
and if that is in fact a euphem smfor work queue.
And the answer is yes, it is.

Question 4, KPMG notes that the DSC has a
current conpliance rate of 99 percent for orders in
today/out today. |Is this statistic one that KPMG

Consul ting cal cul ated and verified, and over what
period of time did KPMG Consulting evaluate this

| evel of performance? The answer is no, we did not
calculate or verify this nunber. This information
was provided to KPMG during an interview at an
observation. However, we were provided with score
cards that cal culated this nunber.

And in fact, the nunber that was provided
to us for the period of tinme which were the nonths of
June and July, the conpliance rate was actually 97
percent versus 99 and we will update this discrete
report section to reflect 97 percent.

Question nunber 5 is a simlar question to
one we've seen earlier with a request for
clarification about evaluation criteria. The sanme
answer applies. The evaluation criteria referenced
in descriptions and analysis nmethods and the |ike are
in fact the same evaluation criteria that are



detailed or listed specifically individually in the
results section.

Question nunber 6, please explain the
steps taken by KPMG to evaluate the root cause
anal yses conducted by the QCCC coaches for m ssed
orders. KPMG Consulting did evaluate the process of
coaching and the steps required for m ssed orders.

VWhat we did not exanmi ne was how those mi ssed orders
were classified as nissed orders or not and whet her
or not those decisions to classify them-- and if the
root cause analysis was correct, we did not verify
that. We watched the process of training and
coaching and that that process did occur as we
expected. But we did not then determn ne whether or
not those coaches were appropriately analyzing root
cause in the case of missed orders.

MS. TRIBBY: |Is that sonething that woul d
be part of another test or not?

MR. DELLATORRE: | don't believe so. No,
I don't think so. Question 7, please explain the
process that Qmest executes to notice the Qmest work
centers that need to participate in the daily QCCC
m ssed review status calls. And the process is the
coach reviews a paper copy of the mssed to deternine
exactly what organi zations need to join on that cal
and then the coaches are responsible for contacting
by phone those centers involved in the niss.

Question 8, please describe the testing
conducted by KPMG in its review of the supervisory
reviews of designers' performance. KPMG Consulting
reviewed the artifacts of the supervisor reviews of
desi gners' performance. Specifically, we exam ned

the output of the review such as a quality review
checklist that the supervisor goes through with the
desi gners.

Question 9, are the conpleted CLEC case
studies, which is a reference fromthe MIP, avail abl e
for CLEC review in the KPMG Consulting test records
facility in Denver? |If not, why? They are or rather
will be available, but as part of test 14 because the
CLEC case studies is truly our live commercia
observation activities.

MR. FINNEGAN: Let ne ask a follow up
guestion that wasn't one of the previous follow up
questions. |It's in reference to 14.8-6. There is a
statement at the very end or a couple of statenents
at the very end of that page that coordinators are
al so responsible for DD events, DD neaning the due
date, for hot cut orders involving final verification
of order status, a precall to the CO a precall to
the CLEC, |ift and lay, dial tone verification
notification of conpletion and order conpletion in



Qnest's internal systens.

As part of that, is there an activity
i nvol ved verifying that any associ ated LNP order
activity by Qemest has been conpl eted?

MR, DELLATORRE: W are |ooking at that

specific issue in test 14 rather than here in 14.8.
(Caucus.)
MR, WEEKS: At this tinme, sitting here
wi t hout actually going back and | ooking at it,
subj ect to check, we think the answer is no, there is
no LNP step in the process but we're doing that from
menory, so --
MR. FI NNEGAN: Let ne give you sone

context that will help hopefully in your
i nvestigation. There was reference in the discrete
report, | don't renmenber where, that nmetrics were

used by the QCCC and specifically the OP-13A and
OP-13B netrics were used. |In OP-13A, in order to be
conpl eted or considered on tinme, one of the
characteristics on an on tinme order is conplete the
Qnest portion of any associated LNP orders. And I'm
interested in what |inkage there is in the QCCC
process to the verification, and i ndeed things |ike
establishnment of the 10-digit trigger, have been done
and if the establishnent of the 10-digit trigger is
not done, do the processes permt the capture of that
failure.

MR. WEEKS: And since this is an
eval uati on of the coordination process, | think it
woul d have focused on those activities that involve

coordi nati on between the |ILEC and CLEC. The LNP
activities probably involve Qvwest and anot her party,
not the CLEC. So maybe this wouldn't be the place it
woul d be. So order conpletion | would agree with.
Coordi nation conpletion, it just makes -- what you're
sayi ng makes sense. It may not meke sense in the
context of the coordination process.

MR. DELLATORRE: This is also covered in
14, 1've just been assured. So | do want to neke
sure that you will receive nore information on this
particul ar subject when we cover test 14.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And sone additiona
foll owup, the Quest activity associated with LNP is
not coordinated. That's sonething that Qmest
undertakes on their own and there is no way for the
CLEC to know whether or not it has or has not
occurred. So it's critical that the Quest
processes --

MR, WEEKS: The overall Qwest process --

MR. FINNEGAN: Has sone linkage so it can
recogni ze whether or not that activity has been
conpleted. And it would appear to be in reference to



that 14.8, page 6, sonmething that could or could not
be part of the due date event.
UNI DENTI FI ED SPEAKER: Scott Sinmanson is

here. He can explain that process if you want.

MR. SI MANSON: Basically the process calls
for us to validate CLEC dial tone 48 hours in
advance. |If the dial tone is not there 48 hours in
advance, we make a call back to the CLEC to let them
know their dial tone isn't there. W check it again
one hour before the coordinated cut tinme and if it's
not there, then a decision is nmade based on that
conversation with the CLEC whether or not we are
going to reject that order at that point or go ahead
and go through the with the cut if the CLEC can
convince us that they will be ready by a cut tine.
And so we know as we cut the custonmer, unless the
CLEC has very distingui shed circunstances, the dia
tone is there fromthe CLEC when we do the
coordi nated cut.

MR. FINNEGAN: But | don't understand how
that relates to the Qaest establishnent of the
10-digit trigger. | understand if we fail to set up
a dial tone, you have a two-day pre-due date process
that verifies that. What's the verification on
Qnest's end to ensure that the 10-digit trigger has
been set up and provides the context that the failure
to do that would be captured as a miss in the OP8
format. So if you have an OP8 niss that's associated

with a coordi nated hot cut, how does the QCCC
recogni ze that the 10-digit trigger has not occurred?
There still will be and can be dial tone on the |ine
that shows up on the 48-hour pretest but what process
does Qnest have in this --

MR, SIMANSON: It's to validate that your
nunber --

MR. FINNEGAN: No, it's not our nunber.
The 10-digit trigger tells the Qwest switch -- if
there is a call fromthe donor switch, it trips the
trigger to say look at the inpact database. |If Quest
fails to set up that 10-digit trigger, the cal
doesn't know where to go and the caller will get sone
error nmessage that says the |ine has been
di sconnected or call cannot be conpl et ed.

MR. SI MANSON: But as part of the
conpl eti on process, there is a test call done from
not only Qmest but typically the CLEC as well. But
the call is able to conplete correctly.

MR, FINNEGAN: Well, they insist that this
only affects a certain type of call. It only affects
a call fromthe donor switch. So we neke a test
cal l.

MR. SI MANSON: So when we cut a
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coordi nated cut, the CLEC s person is on |line, the

QCCC person is on line as well as the central office
technician are on Iine, and they all not only do AN
but they also do test calls before the circuit is
rel eased.

MR. FI NNEGAN: All three?

MR. SI MANSON: To ny know edge, all three
do test calls. W request that. | don't know if the
CLEC nakes a test call. There is no way for ne to
know that other than they can take ownership of the
order and say we can conpl ete.

MR. FI NNEGAN: At |east from AT&T' s
perspective, we do nake the test call

MR. SI MANSON: | think npost of you do.

MR, FINNEGAN: But it's not going to be
fromthe CO

MR. SI MANSON: And they're on the |ine at
the tinme of conpletion.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And that's what | would
like to have sone followup on, as to whether KPMG
was able to validate that that coordination process
step does occur and is docunented.

MR, WOLVERTON: That validation process
step is covered in test 14. W will |ook at the cut
fromthat perspective. That process is reviewed
under test 14.0. W were actually out in the centra

office in the CLEC observations center as the
conversions were taking place. W were observing the
coordinating activities between the parties.

MR. FINNEGAN: Could you help ne
understand why it wouldn't be in 14. A?

MR. WOLVERTON: That's nore of |ike the
test cases that we're tal king about. That's the
actual observations that we're conducting out in the
field. So 14.A is talking nore about the process.
14.0 is more of a transactionally based test and
that's the process that's being foll owed.

