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MS. ANDERSON: Good nmorning. | would Iike
to just do a quick check on the bridge. Do we have
any folks on today that weren't on yesterday?
WLKINS: Yes, this is Nyone WIKins.
ANDERSON:  Good norni ng, Nyone.
W LKINS: Good norning.
ANDERSON: |l owa, right?
WLKINS: That's correct.
ANDERSON: Just a coupl e of
announcenents. Although, let's see, there are
several faces that weren't here yesterday. W do
have quite a few faces that have changed. Let's go
qui ckly around the room here just so we know who is
on today.

PO DD

ANDERSON: Deni se Anderson, MIG.
CENTER: Bob Center, MIG

PETRY: Don Petry, HPC.

MAY:  Geof f May, HP.

CROCKETT: Jeff Crockett with Snell &
W | ner, outside counsel to HPC

FI NNEGAN: John Fi nnegan, AT&T.

DI XON:  Tim Di xon, Worldcom

BALVIN: Liz Balvin, Wrldcom

PRI DAY: Tom Priday, Wrldcom

23335

CONNOLLY:  Tim Connol |y, AT&T.
TRUDEAU: Lee Trudeau, HPC.
STURM  JeanMarie Sturm HPC.
CEGELSKI: Mary Cegel ski, HPC.
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GRAGERT: Liz Gragert, HPC.

PARKER: Tricia Parker, HPC.

SIMON:  Scott Sinobn, HPC

SI MANSON:  Scott Simanson, Quest.

DEL ROSARI O Eric Del Rosario, KPMG
TRUDA AN:  Terry Trudgi an, KPMG
Consul ting.
RUTTER: Brian Rutter, KPMG

HOWARD: Van Howard, KPMG

. EMVONS: |Irv Emmons, Oregon Public
Uility Conmm ssion staff.

TRULLI NGER: Ron Trullinger, Qnest.
SPI NKS:  Tom Spi nks, Washi ngton state
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staff.
GRI FFI TH: Dave Giffith, Wshington
Commi ssi on.
WHI TNEY: Kate Whitney, Montana
Commi ssi on.
ALLSTOT: Wendie Allstot, Col orado
Commi ssi on.
NOTARI ANNI :  Lynn Notarianni, Qmest.

M LLER: Charlis MIller, Qnest.
VI VERCS: Chris Viveros, Quest.
HALBACH: Pat Hal bach, Qnest.
TAYLOR: Nita Taylor, Qwest, New
Mexi co.
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MEDEI ROS:  Ant hony Medei ros, New
Mexi co Commi ssi on.

GORALSKI :  Joe Gor al ski .

STRIGHT: Bob Stright, Liberty.
KOWAL: Tom Kowal , Qnest.

DONALDSON: Jacki e Donal dson, Qwest.
CRAIN.  Andy Crain, Qmest.
LUBAMERSKY: Nancy Lubamersky, Quest.
PATTERSON: Debbi e Patterson, Quest.
WOODSI DE: Gary Wbodsi de, Quwest.
CALDWELL: Jennifer Caldwell, Qnest.
GRI FFING Buster Giffing, North
Dakot a Commi ssi on.

BINEK: Bill Binek, North Dakota
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Commi ssi on.
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FAUN: Patrick Faun, North Dakota
Commi ssi on.

>

. ANDERSON: Thanks, folks. We'Il be
i ntroduci ng the KPMG fol ks up here in a nonent. Just
a coupl e of announcenents before we start in. W'l|

be starting with section 18.7, the M&R work center.
We're going to be having |unch brought in as opposed
to going up to the cafeteria. And we're going to
have several folks adjourn to another roomto
participate in the executive commttee call today at
noon. So it won't be a working lunch per se. As |



sai d yesterday, you get to enjoy each other's
conpany.

The other thing that | wanted to nention
is when we finish covering the test section schedul ed
for today, we would like to spend a little bit of
time tal ki ng about the remaining vendor technica
conference work to be done. W have tentatively laid
out anot her day but we have sone thoughts on how t hat
nm ght be better spaced and perhaps broken up. So we
would like to throw that out for discussion.