MR, WEEKS: |f | can put words in John's
mout h, | think John's question is, do we know for
sure that the process calls for a step that would
validate that the trigger had been set? |Is there
sonet hi ng about the process, sone check, sone
activity, some step that's built into Qwest's MPs
that would result in checking whether the trigger had
been set or not?

M5. THI ELEMANN: | think the answer to
that is we don't know. That's a foll ow up.

MR, VEEKS: We'll follow up with whether
it's specifically identified.

MR. FINNEGAN: And thank you for hel ping
me frame the question.
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MR, DELLATORRE: O her foll ow up questions
for the AT&T section? Mving on to Wrldcom The

first question. | will start with the section of the
report, the sentence or two that sort of sets the
context. "The provisioning process begins when a

CLEC submits an order that requires coordination via
IMA." Please verify, IMA incorporates GU and ED
interfaces. The answer is yes.

Nunmber 2. |Is there a designated threshold
that would trigger a Qnmest screener to attenpt to
renegotiate start tinmes? Wien an attenpt is made,
what is the criteria a test screener uses to
deterni ne which orders should be postponed? W found
out there is no firmthreshold. The screener job aid
and revi ew does provide guidelines that should be
used but there is not a firmthreshol d.

Question 3. 1Is it the coordinator's job
to correct inconplete order information? The answer
is no, it is the screener's job

Question 4. "A drop-in is an order that
arrives at the QCCC within two days of its due date."
How are these orders tagged as drop-in orders? The
answer, the orders are tagged, when they go through
the screening process, late due to a |ate design or
the order is being held in status. So they're being

tagged by the QCCC screener and KPMG Consulting did
observe screeners distributing late orders during our
observations of the process.

Question 5. "QCCC desi gnhed services
requiring coordination are processed by new | oop and
hot cut teams. Screeners and coordi nators who are
menbers of these teanms performwork in the sequence
descri bed below." KPMG verified the -- please
confirmor please verify KPMG verified the follow ng
are docunent ed procedures Qumest enpl oys and that
Qwest personnel adhere to those docunented
procedures. W did verify and confirmthese
docunent ed procedures and adherence to them and we
referenced that in evaluation criteria 14.8-1-1 and
in our evaluation neasures identified earlier in the
report.

Question 6, please clarify, is it true
that the work groups may not receive the orders unti
the due date? The answer is yes.

Question 7. "RIDis the date on which the
DSC is to distribute the WORD. doc to the necessary
provi sioning centers. Generally, the RID occurs on
the day after the app date.” Question: Wen do the
docunent ed procedures call for the RID to occur? 1In
Qnest's M&P, quote, service interval guide, the RID

date occurs two busi ness days after the app date.
Question 8. "The coordinator is also



responsi ble for confirmng that the circuit neets
custoner requirenments. This is acconplished by
verifying that a field technician entered the test
results into WFA-C and by cross-referencing actua
results agai nst expected results. Howis this
process achieved? And this process is actually
outlined and detailed in Quest's M&Ps which are
enbedded in their InfoBuddy system or application.

Question 9, "DD events for new | oop orders
i nvol ve final verification of correct order status, a
precall to the CLEC for notification of a new

install, newinstallation, CLEC dial tone
verification, CLEC notification of conpletion, and
order conpletion in Qmest's internal systems." For

each verification step, what are the systens that
require updates?

We wanted to nake a clarification to that
that we don't believe that the systens are updated
but rather that they are accessed. So in other
words, for the step of correct order status, Event
Tracker is the systemthat is used to obtain the
order information. For the precall to the CLEC for
notification of a newinstall, tel ephone with a note

bei ng added to WFA-C i s docunenting the event. For
new i nstal |l ati ons, Scissor and WFA- DO and TI RKS,
WFA- DI, LMOS are the systens that are accessed for
that verification step. For CLEC dial tone
verification -- excuse me one second.

(Caucus.)

MR. DELLATORRE: For the CLEC dial tone
verification, there is a phone call that's nmade with
a note added to WFA-C. The sane is true for CLEC
notification of conpletion. It's a phone call with a
note in WWA-C. And for order conpletion requests in
systens, the database is Scissor

Question 10 is a very simlar question
I"'mtrying to see if there are actually any
di ff erences.

(Caucus.)

MR, DELLATORRE: They're the exact sane
systenms and steps taken so rather than going through
themall again, it's the same as the one prior

Question 11. What is the tracking
mechani sm Qunest utilizes to determnmi ne how nany orders
a screener distributes? The answer is that the
Sci ssor systemis capable of producing reports as to
how many orders are screened per day so the tracking
mechanismis actually built into the Scissor system

Question 12, this also is for individua
steps. Wich systens are updated or accessed and
order status Event Tracker, for the precall to the
CLEC. It's a phone call and noted in WFA-C. The



same is true for CLEC dial tone verification and CLEC
notification of conpletion. And then finally for
order conpletion, it's Scissor

Question 13, how are CRIS errors
identified? This is also a background description
that falls outside of this process and is nore
appropriately discussed in the order managenent
secti on.

Question 14, if an order is delayed, the
del ayed order group notifies the CLEC within four
hours. The question is, what audit and controls are
in place such that CLECs are notified within four
hours? And on page 14.8-8, there is a reference that
I would Iike to point folks to.

(Caucus.)

MR, DELLATORRE: We would like to clarify
our response to question 14. W're not prepared to
do so now so we'll get back to this. |'mnot sure
how we can do that | ogistically.

Question 15. \What are the tracking
mechani sms Qnest utilizes to neasure screeners,

coordi nators and coaches? And we have, in evaluation
criteria 14.8-1-2, we make reference to and observe

t he performance nanagenent process which includes a
variety of productivity nmetrics.

Question 16. "To neasure a center's
ability to process tinmely and conpl ete orders,
coaches nust review four orders per person, per
quarter, for conpleteness and tinely processing.
Coaches are al so responsible for perform ng a root
cause analysis for every missed order. M ssed orders
are tracked and di scussed by the QCCC managenent on a
daily status call." Please verify that KPMG
Wi t nessed these procedures. And | believe this cane
up before in the discussion of missed orders. W did
review the process of the responsibilities of
coaching and that the daily calls did take place and
the process for notifying the folks that need to be
on those calls, but we did not actually watch one of
t hose revi ew sessi ons happen.

Question 17. "The center also nmaintains a
policy to process orders in today, out today and
currently has 99 percent conpliance." And we

di scussed that in the AT&T section, that the
informati on that we received that was an actua
conpl i ance performance report for the period of June

and July of last year was 97 percent and that's the

information that we relied on and represented in the

report. W did not verify or validate those nunbers.
And question 18, "The DSC utilizes the

per formance nmeasurenent process to nonitor overal

desi gners' performance. Supervisors are required to



conduct two quality reviews for each designer per
nmonth. The review consists of going through a

qual ity checklist to ensure that orders are correctly
desi gned, and that the proper supporting
docunent ati on was entered into each support system
The PMP al so contains attendance and tardi ness
records. Productivity netrics, in terns of orders
processed, vary by designer, and are nostly based on
experience level." Please verify, did KPMG wi tness
t hese procedures? And the answer is yes, we did --
KPMG Consul ting did observe these procedures with
designers at Seattle, DSC inplenmenters in Seattle,
DSC designers in Des Moines, DSC inplenenters in Des
Moi nes, DSC designers and inplenmenters in Denver.

Fol | ow-up questions?

MS. BALVIN: | didn't quite catch the
answer to number 15. | should say | didn't
understand the response. |f you could just repeat
your response, maybe it will click.

MR. WEEKS: | think the answer was let's
go |l ook at 14.8-1-2, and in there we attenpt to
descri be what we observe as being the mechani sns t hat
are used to do that. So if you want to flip to that.

MS. ANDERSON: Page 13.

MR, WEEKS: Page 13 in the report, if you
want to read through our conments, it describes what
we saw and what we believe naps to what you're
aski ng.

MR, DELLATORRE: So there are a variety of
i ndicators that we di scussed and, in addition to
that, we note that individual performance is tracked
via quality reviews and coaching and we |ay out sone
of the details of how that process takes place. But
it's fairly well described on pages 13, 14 and 15 of
the discrete report.

Ot her questions on 14.8? All right. Gve
us a couple of nonents to prepare for test 22, |
believe is next on the agenda.

(Pause.)

MR. DELLATORRE: Test 22, M. Weeks.

MR, WEEKS: For those of you keeping
score, it's 3 to nothing -- no. |[It's 36 evaluation
criteria for test 22 and in ternms of kind of where
were we in buckets, 33 of those are satisfied and at

the tinme we published the discrete report you have in
front of you, we had three in the unable to
det er m nes.

And Washi ngton state staff has asked us to
sort of describe what the reasoning or issues are
behi nd the unable to determ nes and where we go from
here. |'m happy to report that on two of the
three -- there are three fundanental areas here.
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NDR, collo and LIS trunks. On collo and LIS trunks,
we have been able to go out and access commercia
vol unme, | ook at commercial transactions and in the

next version of the report that you see will have,
rat her than unables, will have satisfied.
So that will leave us with NDRs still in

the unabl e category and that's because there is
fundamental |y not any commercial volune for us to
observe so we can't do what we can't do. So that's
kind of the B-52 | evel of where are we in the test.
So we're sort of through with this test unless
somehow in the course of events over the next nonth
or so magically sonme NDRs take place. And if that's
not forthcom ng before the end of the test, then this
test will nove forward to its final with at |east one
unabl e.

MR, DELLATORRE: And Mary, to your point

earlier about the issuance of a revised report that
is not directly related to somethi ng uncovered here,
our intention is to issue a revised report that would
address those unabl es because we' ve since been able
to conduct additional testing that provided us with

i nformati on on those two.

So let's junmp right in. For the
Washi ngton state staff questions, there was no
di stinction made between regions and states in this
process evaluation. There are currently no
unresolved Cs or Es. And for questions 3 and 4, M ke
just explained that there will be sone materi al
revisions to the report that address two of the three
unabl e to deternines that appeared in the first
i ssuance.

So AT&T question nunmber 1, confirmthat
the order term nology as applied in this section
refers to the network design request. And that is
correct. An order is the NDR

Nunmber two is also a term nol ogy question
and yes, the word custoner is referring to the
facilities based CLEC.

The sane is true for question nunber 3.

Question nunber 4 is the same answer that
we have gone over a few tinmes today about the

evaluation criteria in that they are one and the
same. The descriptions in the results tables.

So question nunmber 5. It is not clear
whet her KPMG Consul ti ng observed the practice of the
error, exception or escal ation process by Quest
during the test. First question, please confirmthat
the processes were reviewed. The answer is yes, we
did review these processes. And the second question
pl ease al so i ndicate whether the practice of these
was observed. And the answer is yes as well. And



then with the specific observations, KPMG Consulting
observed the practice of the error, exception and
escal ati on process at the CMPC in Denver. And our
report will be updated to reflect this change
Question 6. At the point of the CLEC
sign-of f, does Qmest consider that the collocation
has been accepted by the CLEC? The answer is yes.
Fol | ow-up questions to the AT&T section?
MR. CONNOLLY: | have a few that were
raised in our earlier provided corments on this
di screte report and realizing that you hadn't issued
anot her report yet, rather than reasking the
question, I'Il just go back and ask the sanme ones
agai n.
MR. DELLATORRE: Ckay.

MR, CONNOLLY: On page 22-4 in the CAR
section there, which is the fourth paragraph, there
is a notation there -- or your remark is, quote, a
CAR pernits a CLEC to cease work on a collocation
site in progress as well as transfer the
responsibility of the collocation site to a CLEC in
good standing. And a question was, the, quote, good
standi ng, end quote, of the CLEC is a Qwest analysis
and has nothing to do with the regul atory agency or
the CLEC or its financial standing or anything |ike
t hat ?

MR, WEEKS: Right. And the report is
going to be amended to say that Qwest considers it to
be a CLEC i n good st andi ng.

MR. DELLATORRE: So let's nobve on to the
Worl dcom section. The first question, was there
evi dence to support that Qwmest supports NDR
col l ocation and interconnection trunk services to
CLECs throughout its 14 state region? The answer is
yes.

Question 2, "The NDR process starts with
the gathering of information regarding a CLEC s
desired product offerings. The CLEC nust conplete
the necessary docunents or fornms that provide Quest
with required information." And the question, did

KPMG perform any analysis of the information Quest
required? And the very exact answer is no, we did
not provide -- we did not conduct analysis of it.

However, we did review the forns, the
gquestionnaires, the CLEC checklist docunment, the new
custoner questionnaire formand the interconnecting
with Qunest's checklists but we did not go field by
field and assess the rel evance or pertinence of the
guestions being asked. And in fact, that sane
response | will revisit because we have three sort of
di stinct sections here with NDR, collo and trunks and
it's very simlar in each case



So then the foll owon question to that is,
was the required information provided by CLECs
pertinent when it came to Qmest designing, planning
and deternmining the routing in the Quest
switch/network? And we di scussed at sone |length the
notion of pertinent. The information is used. The
information is required but we didn't want to take a
stab in the dark at the nunbers, particularly since
we didn't go field by field to evaluate the request
of content on those fornms and checkli sts.

M5. BALVIN:. Joe, let nme ask, then, what
was KPMG s expectation when they did reviewthe
forms, each of the individual forms?

MR. VWEEKS: | think the basic idea was to
make sure that there was a process that was
reasonably well forned, that someone had thought
t hrough what Qwest believed they needed to collect or
how t hey needed to conmunicate with the CLEC and we
didn't junp in, as Joe's trying to indicate, and try
to second guess whether all the fields that should
have been asked for were asked for or if some of the
fields that were asked for were irrelevant. W
didn't get into sort of a qualitative, gee, we think
that's a cruddy form ki nd of analysis.

What we did do is say, you know, there is
a process here, there is a docunented process that
requires the following forns be filled out. Just as
a step in the activity of reviewi ng the process,
we' ve | ooked at those forms and understand them and
to kind of understand that those fornms did exist.

And when we went to | ook at exanples. There were
exanpl es where people had actually filled out the
forms and so on but we weren't so much trying to give
a score A, B, C, Dto the forms thensel ves.

MR. DELLATORRE: Question 4, please verify
KPMG wi t nessed an end-to-end inpl enentation process
for collocation via Qwest docunentation and
observation. The answer is yes. KPMG conducted

tours in each of the offices of the three regions
whi ch included reviewing MCI Worldcom s base in
Seattle. W also reviewed end-to-end col |l ocation
project folders with CMPC project nmanagers, as a
cross check or suppl enental evaluation of artifacts
of the process in addition to observing.

At this point, questions 5 and 6 are
simlar to questions 2 and 3 but rather for the
col l ocation process as opposed to the NDR process.
And our answers are the sane, that we did assess the
requests for information and the popul ati on of that
i nformati on back and forth between the two and that
the CLECs and Qnmest do work jointly to devel op the
pertinent information and record. But we did not



assess on a field-by-field basis the content of those
forms.

So then noving forward to question 7, what
audit and controls does Qumest enploy to ensure that
coll ocation applications are provisioned in a tinely
manner? There are actually two that the coment
applications used to audit and control the work fl ow
of collocation installations and the human being is
responsi ble, the CMPC, for overseeing the conpletion
of those work activities.

Question 8, did KPMG revi ew M&Ps

surroundi ng mai nt enance and repair issues given CLECs
are unable to access virtual collocation. And the
answer is no. Maintenance and repair and any overl ap
that may occur here was not part of the scope of this
eval uati on.

Question 9, was KPMG able to witness a
cancel l ati on, decomn ssioning or change of
responsibility of a collocation project? The answer
is yes. And again, with the two different steps, one
of them an observation and one a review of artifacts
of the process. |n one case, we conducted tours of
central offices in Denver, Seattle and Oraha and
vi ewed the cancell ati on and decomi ssi oned spaces.
And in the second, we reviewed cancell ation and
decommi ssi oned col |l ocati on project folders with CMPC
proj ect managers.

Questions 10 and 11 --

MS. BALVIN: Joe, it sounds like you
actually | ooked at the collocation and
decommi ssi oni ng but not necessarily the change in
responsi bility?

MR. WEEKS: You're correct, we did see
cancel l ati on and decomm ssioning. W did not see
change in responsibility.

MR, DELLATORRE: And questions 10 and 11

are simlar answers to 2 and 3 where we went through
and gathered the docunents and fornms to see how Quest
and the CLECs interact to offer the NDR products and
services and we gat hered the various docunents I|ike

t he new custonmer questionnaire form and the

i nterconnecting with Qwmest checklist but we did not
assess field by field the content of those requests
on those forns.

Finally, "Another conponent eval uated data
gathered to deternmine if essential el ements of
Qnest's processes and systens are present, and
whet her or not defined process steps are followed."
The question, was KPMG abl e to determ ne whether or
not the defined process steps were followed? And the
answer is yes. This gets back to what we were
di scussing early on with Mke, that we observed



per sonnel processing both collocation and LIS
trunki ng orders and determ ned that those process
steps are adhered to, but we did not observe
per sonnel processing NDR orders.

Ot her questions on question 22?