Any ot her questions before we get going?
Al right.

MR. DELLATORRE: Good norning. First,
some introductions of the KPMG fol ks that are here.
Carrie Thiel emann has been part of the jurisdiction
team Anne Poranski is the process test |ead for the
M&R domai n. Russ Guzdar is the M&R dommin | ead.

John Deahl, the M&R teamliaison, and Liz Fuccillo is
with me, Joe DellaTorre, on the jurisdiction team

And M ke Weeks is our |ead nanager. So we're going
to kick it off this norning with 18.7, MR work
center support.

We do have an announcenent from yesterday
just to tidy up sonme recordkeeping. HPC presented a
list of all of the classes that they participated in,
bot h actual classroom cl asses, physical participation
and al so Web-based training. And they presented this
and it will be on the transcript officially so
don't think we need to distribute this. But the Iist
is avail able.

MR, WEEKS: |In the sort of pattern that we
were working in yesterday, the section we're going to
di scuss next is 18.7 which is the M&R work center
support evaluation. There are a total of 19 criteria
in that report. Currently all of those are sitting
in the satisfied bucket and | think Joe will talk
about where we are with respect -- we'll start |ike
we did yesterday with the Washington state staff's
questions, go through the AT&T questions and then
nove on to the Worldcom questi ons.

MR. DELLATORRE: So to begin, Washington
state staff, first question -- I'l|l review these just
briefly. The first question was a question of
participation or results that were either region

specific or state specific, and this test did not
have any regional or state |evel distinctions.

The second question was a request to
di scuss open or unresol ved observations and
exceptions. And again, for this test, there were
none.

The third question was a request to
identify any material revisions made to the discrete
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report sections. And as | had said yesterday, KPMG
Consulting intends to produce a change |og. Sone
time early next week will be our first shot at it but
then we will revise that over time, to indicate
changes that were nmade to the reports as different
versions cone out. But | believe that this
particular test had fairly mnor revisions.

And then finally, the fourth question from
the state staff was a discussion of the unable to
det erm nes of which there were none.

We'll nove on to the AT&T questions. The
first question, the report states, "The AMSC receives
trouble calls and processes trouble tickets for
desi gned type troubles.” What center receives
trouble calls and processes trouble tickets for
non- desi gned type services? And before we go into
our response which is fairly detailed, | will let you

know that we are revising section 2.1 of this report
to capture all of this information. So if you're

unable or unwilling to take the notes that |'m about
to go through, don't worry about it. It will be in
the transcript and it will also be reflected in the

next version of the report.

Troubl e calls are processed by one of the
Qnest work centers. AMSC, RCHC or CRSAB, based on
one of the followi ng: Type of services, either
nondesi gned or designed; two, individual center hours
of operation; and three, existence of call overflow
During normal business hours, the majority of
whol esal e CLEC nondesi gnhed service types are handl ed
by the AMSC.

However, a small part of the nondesigned
service troubles are handled by the RCHC. The CRSAB
handl es | arge retail business and part of resale
nondesi gned trouble tickets. During the nornal
busi ness day, overflow calls for both the AMSC and
the CRSAB are routed between each ot her

After hours, 10:00 p.m to 6:00 a.m
Mount ai n, both nondesi gned and desi gned trouble
tickets are handled by the RCHC in Salt Lake City,
Utah. The three centers are receiving and entering
trouble details into WFA-C and LMOS using interfaces

such as RCE and control. Trouble testing,
troubl eshooting, closure, et cetera, is primarily
performed in the DSCs and screening centers and
trouble repair by the field and CO technicians.
Trouble calls are forwarded to the DSC and screening
centers based on trouble type. The DSC handl es
design tickets and screening centers handl e
nondesi gned tickets. That information will all be
reflected in a subsequent version of this report.