MS. TRIBBY: Back to AT&T's question 6,
I"mjust going to follow up on that. This is the
CLEC sign-off and whether Qwmest considers the
col l ocation has been accepted. On page 22.1, you

have a statenment in the chart there that says with
the coll ocations acceptable to the CLEC, the CLEC
performs a sign-off on the deliverable indicating
section. |Is there a process, a defined process for
that, that all of the CLECs use and that Qwest uses?
Is sign-off a termof art there? What did you
observe with respect to that?

MR, KONERSMANN: What we're referring to
here is that point in which the SICM and the CLEC
representative go to the collocation site and conduct
a wal k-t hrough and then they actually sign that
acceptance formthere. In certain cases, the CLEC
chooses not to conduct a wal k-through. And in that
case, they are required to sign the formas well
And those fornms are kept inside the collocation
project folders that are maintained at the CMPC s --
at the Qnest facility.

MS. TRI BBY: Thank you.

MS. BALVIN: And Joe, just one nore
question. | assume the answer is the same but | want
to ask it again. Wen we tal k about KPMG being able
to identify that these processes were foll owed
t hrough observation, so on and so forth, this was not
a blind activity to Qmest?

MR. DELLATORRE: When we did the

observations, they were not blind. However, when we
were reviewi ng historical artifacts, that certainly
by definition were blind because the event had

al ready happened.

MS. BALVIN: Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions on 22?
Ms. Anderson, back to you.

MS. ANDERSON: Here we are on 24.4. You
get another five-minute stretch break.

(Recess.)

MS. ANDERSON: We're noving on to
guestions concerning test 24.4, CLEC forecasting.

MR, WEEKS: CLEC forecasting has al ways
been one of ny favorite tests because it's a process
that's doonmed to failure before it starts. But we
did do a 24.4 CLEC forecasting process review. There
were 10 evaluation criteria in that area as of this
time. All those are sitting in the satisfied bucket.



No, none of themare in any state, so it says on ny
pi ece of paper in here. 10 out of 10. So let's junp
into --

MR. DELLATORRE: Let's go. Washington
state questions. There was no distinction nade by
region or by state. There are no open or unresolved
observations or exceptions. There have been no

material revisions to the report, although if there
had been | ess than material changes, that will cone
out on our change log. And there are no unable to
determnes in this section.

We'll junp right into the AT&T section
And t he actual question, it appears that individua
CLEC forecasts are aggregated by the Quest
i nterconnect denmand analysis with all other CLEC
forecasts and provided to the whol esal e finance group
and the network planning group. Do any of the Qnest
groups apply any intelligence to the aggregate CLEC
forecast information?

I"msure there are sone folks in that
organi zati on who would |like to address that.

MR, CRAIN. | just want the record to
reflect that AT&T wote that conmment.

MR. DELLATORRE: For exanple, how woul d
whol esal e finance and network planning know if only
10 percent of the CLECs provided forecast
information? And there is kind of a buyer beware
situation here that it's the CLEC s responsibility to
participate in this process, is our understanding,
and that the CLEC forecasts are one conponent of the
overall forecasting process enployed by the conpany
to make deci sions around budgeting and network

pl anni ng. For exanple, historic growth trends and
the forecast numbers in addition to the CLEC
forecasted nunbers.

MR, WEEKS: So | think the question was,
if only 10 percent respond, do the other 90 percent
not get what they need? | think as nuch input as can
be gained or gleaned fromthe CLEC community is taken
and those who don't choose to participate in
provi ding i nformation, extrapol ati ons based on
hi storical and estimtes based on what | ooks |ike
m ght happen, are used to fill out the CLEC vol une,
so to speak, and then that's conbined with retail and
on down the road.

MR. FINNEGAN: Is that sonething you
exam ned? 1In the context of the report, it appears
to focus a lot of attention on the process of
obtai ning forecast information from CLECs, the
intervals -- the fornms they filled out. It didn't
appear to spend as much tine on what happened once
Qnwest had obtained those forecasts and whet her they
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applied fudge factors or added to or deleted fromthe
aggregate forecast information.

MR, WEEKS: The short answer to your
question, yes, we did |ook at all those things that
happened once the CLEC forecasts are in, how they're

massaged, how they're conpared to previous years, are2

a good or bad job of guessing what the

future will look like and so on. Do you want to
el aborate on that?

MR, KONERSMANN: They do apply, as |
believe is indicated or was indicated by Joe, they do
apply trending information, nmarket forecasts and
what ever they do get fromthe CLECs and then
aggregate that. We didn't |look at the formul as that
they woul d use for those trends and any of the
mat hemati cal |ogic they woul d add on top of that.

MR, DELLATORRE: And | think to your
poi nt, John, you're right in assessing or noting the
focus of the tests because this is not an eval uation
of Qnest's ability to accurately forecast its needs.
This is an evaluation of the CLEC forecasting process
t hat Qnest nmkes avail able to conmmuni cate with CLECs
their needs. So that's sort of the distinction

MR. FINNEGAN: And from a gross
distinction, too, we're also interested in that Qnest
actually did something with the forecast information
and they just didn't nmake us junp through the hoops
and then file themto collect dust.

MR, WEEKS: The answer is, there is anple
evi dence to believe they actually tried to pay

attention to what you send in. So the better the
quality of information you send in then the better
the quality of the overall forecasting process.

MR. DELLATORRE: These organi zations do
use the CLEC forecasts as one conponent. However,
the OF and the SOP groups who use this infornmation
did not know how many of the eligible CLECs had
submtted forecasts, but they do suppl enent what CLEC
i nformati on they have with other information such as
we were tal king before in conparing historica
trends, market intelligence about how things are
going. So if in fact only one CLEC submitted orders
and the nunbers just didn't add up conpared to the
previ ous three cycles, that would be noticed.

MR, DI XON: Did KPMG quantify how nuch of
the CLEC conponent made up the forecasts? Was that
10 percent of the total forecasts using trends,
massagi ng data, market forecasting? Any sense of
t hat ?

MR, DELLATORRE: No. That's what Toby was
just saying is we didn't actually examine the
al gorithms that were enployed. So then the follow up

t hey doi ng



qgquestion, did KPMG Consulting exam ne or eval uate how
Qnest refines a sinple aggregation of the forecasts
of less than all of the CLECs to actionable

information? | think that's what we were just
di scussi ng.

Question 2. What role does the circuit
admi nistration center play in the CLEC forecasting
process? And this is sort of the difference between
the internal and external processes. The circuit
admini stration center is not involved in the CLEC
forecasting process. The CAC i ndependently
constructs a general forecast that defines the
antici pated demand on |ine and tandem swi tches.

MR. FI NNEGAN: When you say general, do
you nean general, all usage, including retail and
CLEC?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes, that's correct.

Question 3, please identify the nornms,
st andards and gui delines for the CLEC forecasting
review. The norms, standards and gui delines for
review, the evaluation criteria that we have listed
in the results table, for exanple, the forecast
process responsibilities and activities are defined
and docunented. It is KPMG Consulting's collective
experience and professional judgnent that is used to
apply these evaluation criteria to the various
processes under review. That collective experience
comes fromnot just the testing activities done here

at the ROC but 271 testing activities conducted
across the country for the past several years as wel
as the collective industry experience of the
personnel and staff that we enpl oy on these testing
activities.

Question 4 is the evaluation criteria
qgquestion that we had di scussed before, | believe.
Yes, these are the evaluation criteria that are
actually in the results table that were defined in
advance of actually conducting our testing.

And question 5, please describe the output
of the whol esale finance teaml s forecast nodeling
process. Please also indicate whether or not KPMG
Consul ting evaluated the output. |f KPMG Consulting
did analyze the output, please describe the analysis
and the findings. And as we describe in our criteria
24.4.10, that we did assess the existence of the sort
of market adjusted aggregate forecast but we did not
assess the either current or historical accuracy of
those forecasts or the algorithns used to deterni ne
the nunbers within that forecast.

This is a process test to assess the
rel ati onship or the subprocesses that exist between
the CLEC and the ILEC to enable the inclusion of CLEC



forecast information in the overall Qwmest forecasting

process. On the outside looking in, it seens
somewhat unnatural to have the whol esal e finance team
doi ng interconnection trunk forecasting.

MR. FI NNEGAN: WAs there anything in your
analysis to indicate that it nmade sense to fall into
this group to do the forecasting rather than sone
net wor k engi neeri ng group?

MR. DELLATORRE: | believe that for LIS
trunks, the whol esale finance group is responsible
for securing the funding for the equi pment and,
therefore, they need to know what the participation
rates are fromthe CLECs in order to be able to make
t hose fundi ng deci sions.

MR. FINNEGAN: That part | could
understand, but | would have expected soneone from a
net wor k engi neering or operations group to say, we
need X nunber of new circuits or additional capacity
to satisfy these needs. They would hand that over to
the finance group and the finance group woul d nmake
sonme determ nation as to how they would obtain the
funds or if they would obtain the funds to support
t hat projected demand.