MR, CONNOLLY: | have a follow up, Joe.



think you said sonmething in your remarks very simlar
to what's in section 2.1 that remains a concern. You
said, | believe, a small nunber of the nondesigned
trouble tickets --

MR. DELLATORRE: A small nunber of
nondesi gned service troubl es are handl ed by the RCHC.

MR. CONNOLLY: But nmpost of themare in the
AMSC?

MR. DELLATORRE: Correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: What about design tickets?

MR. DELLATORRE: The question was on
nondesi gned so |'m hoping that the design portion is
in the test.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay. We'Ill get to that.
Thanks.

MR, DELLATORRE: GCkay. Question numnber 2.
The report states, "WA-C and LMOS autonmatically
assign a conmtted due tinme and date for repair to
each ticket based on technician schedul es and work
load."” What role, if any, do the Qmest repair
gui delines play in the assignnment of comritted due
time and date? Qwest commitnent tines are
docunented. M&Ps and documentation that relate to
conmitments are listed under the comrents associ at ed
with evaluation criteria 18.7-1-1 and the escal ation
docunentation is in criteria 18.7-3-1.

Per Qwest gui delines, call center
personnel offer CLECs a system generated comitted
repair tinme when entering the initial trouble details
into the system The system bases the comnit ment
time avail able on feedback fromthe dispatch centers.
The di spatch centers may change the systemrepair
cl ock based on technician availability.

However, quidelines and perfornmance
objectives do still apply. CLECs nay contact the
call centers for requesting an expedited repair. In
such a situation, the call center attendant can enter
a specific command which will flag the trouble ticket
for prioritization and earlier dispatch. Simlarly,
an escal ated trouble ticket and/or an overdue repair

will receive a shorter comm tnent time than
necessary.

MR, FINNEGAN: Can | ask a follow up?
When you tal k about the commitnent tines being
docunented, are you referring at all to -- | think at
one tinme it was called the service interval guide. |
don't know if it's called the same document. This is
the one that's available to CLECs. |s that the
docunentation you're referring to?

MR. CGUZDAR: Yes, it's on the Web.

MR. FI NNEGAN: So how does the -- where is
the |inkage between the technician availability,



assi gnnment of due date and due tinme and the service
i nterval guide conmtnent tinme?

MR, DELLATORRE: That's a factual question
and we woul d have to go exam ne because we don't know
if the Web site indicates that the tinmes being made
avail abl e i s dependent upon technician availability.
We don't recall if that is in fact on the site or not
so we will investigate that.

MR. FINNEGAN: One other thing that woul d
help in the investigation is it appears on one end it
| ooks |ike an ASAP type of commitment that is done,
al nrost on order or trouble by trouble basis. On the
other end, it's out of service and it's a POTS type

troubl e, you get 24-hour comrtnent regardless of the

technician work load. It would be interesting to
know how the conmitted due tinme and date is actually
assigned. Is it done on a trouble ticket by trouble
ticket basis, is it done nore so on a -- based on

standard interval guide, if you' re a nondesigned POTS
types, you get 24-hour service regardl ess of
technician availability?

MR. WEEKS: Let nme make sure | understand
the question you would |like to have answered. There
are a set of witten guidelines that are out there.

I think what | hear you asking is does the system
and/ or the human bei ngs who night override the system
pay attention to the guidelines and enforce the
gui del i nes as opposed to ASAP, which m ght be shorter
or longer than the guidelines, and then how does
technician availability influence either the system
or the people overriding the system and how does t hat
all mesh with the guidelines?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes, and what governs. |Is
it the ASAP type of aspect or is it the published
i nterval aspect?

MR, WEEKS: Right. |In other words, would
they hold up a repair to the guideline if the
gui del i nes are being foll owed.

MR, FINNEGAN: O they nmight, out of rote,
say it's 24 hours regardl ess, but only use that
system generated ASAP type for internal purposes.

MR, WEEKS: | understand the question.

Al right.

MR. GUZDAR: The commitnent tinme is based
on the standard guidelines. The fixed tinme is going
to be different based on technician availability. So
the commitnent tinme is going to be the standard
i nterval s.

MR, WEEKS: But | had asked the question,
if the system knows that the techs are all busy
because it's been advised of that, does it continue
to give the standard interval even though it's not



avai | abl e?

MR. SI MANSON: What happens is the | oca
di spatch centers have the ability to go in and change
the clock that's available to the rep as they're
taking the trouble ticket. That would be under
abnornmal circunstances, heavy rain, huge provisioning
| oad where they had to nove people fromrepair and
provi sioning, so forth and so forth, abnornal
condi tions.

Under normal circunstances, sone high
percentage of those clocks represent the standard

interval. During abnormal situations where
technician availability isn't there where it needs to
be, then those cl ocks are noved and the
representative that sees that clock as they're taking
a ticket is automatically popul ated based on those

cl ocks that the dispatch center inputs.

MR, WEEKS: So all tickets being presented
are going to be given --

MR. SI MANSON: Based on the product, tine
of day, so on and so forth.

MR. WEEKS: Based on the guidelines. So
if there is no abnormal situation in effect, al
tickets that come in, first cone, first serve, are
going to be given the clock based on the guide?

MR. SI MANSON: Yes. Unless the customer
requests an escal ation on the other side, then the
escal ati on process would do it quicker than the

normal interval. Again, that's a comritnent. To
Russ' point, that's not a clear tine necessarily.
It's a 24-hour comritnent. It nay be fixed in two

hours, may be fixed in 23 hours and 59 m nutes but
it's a 24 hour conmitnent in that exanple.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Does it work on the other
end, if it's alight day for repair?

MR. SI MANSON:  Absol utely.

MR. FINNEGAN: W Il the technicians as a
matter of -- or the service center, the M&R work
center, as a matter of process, it turns out it's a
Iight day and the system says we think we can get

this done in 16 hours instead of 24 hours, will they
conmuni cate that commi tnent to the CLEC?
MR, WEEKS: | guess another way to ask

t hat question, do you guys nove the clock the other
way if it's a light day?

MR, SIMANSON: It's not very often that
that woul d happen. What they would do is take -- we
currently -- we have a very high percentage of
troubles cleared in I ess than 24 hours. Typically
our MITR on the POTS side of the house is sonething
significantly less than that. But what they
typically do is do other type activities and we'l



still work within the cotmitment tine. Now, the
trouble is likely to get cleared quickly but the
commitment was typically the same comm tment.

MR. WEEKS: So that's consistent with what
we observed. What Scott has said is consistent with
what we observed. And if | can summarize it, |
think, the interval guidelines that are published set
the clock in the systemand that's the tine it's
quoted for all orders that conme in, or all trouble

tickets that come in. And that's what the comitted
to tinme is.

Then repairs are done sort of fist cone,
first serve, based on priorities and all that sort of
stuff. So when the trouble actually gets fixed may
be sooner or later than the committed to time at the
time the trouble ticket was entered. The only
exception to that is when things get really busy or
there is a problem of some sort and the clock has to
be nmoved, in which case the commitnent tines that are
gi ven when the trouble ticket is entered are whatever
that new of f guideline, whatever work |oad permts,
kind of commtnment. And still the trouble may get
fixed faster than that, it my get fixed on that
interval, it may get fixed |onger than that.

And then the third piece is CLECs can
request expedites and the expedite will be done off
gui deline on an as best efforts kind of basis.

MR, SI MANSON: It would typically have a
conversation at that point with the | ocal dispatch
group and say, can | take this ticket with a four
hour comritnent on it, for exanple? Wat we don't
want to do is give a commitnent and wind up m ssing
it.

MR. DELLATORRE: W did observe all three

of those conditions in the work centers while we were
t here.

MR, FINNEGAN: If | understand, the part |
was interested in, in terns of conmtnents, unless we
request an expedite, we will never see a comntnent
shorter than the guidelines.

MR, DELLATORRE: Correct.

MR. FI NNEGAN: We coul d see a conmit nent
| onger than the guidelines.