(Caucus.)

MR. SCHWARTZ: There are various
net wor ki ng groups involved in the process in terns of

| ooking at new information that's cone in and
aggregating those forecasts, but remenber that froma
whol esal e perspective, there is certain funding
needed for forecasted needs for CLECs. That
information is also taken and aggregated with

what ever the retail side of the house needs. So
there is participation from networking groups and,
agai n, backward trending information for what CLECs
have used in the past for network needs.

MR, DELLATORRE: | just realized | had
failed to introduce our provisioning team before but
"Il introduce the RM team now. Toby Schwartz is
our dormain lead. To his left is Folake Fabunm who
is the process test lead and to Toby's side is Shun
Yeung who | believe helped us with the next test, the

24.5 test lead, which we will get to nonentarily.
MR, VWEEKS: So John, did we answer your
question? | think the answer was, for the wholesale

part of the forecast, which is why the CLEC
rel ati onship exists there, that's all rolling up and
the finance teamis kind of getting what the network
engi neering fol ks have said to them and then trying
to figure out the noney sense side of it and so they
are the final end because they wite the checks.

So | think if what you are trying to inply
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or infer is that froma roll it up, what do we need,
t hat does cone from a network engineer. But then
that's taken and conmbined with how are we going to
pay for it, how can we finance it, what can we afford
and all that stuff. That's done by the whol esal e
finance team And they might come back and say, we
don't have the noney for that and figure out what
they're going to do and not going to do. So from an
overal |l planning perspective, the whol esale finance
team doesn't get involved in the retail side of
projecting what retail needs are.

MR. FINNEGAN: And if | understand the
answer, it's helpful to know that it's the network
and operations fol ks that nassage the forecast data,
so to speak, or work with the forecast data prior to
the finance fol ks getting it and not the other way
around.

MR, WEEKS: That's what we were trying to
say in a roundabout way.

MR. FINNEGAN: And if it were the other
way around, that m ght be of nore concern. |[If the
finance fol ks said, here is all you have, now back
into a forecast --

MR. WEEKS: Like here is your budget, now
figure out what you're going to do with it. |1'msure

there is some back and forth on that anyway.

MR. DELLATORRE: We'Il npbve on to the
Worl dcom section. WAs the requested i nformation from
the CLECs pertinent when it canme to Quwest's ability
to properly size and | ocate network resources?
think we've been down this path before.

And t he other question, was KPMG able to
deternm ne Qunest enpl oyed an end-to-end forecasting
process? |If so, was KPMG able to witness adherence
to this process? The answer is yes, Qmest does
enpl oy an end-to-end forecasting process and we did
observe adherence to the process. Again, different
nmet hods for observing that adherence. For sone

pi eces, actual observation. |In other cases,
historical artifacts of that process. But again, the
limting factor here is the scope of this test. |It's

the CLEC portion, the CLEC participation in the
forecasting review process, not Qwest's overal
forecasting activities.

Ot her questions? Al right. Just a
monment and we'll get ready for 24.5.

(Pause.)

MR, WEEKS: 24.5 was the CLEC training
review. There were a total of 10 evaluation criteria
in this report as well. All of those are currently

sitting in the satisfied bucket.
MR. DELLATORRE: There were no state or



regional differences. There are currently no open or
unresol ved i ssues. There have been no materia
revisions made to the report and there were no --
there are no unable to determine results.

First AT&T question, provide the
evaluation criteria applied to the test. And this is
our standard evaluation criteria response.

Question 2, KPMG Consulting should make
clear the circunstances by which the HPC quality
i ssue was referred to Qnest. Specifically, did HPC
utilize the trainee feedback process to identify the
needs for hands-on training capabilities? And | wll
defer to sone degree to HPC but our understandi ng was
that this particular case, they may or nmay not have
enpl oyed the trai nee feedback process but this was
brought up in the observati on and exception process.

MR. MAY: And Joe, can | add to that, we
did use the feedback fornms but we did not then
obviously go and verify that there was sone
downst ream response to the feedback provided.

MR. DELLATORRE: So then the followon
gquestion which will elaborate a bit is what was the
period of tinme between HPC s suggestion and the Quest

response to introduce hands-on training? W felt

t hat because this was raised through the observation
process, it may have skewed how this woul d have been
treated had it been dealt with solely through the
trai nee feedback process.

So then that brings ne to the next
guestion, which is what observations has KPMG nmade
t hat showed that CLEC quality control coments are
acted upon by Qmest within reasonabl e periods of
time. Well, KPMG Consulting did do observations in
addition to the CLEC training feedback and
observations of an i ndependent -- an actua
commerci al CLEC and feedback that it provided through
the actual feedback nechani sm and that was responded
to by the conpany. Changes were nmade to training
programnms according to that feedback within a tine
frame that was practically identical to the conpany's
response for HPC s requests for changes through the
observation process. And | believe that was in the
two to three nonth range fromrecei pt of feedback to
i mpl enent ati on of changes to courses.

MR. WEEKS: There was a fourth bullet
point there, | think, that did HPC neke ot her
suggestions using the feedback process and Geoff, |
t hi nk, answered that one as yes.

MR. MAY: Correct.

MR. DELLATORRE: So first Worldcom
gquestion, what training sources did CLECs, KPMG and
HP intend as a neans of providing the trainees



perspective? And we do not have a list of specific
courses trainees participated in.

MR, MAY: Do you want nme to give the list?
There were 13 courses that HPC attended or have
attended to date. And if you want nme to |list them
there are 13 of them

MR, DELLATORRE: Liz, would you like the
actual list?

MR, WEEKS: O can we just E-mail it out?

M5. BALVIN:.  You can E-mail it out.

MR. DELLATORRE: The sane is true for
KPMG. We do have a list of the courses we attended.

MS. ANDERSON: Do we just put that list --
we could give it to you later, Mary Grace, and then
it can be inserted, if that's okay.

MR. MAY: That's fine.

MR, DELLATORRE: | ndul ge ne nmonentarily.
This won't take long. W only have four classes so
we can do this right now The CEMR classic, and CEMR
is CMR CEM hands-on is two, IMA 7.0 and Qwest
101.

So then the second Worl dcom question, was
KPMG abl e to uncover evidence that determ ned Quest
supported functionality of procedures for devel oping,
announci ng, conducting and nonitoring Qwmest CLEC
training prograns? And actually, we were unable to
di stingui sh between the scope of this question and
the scope of the test. Liz, maybe you could provide
us with a nore narrow or enhanced expl anati on of what
you' re |l ooking for here so naybe we can respond on
the --

MS. BALVIN: And actually, maybe ny
functionality is off but essentially | wanted to see
if there were procedures in place that Quest
i dentified and conceivably documented for the
devel opi ng, announci ng, conducting and nonitoring
CLEC cour ses.

MR. DELLATORRE: The answer is yes. And
we do nake attenpts to identify throughout the
content of the report the various docunentation,
M&Ps, Web sites, the guidelines and the |like. That's
a database and several of the nanagenent tools, if
you will, that provide structure to the process of
creating and enhancing the CLEC training program
And as is typically the case, we did observe in
action occasionally in some cases and reviewed the

actual tools thenselves in others.

Ot her questions on the CLEC training
program process? M. Connolly?

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you, Joe. |If | could
draw your attention to the |ast sentence on page
24.5-2, it seenms that you've applied an odd



construction here that we haven't seen in sone of the
other areas. But here it says KPMG Consul ting

i nterviewed KPMG Consulting representatives. Was

t hat necessary because you had people actually
attending the training courses who were providing
expertise on whether that was a good program
conpetency and so forth back to the testers who were
docunenting this?

MR, DELLATORRE: There were actually
partici pants who needed the information at the
training class versus these fol ks here who were
testing the training process. So there were folks
attendi ng the class because they needed to take the
class and, therefore, we were able to interview them
with their experience w thout taking the class. So
there were two different sets of people. So we were
able to interview ourselves in that sense because in
some cases, we were using the application and,
therefore, legitimately students of the class versus

eval uators of the class.

MR, WEEKS: |'Il nake up a hypotheti cal
Bob Fal cone needed to understand IMA in order to do
his job of the scheduling of the various rel eases of
scenarios and test cases and so on. He needed to
under st and how that worked, so he went to the class
to understand how the system works. So he was a user
of the systemjust |ike sonebody at HP was who needed
to do that because they were going to be actually
filling out orders.