MR, WEEKS: Correct. That's our
under st andi ng.

MR. SI MANSON: But you would likely see it
cl eared sooner than the guidelines.

MR, WEEKS: Yes, but it's the conmtnent
time he's asking about.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: (Question nunber 3. For
those of you that were here yesterday, we had a



runni ng question throughout nost of the sections on
the evaluation criteria. There is a reference to
evaluation criteria nmade in an earlier section of the
report. | think it's section 2.5. That reference to
the concept of evaluation criteria is pointing to the
actual evaluation criteria in the results table 3.1.
So when you see the word evaluation criteria upfront,

there is no nystery. It's the sane evaluation
criteria that you would see throughout the body of
the remai nder of the report.

Question 4 was al so rai sed yesterday.
Section 2, Roman nuneral |l is a section that you
have not seen that does not exist yet.

MR, WEEKS: It's like a discrete report.

MR. DELLATORRE: So this will be a stand
al one section to the draft final report that provides
sonme overall descriptive | anguage and the liKke.

MR. SI MANSON: Just to follow up on
guestion 2, those clocks that | just discussed are
the sane cl ocks that retail and whol esal e use.
They're the exact sane trigger.

MR, GUZDAR: That's one thing we were
going to say, too. The difference is between
nondesi gned and desi gned but there is no difference
that we saw between retail and whol esal e.

MR. DELLATORRE: Question 5. What
anal ysis did KPMG Consulting performon the existence
and adequacy of, and adherence to, processes for
stopping the repair clock for no access del ays? What
were the findings and concl usi ons KPMG Consul ting
reached as a result of that analysis? And did KPMG
Consulting find that Qwest personnel were accurately

and consistently followi ng practices with respect to
recordi ng of no access del ays?

KPMG Consul ti ng conducted observati ons of
Qwest personnel and observed those personne
foll owing the no access del ay process consistently
and accurately while handling trouble tickets. The
process we observed was that a ticket is placed in no
access node when a CLEC cannot be reached for
acceptance of the repair or when a field technician
cannot enter the customer property.

MR. FINNEGAN: Was that analysis limted
to the center type activity?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes.

MR. FI NNEGAN: For the technicians who
code the orders thensel ves on t he nondesi gned, was
there any observations nmade there?

MR, DELLATORRE: This actually speaks to
t he next question which kind of noves between the
work center and the field personnel. And this
specific test is M&R work center support eval uation



Qur evaluation focused on the activities of personne
in the work center, not the COls and field tests. It
was not part of the scope of this test.

There are elenments of the field tech
performance such as accuracy of repair and accuracy

of coding and closing that are part of the testing
team but are not part of this test. So we watched
what happened fromthe work centers. | believe that
addresses question 6 as well. So we now nove on to
the Worl dcom questi ons.

The first question, was KPMG able to
observe Qnest's four RCHCs? The answer is yes.

Second question, was KPMG able to verify
ACD system ability to capture el apsed tine of callers
pl aced on hold? The answer is no, we could not
verify that functionality of these technica
capabilities.

There is a quote taken fromthe report in
gquestion 3 and a request for clarification that the
way the above reads indicates that as long as the
el ectronic ticket is bonded with Qunest, there never
is a need for manual intervention prior to WFA-C and
LMOS automatically assigning a commtted due tinme and
date for repair to each ticket. And if the enphasis
was on the word never, the word never is incorrect.

If the service can be tested automatically, a
committed due tinme and date could be automatically
assigned to a bonded trouble ticket. Electronically
bonded tickets for troubles that cannot be identified
automatically are typically forwarded to the DSC or a

screening center for further testing and scheduling.

Question 4. This is regarding the MR
trouble ticket organizations. Was KPMG able to
Wi tness these different dispatch flows to verify
conpliance with the docunented rules? The answer is
yes.

Question 5. At any tine, CLECs have the
ability to contact the call center to receive trouble
ticket status information. Question: \What evidence
was provided that |ed KPMG to this concl usion
statement? KPMG s response is we observed CLECs
calling into the call centers and work centers to
obtain trouble ticket status. W did an overview of
the M&R process. CLEC and Qwmest responsibilities are
publ i shed on the Wb site.

Question 6. Is the scrubber responsible
for verifying analysis codes were properly applied to
the trouble tickets? And the answer is yes.

Question 7. What is the specific process
enpl oyed by Qnest that identifies interna
escal ations are required? W referenced this in our
criteria 18.7-3-1 and these are internal escalation



rules contained within Qwest docunentation and |ike
the M&P requests yesterday, if there is a desire to
see them we would need to invoke that process of

getting access to that.

Question 8. What audit and controls are
in place to ensure that the Qmest escal ati ons group
not only coordinates the repair but provides the
necessary status, progress and resol ution updates?
There are several elenments to this.

The process itself contains status and
progress update requirenents for design services.

The DSC escal ation desk actually sets physical tinmers
to track escalation intervals. Center nanagers are
responsible to verify that escal ations are handled in
a tinmely and accurate fashion. And there are manager
reviews of escalation |ogs and observations of work
center personnel for performance eval uati on purposes.
KPMG observed the work center personnel adhering to
this process.

MS. BALVIN:. Joe, can | ask, when you say
they set physical tiners, what is that process?

MR. WEEKS: W don't renenber the details
so we'll go take that as a take-away to say what
system are these tinmers in because we don't recall

MR, CONNOLLY: M ke, on Liz's question
are these the same timers that are referred to in
18.7-3-17?

MR, DELLATORRE: | do recall them being in

one of the criteria.

MR, CONNOLLY: It's in the sixth paragraph
in the coments.

MR, GUZDAR:  Yes.

MR. DELLATORRE: So question 9, was KPMG
able to witness any joint neet coordinated tests?

The answer is no, that we did not observe live joint
neets. We did observe the work center's role with
regard to joint neet coordinated testing through
observation of coordinated testing call handling
activities. W also reviewed Qvest docunented joint
nmeet and coordinated testing neets. W did not see
it happen live.

MS. PORANSKI: The answer to question 8
with regard to the tiners, the tiners are set and the
interfaces that are used are CEM controlled which are
the interfaces to WFA-C and LMOS

MR. VWEEKS: And it's in 3-1.

MS. BALVIN: Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: | believe that's in 18.7.
Any ot her questions on 18.7?

MS. WHITNEY: This is Kate Wiitney from
t he Montana Conmi ssion. On page 17 of this report

in
the table 18.7-4-4, the first word says the AVMSC cal



answer tine is 85 percent within 20 seconds and then

the last bullet says the DSC call answering tine is
85 percent within two mnutes. Did KPMG obtain any
informati on as to the discrepancy in the standards

for those call answering tines?

MR. WEEKS: So |let me make sure
understand the question. The first bullet on the top
of that page says the AMSC call answering tine
targets are 85 percent within 20 seconds, and then
the fourth bullet says the DSC call answering tine is
85 percent within 2 mnutes. And you're asking
whet her we tried to understand why there is a
di fference in those two?

MS. WHI TNEY: Yes.

MR. DELLATORRE: Actually, | think the
i ssue here is that we were identifying the various
metrics that they have in place to indicate that
there are performance nonitoring procedures. W did
not do a validation of the actual nunbers but in fact
pointed to those nunbers to indicate that there were
performance neasures in place.

MR. SI MANSON: Kate, the DSC does not take
custoner direct calls typically. That's not a center
to take CLEC or custoner interfacing calls. So those
are internal calls that there is a nmetric to make
sure you're picking up the phone internally but not

externally, if that hel ps.

MR. DELLATORRE: And Kate, we were just
havi ng that sanme conversation while Scott was
expl aining that, that there are two different centers
that face two different directions, hence the two
di fferent neasures.

MS. WHI TNEY: Thank you.

MR, WEEKS: But to Joe's point, we did not
make an attenpt to try to say the Qmest interna
nmeasures are good or bad.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions?