Toby and his group went and intervi ewed
Bob, hey, Bob, how did you find the class, was it a
good instructor. So we have different people who
have different roles and different responsibilities.
So we actually had people, as is indicated -- the
fol ks who were doing the CEMR work, sonme of the M&R
testing. So the M&R team actually had to go to CEMR
cl ass because they had to sit in and do transactions
with screeners. Then others went and tal ked to M&R
f ol ks.

MR, DELLATORRE: Just as a logistics note,
it appears that we are good here. We were, in
di scussions with MG hoping to nove forward test 17
to move it up to today so we could cover it now
because we do have sone extra tinme and we thought it

m ght be valuable to cover test 17 today and,
therefore, maybe realize sonme gains tonorrow. W are
wai ting on personnel to show up to assist us with
that effort so if | could ask that maybe we coul d
take a possibly extended break to allow for tinme for
those folks to get here and we'll resune.

(Recess.)

MS. ANDERSON: We're going to nbve on now
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to test 17 and before we go there, we have a
followup itemfromHP on 14.7. This had to do with
Wor |l dcom s questi on nunmber 32. Worldcom better | ook
out over there.

MR. MAY: This is Geoff with HP and if
i ncorporate your clarification into the question,
restate the question as, what is the indicator
popul ated by a CLEC that TIRKS uses to identify
whet her a cooperative test is required. And our
answer is, it is field 18-A and it's called test.

And you would put that on the coordinated hot cut LSR
and you can populate it or not populate it at your
di scretion.

Wth regard to what TIRKS uses to identify
whet her a cooperative test is required, HP woul dn't
have any visibility into what's essentially a
guestion about Qwest's systens. So we woul d defer

that to the back of the room That's it.

MR, DELLATORRE: | also have a foll ow up
response for the test 12.7 discussion fromthis
norning that, if recollection serves, was raised by
Tim Connol ly with AT&T that was a discussion of the
various figures that we presented the work fl ows
conparing the retail and whol esale | oop qualification
systens processing and the role the F&S plays in that
process. And if | could draw fol ks' attention, for
those of you that have a copy of the discrete report
for 12.7, in figure 12.7-1 and figure 12.7-2, because
I would like to discuss what the distinctions are
bet ween t hose.

First, the acronym DA stands for data
arbiter and the acronym SI A stands for safe
i nformati on access. What | would like to draw
attention to is in figure 12.7-1, you'll notice that
F&S, as we described before, that it serves to nove
data back and forth between one system and the next.
And in the retail process, it sits between the QCity
and the QSERV dat abases or applications. But F&S is
bet ween those two. And the question essentially got
to why that was different in a whol esal e section.

If you'll note down this center colum,
and |I'Il nake that clear nmonmentarily, of the 12.7-2

process, you'll see that IMAin the niddle feeds to
F&S which then feeds to QSERV. This is the process
flow and you'll notice it's the same process flow as
the first figure for retail. That process is for
resale so that the resale process and the retai
process follow a very simlar or a very -- yes,
simlar is correct. Rather than starting in QCity,
it starts with | MA because that's the access point.
But then it goes through F&S as a nover into QSERV
So straight down that colum in the nmiddle of the



11 figure is the resale process which is the equival ent
12 to the QCity F& QSERV of the retail process.

13 Now, if we nobve over to the nobst right

14 colum of figure 2, you'll note that the F&S is

15 between I MA, the F&S DA. And then beneath that, F&S
16 SIA is between IMA and facility check and LFACS. And
17 again, the process is very simlar. However, the

18 nature of the products being offered require that F&S
19 sits between two different systens rather than Q City
20 and QSERV because these are facilities based, as

21 opposed to resellers. You need to do facilities

22 checks. And therefore, F&S sits between the two in
23 t hat case

24 So there are three conditions that are

25 bei ng described here. Retail in the first figure and

1 then resale and facilities based in the second

2 figure. The resale is the logical -- is logically

3 identical to the retail and the difference that

4 occurs fromthe facilities to the resale or the

5 retail is because of the nature of the product that
6 you need to performthe facilities checks and that's
7 why the process diagram for the whol esal e section

8 appears to be different fromthe retail section

9 MR. CONNOLLY: Is it also -- should this
10 12.7-2 on the right nost side, the upper quadrant, if
11 you will, should that be read to be | oop
12 qualification done on the basis of street address?
13 MR. VEEKS: [|'mnot sure we know t he
14 answer to that question.

15 MR, DELLATORRE: Brad will conme up and
16 join us, who is our subject matter expert in this
17 areas .

18 MR. STUBER: Premi se uses address and/or
19 TN.

20 MR, CONNOLLY: | was hoping to find that

21 the upper part was for address based and | ower part
22 was for TN based.

23 MR. WEEKS: So if | can do address or TN
24 up here, under what circunstances do | conme back

25 here?

1 MR, DELLATORRE: So the upper portion of
2 this process flowis IMA up to a validating address

3 when that's appropriate. |If not, then it goes from

4 | MA down through the facilities check to validate the

5 facilities are correct.

6 MR. STUBER: And the F&S just allows a

7 translator, allows the two systens to talk to each

8 other in either case.

9 MR, CONNOLLY: That's helpful. And ny other question
on the level of detail in 12.7-1, is

11 the data arbiter of F&S or the, | think you said safe

12 i nformation architecture?



MR, STUBER: It's just request DSL retail
SIAis replacing F&S. F&S is going away. SIAis
going to be replacing F&S, doing the sane functions
though. Data arbiter is also going away.

MR. DELLATORRE: |In both the retai
process flow and the resale process flow, it wll
read at some point QCity SIA QSERV or | MA SIA QSERV
because the interface of course is different. The
m ddl e data nmover kind of thing is the same and QSERV
is the sane.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you for clarifying
t hat .

MR. DELLATORRE: You're wel come.

Fortunately, | was just rem nded to introduce our MR
team Russ Guzdar in the center right behind ne is
our MR dommin lead. And to Russ' left is Nolan

Di nsnore, one of our subject matter experts in the
M&R domai n.  And John Deahl is to the right, the M&R

liaison. And many of you will know John froma
nunber of the calls and participation throughout the
course of the test. We'll junp right into test 17.

MR, WEEKS: Test 17 was trying to | ook at
EB- TA that often use electronic bundling interface
for trouble reporting and managenent. And it was a
functional evaluation to kind of bring everybody back
to sort of what we were trying to do there. There
were eight overall evaluation criteria, all of those
currently sitting in the satisfied bucket.

MR, DELLATORRE: The Washi ngton state
staff questions. No regional or state specific
testing, no open or unresolved observations or
exceptions. There were changes nade that | do not
bel i eve have been reflected in a public version yet
but we will discuss those changes here and as
di scussed earlier, we'll be getting a change | og
together. And there were no unable to determ ne
results associated with this test.

So let's begin with the AT&T questi ons.

How was the joint inplenentation agreenent between
the test CLEC and Qwmest translated into expected
behavior? CQur answer is that the final report, table
17-1, which are test scenarios, were designed and
devel oped froma review of the JI A docunentation as
wel |l as the ANSI standards that not only the
i ndi vidual CLEC JlI As but also the Qwest standard
tenpl ate JI A are devel oped and relied on

Question nunber 2, identify the
docunentation that lists the expected behavior of the
EB-TA interface. And again, that is a conbination of
the test CLEC and Qwest joint inplenentation
agreenents as well as the ANSI standards that those
are based on.



MR. FINNEGAN: Can | go back to the first
question to clarify? M nenory serves nme you
referenced table 17-1 as how that was translated into
expect ed behavi or.

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes.

MR. FI NNEGAN: That | ooks |ike
transactions to be done. It doesn't get to the |eve
of what the behavior for the transaction would be.

MR, VWEEKS: And | think the answer to your
qgquestion is behavior kind of has -- we had the sane
conversati on when we were trying to think about how

to answer your question and what we decided is
behavi or has both aspects to it. It has the behavior
of -- what are the basic features and functions that

are supposed to be there. The systemis supposed to
be able to allow a destruction or whatever. That's
part of the definition of the behavior. That's sort
of the whats. And then there is the hows, how shoul d
it add work or sonething like that. And the answer
to that is nore in the ANSI standards and the fl ow
patterns than it is in the JIA itself.

MR. FI NNEGAN: So woul d that cover
sonmething |ike an intentionally induced error on a

transaction, you're trying to get it to fail, your
expect ed behavior would be this type of ANSI
response?

MR, WEEKS: Yes, there are lists -- as the
JI A references and as the standard articul ates, there
is a set of sort of |legal responses in any context
that are articulated in there and so what you woul d

do when you presented an error -- this really goes to
any system but specifically it applies to this one as
well. There is a well-known, well-docunmented set of

responses that are | egal responses to get in
situations. So we would punp an expected error in
and if a neaningful relevant |egal error nessage

comes back, then we say the systemis behaving the
way it shoul d.