MR, CONNOLLY: In section 2.1.2, you
report that the trouble tickets are assigned a ticket
nunber, the ticket nunber is given to the CLEC at the
time it reports trouble to the call center

MR, VWEEKS: You're at the top of page 3,
just for reference here.

MR, CONNOLLY: I'mat the fifth paragraph.
G ven that there are multiple entry points for CLECs,
am | correct in assum ng that there are different
formats or sequences of trouble ticket nunbers?

(Caucus.)

MR. WEEKS: The answer is we're not sure
exactly how the nunbers are assigned. Perhaps if
sonmeone from Quest coul d answer that question, we can



ONO OIS WNPE

take it and look into it. The system does generate
the nunber that's assigned.

MR, DELLATORRE: One other thing to that,
t hough, is that regardl ess of the method of entry,
EB- TA, CEMR, phone call, it all goes into the sane
system and receives a ticket nunber fromthe sane
system regardl ess of the interface that it got there
from And the distinction that we're aware of is
desi gned/ nondesi gned, not the interface that it's
coming from But for the actual assignnent of the
nunber, we're unsure if there is a different schene
fromone interface to the next.

MR. SIMANSON: | don't believe there is.
| believe the LMOS system on the back end ultinately
assigns the ticket nunmber based on order of entry.

MR, WEEKS: We could verify that if that's
i mportant.

MR, CONNOLLY: Here is ny confusion. You
say that the CLEC had the ticket nunber at the tine
that it reports the trouble and if it requires LMOS
to admit the trouble ticket nunber, then there are
some other steps to go on between the tinme that the
trouble is reported and the tinme that the ticket
nunber is assigned. Wuld that be correct?

MR. GUZDAR:  No.

MR. VWEEKS: | don't think that's a true
statement. There nay be sone internedi ate steps
between the interface and the system that generates
t he nunber but you get that feedback through whatever
techni que you use to subnit the order in and the
system that generated that nunber is the same system
in all cases regardless which of the three interfaces
you cone through. Do we need to follow up on this?
Okay.

MR, CONNOLLY: In section 2.1.1, you refer
to the Pinnacle automated call distribution system
Is there a difference between the Pinnacle Looking
G ass systemand this one you refer to in 2.1.1?

MR, GUZDAR: Looking G ass is a software
on the ACD.

MR, CONNOLLY: And that's used by the
Pi nnacl e?

MR, GUZDAR: Yes, correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: Okay. Thanks. [|If you turn
your attention to figure 18.7-1, please. | just have
a couple of questions about the convention that's
bei ng used here to display the connection between
various functions and systens. |It's not clear to ne
about the vertical line that cones downward from --
this is on the left-hand side -- control WA-C. The

vertical line that conmes fromthat box downward.
Does that only go to the DSC or does it al so have



i nput into WFA-DI and CORAC?

MR, WEEKS: | follow the connector I|ines.
We received this from Qwvest so --
(Caucus.)

MR. GUZDAR: The troubles that come
t hrough WFA-C are the design troubles, and they're
going to go directly to the DSC

MR, WEEKS: So the |ine that goes down
fromWA-Cto WA-DO, what's that feed? Looking out
of WFA-C, it goes down to WFA-DI and WFA-DO. So
after it goes to the DSC, it's either DI or DO

MR. SIMANSON: There are some rules within
WFA that will auto test and auto di spatch one
direction or the other based on a set criteria. So
the vast majority of the conplex troubles will w nd
up in the DSC. There is sone small percentage based
on auto test rules that will go directly one place or
t he other based on --

MR. VEEEKS: After the M.T?

MR, SI MANSON: Well, in the design site,
it's not an MLT test. But it would go out or in
based on that criteria and the test results. But
it's a very small percentage, nuch hi gher percentage

on the POTS side of the house than the design side
obvi ously.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you, Scott.

MR. SPINKS: On page 17, bel ow the
bullets, there is the thing that says after initia
training, the enployees received nonthly reviews, et
cetera. Was KPMG able to observe any of those
mont hly revi ews?