MR. DELLATORRE: CQuestion nunber 3, what
were the intentional errors that were introduced into
the EB-TA transactions? And the errors are noted in
table 17-1 that you'll be aware that there are two or
three different categories ticked off in this matrix.
Some have Xs, sone have Xs and asterisks. Those that
have the asterisk are the functional category or the
order type, the ticket type, trouble type that we
submtted with known error conditions on. So where
you see an X with an asterisk -- for exanple, test
nunber 3 was a create trouble for business POTS and
that was done both in error free and error
condi tions.

MR. FINNEGAN: Coul d you pl ease describe



the nature of the errors? Wre there errors of
om ssion, were there errors where you put incorrect
i nformati on?

MR, DELLATORRE: Sure. | can go through
an exanple of the error types. And in fact, | can
fairly extensively, if you would like to continue,
create -- execute on a circuit with an open trouble.
A nodify using an invalid circuit ID. An add
transaction after the ticket is in a cleared state.

A create executed with an invalid circuit nunmber. An
add transaction imedi ately after a create within
sufficient time to process, et cetera. So we did
have known error conditions going in around those
types that are in the --

MR. WEEKS: The next one which he's going
to read, create a transaction without a valid trouble
type. So I think the answer to your question is we
tried to do sone conbi nati on of |eave fields blank
that were required fields, put in erroneous val ues
for fields that are a well-defined set of val ues.
Those kinds of what 1'Il call data entry type of
errors. But also sort of protocol errors which were
do things out of sequence or do things out of the
definition of the protocol. So | think we tried to
bang at some of all of those.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Vi ol ati on of business

rul es?

MR, WEEKS: Right, violation of the
protocol. | don't know if those are all business
rul es but --

MR. DELLATORRE: And then our response to
table 4 is essentially the sane. Wat were the
intentional errors that were resubnitted without
correction after receiving an initial error nessage.

And they fell within the categories that have the two
asteri sks.

Question 5. Three criteria type,
exi stence -- these are actually neasures, | believe.
Exi stence, qualitative and parity. And the test
report states, "The functional evaluation tested each
of the EB-TA functional processes against a single
criterion, defined as the presence of functionality."
Did KPMG Consulting test applying the criteria of
qualitative and parity? |In fact, they all were
tested.

The way we segnented those, though, were
that criteria 1 through 7 were a conbination
assessnment of functionality as well as a qualitative
assessnment and all of the parity was aggregated into
criteria 17-1-8. And that is sonething that
apparently you all do not have. Therefore, it wll
be comng out in a revised -- oh, it is out.



So et ne be clear again. The parity
measure was captured in one criteria, 17-1-8, and
apparently that was not contained in the origina
rel ease but then subsequently contained in a revised
rel ease.

MR, WEEKS: February 13. Are you | ooking
at the right version?

MR. FINNEGAN: | am | ooking at the
February 13 version.

MR, WEEKS: So 1 through 7 in the
eval uation criteria, so pages 7 and 8. Criteria 1
through 7 are both existence and quality and criteria
dash 8 is where we did parity.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Sone clarifying questions
to make sure |'mcalibrated on terminology. 1In the
criteria type, you described them as neasures.

MR. WEEKS: Yes, the criteria type. It's
page 78 in MIP. If you go to 17.4 test scope with
trouble reporting, it shows a different set of
processes. And on the right-hand side, it shows
criteria type.

MR. FINNEGAN: |'ve got a different
pagi nati on.

MR. DELLATORRE: | apologize. It's
formally titled criteria type, not neasures. So your
reference was correct, fromthe MIP

MR. WEEKS: So the existence and
qualitative criteria type are contained in evaluation
criteria dash 1 through dash 7, and the parity
criteria type is contained in the evaluation criteria
dash 8.

MR. FINNEGAN: So that the bottomline is

you did ook at all three criteria types?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes.

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR. DELLATORRE: And in fact, let ne offer
the rationale for separating them briefly. Because
we were | ooking at different functionality types that
creates, adds and nodifies, we were | ooking for the
functionality on an individual transaction basis,
whereas a parity neasure is something that kind of
spans each of those functionality types and it's a
systens based eval uation, which is why we were able
to aggregate that in one criteria versus assessing
the functionality, the availability, the correctness
of each individual transaction type.

MR. FINNEGAN: So the statement, the
functional evaluation tested each of the EB-TA
functi onal processes against a single criterion
defined the presence of functionality --

MR. WEEKS: We'll rewite that.

MR. FINNEGAN: It is an understatenment?



MR, WEEKS: It is an understatenent. |t
was at least true but it wasn't conprehensive.

MR, DELLATORRE: (Question nunber 6 is our
sort of standard answer on the evaluation criteria,
that those are in fact the criteria in the results

t abl es.

Question nunber 7, explain why KPMG
Consulting applied a statistical test to the
application of a benchmark standard as contrasted
with, quote, stare and conpare. In this case, the
description of this gets to several questions that
wer e di scussed as well as one of the Washi ngton state
guesti ons about changes to the report. So | will
defer to Mke to begin this discussion

MR. WEEKS: \What we discussed and as Joe
is alluding to kind of the answer to 7, 8, 9, 10, are
all wrapped up in one issue. During the tine that we
were conducting this test, the interface between the
test CLEC and Qwnest experienced problens. W would
submt things and things would tinme out. W wouldn't
get responses back when we thought we would
someti nes.

We | ooked behind the scenes to see if
those troubles were actually recorded in the system
and it's just that responses were missing or had they
ever been actually recorded in the systemat all and
so on. Qmest then, and the test CLEC, went through a
great deal of work to analyze why these things were
m ssi ng and what appeared to be the problem And
it's our understanding that both parties agreed that

the interface on the test CLEC side at the time was
experiencing instability. And in fact, that sane
instability we know for a fact was visiting itself

not only on Qwest but on another |ILEC as well because
we were doing simlar testing with that sane
interface at another |ILEC and we were seeing exactly
t he sanme probl ens.

And so we sort of had this choice of how
do we count these things that didn't happen right,
the tine-outs and the things like that. 1In the
version of the report you're looking at, | think it
calls for like 34 out of 36, two of the kind of
responses that were missing in action. Let ne tel
you what we did and why we decided to change our
m nd.

We originally decided that if we could see
evidence in the systemthat the trouble ticket had
been recorded, we would sort of could count that, if
you will, in Qwest's favor. But if we didn't see any
evidence that it had been recorded in Qnest's
systenms, we would sort of count that against Qwest.
And that's why they got 34 out of 36. And that's why



if you do the 34 out of 36 and you do the stare and
conpare, you get a fail, not a pass.
The nore we've tal ked about that and the

nore that we think about that -- now, this is a
feature function test. You only need a handful of
transactions to say, does the functionality work, yes
or no. This isn't a performance oriented test where
we've got to get to sone statistically significant
sanpl e size and we have to worry about P val ues and
all these sorts of things.

So what we nmade the decision to do, and we
think it's fairest to everyone involved, since there
were known problens on sone of the observations that
originated not with Qvest but with the test CLEC,
we're throwing those out. We're throw ng those
observations out as saying it wasn't a fair test
because of the instability on the CLEC side.

So those are being thrown out all together
and, therefore, the things that were marked as you
exam ned the work papers, you were having trouble
mappi ng why the tinme-outs listed in the work papers
didn't match with the tinme-out counts. W're
throwing all the time-outs out and we're going to
base our information on the results that we got when
it appears to be that the test CLECs interface was
stabl e because that's the fairest way to nake a good
eval uation of the functionality of Qunest's interface.
And so we're going to be revising this report to

reflect that. We're throwing out all of these
guesti onabl e observati ons.

MR. FINNEGAN: So if | understand the
ti me-outs of the transactions that were in the
docunent viewing room all of the ones that tined
out, the attribution was the stability on the test
CLECs?

MR, WEEKS: Any interface -- which it's
our understanding both the test CLEC and Qwmest have
nmutual |y agreed were on the test CLEC side.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And t he backup
docunent ati on supporting that, was that considered
confidential ?

MR, WEEKS: Do we have any backup
docunentation on that? W don't have any docunents
that support those assertions. So we have
neetings -- so the answer is those are observabl e and
are confidenti al

MR. FI NNEGAN: Just to get calibrated,
there is a little box in the bottomright-hand corner
of the chart that says where there were a nunber of
test instances that failed, where the box was checked
and where there is a tinme-out associ ated, generally
was the failure a result of the tine-out?



MR. DELLATORRE: That speaks to the | ast

bul | et point on question nunmber 10 where in fact we
did have sone boxes incorrectly marked by our testers
that did not ultimately affect our total counts or
final results because we didn't rely on that box to
come up with our numbers. However, your observation
is conpletely correct and we're going back into the
wor k papers to revise when in fact the tester nade a
m stake in checking or not checking the box.

MR. FI NNEGAN: So once that's corrected,
if you were to review the work papers again, this
woul d be a case where absent the know edge that there
was instability on the test CLEC s interface, if a
ti me-out had occurred, would that tinme-out have been
a cause for a test case failure?

MR, VEEKS: Yes. |If we didn't get a
response back, then we would have considered that to
be dysfunctional. W would have asked the parties to
i nvestigate that and we woul d have | ooked for root
cause.

MR. DELLATORRE: But that is hypothetical
or specul ative because we did have the know edge of
the fact that the environment was --

MR, WEEKS: But to answer John's question,
if when we did the test, and -- if we did the test
and we sent the transaction in and we got the

response back in a tinely basis and we had our work
papers, then you would get a good result on there.
Had there been -- but | don't believe there were any
cases where the interface was working properly and
the systemtinmed out, but had that happened, then
yes, that would have been counted agai nst Qmest, so
to speak, if it was their fault, root cause.

MR. FINNEGAN: Did you know t he
instability of the systemprior to doing the test or
was it a case where you got a tinme-out and you marked
the box test failure, went to Qvest and the CLEC and
sai d, hey, what's going on here, they canme back and
said, well --

MR. VEEKS: It was both. W were
cont enporaneously aware that there were problens with
this interface.

MR, GUZDAR: W actually tried testing
this twi ce beforehand and it wasn't working correctly
at that time. So this was the third try that we had
actually tried, so we had known about the problens in
advance.

MR. DELLATORRE: W thout going through
them too quickly, John, please, if you would like to
visit 8 or 9 in any nore detail, but the response
there really does address each of those through to



ONO OIS WNPE

question 11, given that one additional piece of
informati on that the boxes were incorrectly nmarked.

So question 11, why were screen prints
provi ded for sone test case instances in test 17
bi nder B but not provided for others? And that is a
situation where we are dependent upon, in this case,
the test CLEC, sonetinmes just commercial data, and we
were not provided with all of the screen prints and
you cannot go back and get -- you cannot recreate
that information after the transactions expire.

And now for questions 12, 13, 14, 15, the
concept is the same on all of them [I'll read 12.
For the create trouble ticket test case instance, and
there is a file nane, an error nessage of "2:
Circuit msmatch" was received. This test case
i nstance showed no failures in the nunber of test
i nstances failing box in the KPMG Consulting trouble
ticket entry form Was a circuit mismatch error
nmessage the expected response for this transaction?
And our answer is yes, this was appropriate and per
the JIA

MR, WEEKS: This gets back to the answer
earlier about the sort of approved lists of nessage
types that you can get in response to a request.

MR. DELLATORRE: And the difference

bet ween questions 12, 13, 14 and 15 is the specific
error nmessage in question. Cannot perform cance
request, trouble report change denied, ticket status
is cleared, et cetera, that we received different
error nmessages on different transactions and each of
those error nessages was in conformance with the
error nmessages articulated on the JIA.

And then finally, question 16, why was
there no KPMG Consulting EB-TA trouble ticket entry
formtest CLEC for a particular test instance in a
particul ar work paper binder? And that was just a
mss, that we did not print it and put it in there.
So it has since been printed and reinserted into the
new work papers. So thank you, M. Finnegan, for
cl eani ng up our work papers.

MR, FINNEGAN: | just don't want that
construed as auditing the auditor

MR, WEEKS: Well, we don't want to get a
bill for it.

MR. DELLATORRE: On to the Worldcom
section. The preface is, in relation to EB-TA
gateway and the JIA please clarify the specific
features, functions and business rules agreed to by
the parties resulting fromwhat Qwest is willing and
able to support? And our response is, Qwmest provides

a standard JI A tenpl ate which describes the initia
functionality. Desired changes in functionality can



be negotiated via the change control process outlined
inthe JIA. W did not participate in or observe the
change control process in JIAwithin the scope of
test 17.

Second question. To what extent did KPMG
assess Qmest's EB-TA testing procedures? The testing
envi ronnent and testing of this particular interface
is not in the scope of test 17. W did not assess
its --

MS. BALVIN: This actually will cone out
i n anot her subsequent test report, will it not?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes. And in fact, |
believe there is an open exception on EB-TA

M5. THI ELEMANN:  There is. It will be in
test 24.6 and there is an exception, 31.09.

MR. DELLATORRE: Question 3, specifically
whi ch AVC nessages require nmanual intervention and
whi ch ones are automatically generated by Qwmest OSS?
And this is a black box test fromthe outside that we
submit the transaction -- submit the trouble and
receive the response. And we did not exam ne how
those responses were generated.

Question 4, did KPMG determi ne the

exi stence of qualitative parity per the MIP? | think
we can use a little bit of an explanation or -- what
we were trying to get to there, and maybe we can
explain it alittle better. As | noted before, the
two criteria types, functionality and qualitative
assessnment, were covered in the criteria 1 through 7
and the parity portion of the evaluation was covered
incriteria 17.1-8. And we weren't sure on the
question so if some followup is necessary, please
| et us know

MS. BALVIN:. Specifically, | was trying to
get to how quickly Qwest can open up the nechanized
| oop -- excuse ne -- Qwmest can actually process a
nmechani zed | oop test versus a CLEC. Because
Wor |l dcom s experi ence has been that we have a del ayed
ability to perform nmechani zed | oop testing.

MR. WEEKS: | think our answer to this is
that we were | ooking for functional equival ency. W
did do performance tests to determ ne whether the
| evel of service delivered every day, all day through
EB-TA is the sane or different fromany of the other
mechani sms in whol esale or retail for turning in
trouble tickets.

MR, DELLATORRE: It's inportant to note,
because the test for CEMR is different. So in this

particul ar case, we did not evaluate sonething |ike
timng of the parity and the tim ng of the responses
bet ween retail and whol esal e.

MS. BALVIN: But you will with CEMR?



MR. GUZDAR. Wth CEMR we did a
performance test where we used benchmarks created on
our part but not retail. W didn't use retail on the
benchmar k.

MR. VWEEKS: |'mnot aware that there is a
functional equivalent in retail to EB-TA. | don't
think the reps are using el ectronic bonding
interface. | think they're using sonething that's
nore |ike CEMR and | ess like EB-TA. | don't think
there is an application that retail reps wite that
uses the same interface to turn in trouble tickets.

I think they use a different nmechani sm

MR. DELLATORRE: And with CEMR, the
eval uation of CEMR is a perfornmance eval uation. So
what Russ was getting at was there are benchmarks and
standards that we're evaluating the performance
against. It is not a parity evaluation. So we don't
then go take those performance results and conpare
themto parity.

MR. WEEKS: | don't think there is
anywhere in the test where we get at what you're

trying to get to.

MS. BALVIN: Let ne make sure | asked ny
question clearly because | don't think | understand.
It seens as if KPMG did not do an anal ysis of how
qui ckly Qnest and a CLEC can open up a trouble ticket
at least for EB-TA

MR. WEEKS: That is correct. That is also
true for the CEMR test.

MR, DELLATORRE: Right. There is no --

MR, WEEKS: We did not conpare to retai
for timng. |In EB-TA, we conpared for functionality.
Can | do the same things functionally in EB-TA that |
do as a retail rep. So we |ooked for functiona
equi val ence. We did not |ook for tinming equival ence.

MR. GUZDAR: That was based on the JIA.

So the test CLEC negotiated a JIA. So the test CLEC
coul d have negoti ated sone functionality in or out
that we may not have.

MR. WEEKS: O vice versa

MR. DELLATORRE: O her questions for test
17?2

MS. ANDERSON: Any other clarifying
guestions or questions at all about any of the
sections today? | think at this point, the plan is
not to go forward with the next one.

MR, DELLATORRE: Correct.

MR, WEEKS: That's correct.

MS. ANDERSON: We're going to call it a
day. So we're going to adjourn for today. A couple
of reminders for tomorrow. First of all, the correct
conference code. Sorry about that. It is 9432478.
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We're going to start at 8:30 tonorrow and if we go
into the afternoon, we will have a hard stop at 3
o' cl ock because we know peopl e have flights and
things and so anything we don't cover then will be
handl ed as fol | ow up.

We will be having lunch brought in as we
announced earlier, into this room and we wll have
sonme fol ks breaking off during that lunch break for
an executive commttee call. Many of the fol ks here
have to join that call

MR, VEEKS: So we won't not work through
 unch?

MS. ANDERSON: We won't work through
lunch. We get to enjoy each other's conpany.

Any questions before we break for the day?
Good night, folks.

(The proceedi ngs adjourned at 3:56 p.m)