MR, DELLATORRE: No. O her questions on
18.7? Thank you. Gve us a few minutes to prepare
for the next section, 18.8.

(Pause.)
MR. DELLATORRE: Kate, did you have
sonmething else? |I'msorry, | didn't see you.

MS. WHI TNEY: This is very minor but
sonmetinmes you spell a-i-d-e and a-i-d. And | think
it should be a-i-d unless Qwest has peopl e enpl oyed
as job aides.

MR. RUTTER: Are you referencing the list
of docunents?

M5. VWWHI TNEY: Sonetimes in the text.

MR. RUTTER: If it's atitle of the
docunent, we have recapped that exactly as the
docunent nane is given to us. But if it's in the
text, we'll find that. Thank you.

MS. BEATON: Rebecca Beaton on the bridge.
| cane in a fewmnmnutes late. This is Washi ngton

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you, Rebecca. What
we did today was just ask if there were any fol ks



that were new to the bridge today. So | wll update
you.

M5. BEATON: Thanks.

MS. ZENGER: This is Joni Zenger from Utah
as wel | .

MS. ANDERSON: Hi, Joni

(Pause.)

MR. DELLATORRE: This test is 18.8 which
is the end-to-end M&R process evaluation. There were
13 evaluation criteria, all of which are currently
sati sfied which addresses one or two of the
Washi ngton state questions. There was no distinction
by region or state. There are no open or unresolved
Os and Es. There were ninor revisions made and wil |
be at | east one other forthcoming that will be
captured on the change log. And there were no unable
to determ nes.

On to the AT&T questions. Number 1,
provi de KPMG Consulting's understandi ng of any
di fferences in work rules established for the retai
RCHC ver sus whol esal e AMSC M&R centers where those

result fromcollective bargaining agreenents. W did
not anal yze or assess the collective bargaining
agreenent inpact of the processes in this test.

Question 2, provide the scope of the
targeted processes as used to limt the subject areas
for interviews conducted by KPMG Consulting. W took
this question to nmean or be seeking information on
where the start and stop points of the processes that
we were | ooking at began and ended and, therefore,
whet her or not there was sone inplied or actua
l[imtation of the interviews and activities that we
conduct ed.

So just for clarity sake, this test
eval uated the functional equival ence of Quwest's MR
processing for wholesale and retail trouble reports.
The end-to-end process includes all activities from
the nonent a trouble repair call is received by the
repair bureau or a trouble ticket is captured in
Qnest systens until the sane trouble is closed and
t he custoner has been notified of the ticket's
resolution. So that inplies where we sort of started
and stopped our assessnent and those two endpoints
set the stage for the docunents that we were
revi ewi ng, the observations that we nade and the
interviews that we conducted.

Question 3 is that same standard response,
this section Roman nuneral |1 that will be
forthcom ng.

Question 4 is the discussion -- | wll

reference the discussion we had nonents ago in the
18.7 section, how due dates are assigned by SIG



escal ation and inpacted by tech availability.

Question 5, | will also refer back to 18.7
for the process of stopping repair clock and no
access delays with one enphasis nmade here, given that
this is a parity evaluation, that the process is the
same and was observed by KPMG as being the sanme for
bot h whol esal e and retail custoners.

Question 6. W observed -- | guess |I'I1
go through the question. |t does not appear fromthe
report that KPMG Consulting interviewed or observed
in action central office technicians or field
technicians. And goes on to el aborate about that to
some degree. W observed center personne
di spat chi ng work by product, not by custoner type,
whol esal e or retail

This is a process parity evaluation and
our ability to assess whether or not parity was net
was not required for us to actually roll with the
field techs. W did observe the center personne

di spat chi ng work by product and the processes
designed by field technicians do not discrimnate
bet ween whol esal e and retail custoners but rather
they are assigned work by product type.

MR. FINNEGAN: Can | ask a clarifying
question?

MR, DELLATORRE: Certainly.

MR. FI NNEGAN: We had this discussion on
the last section, the 18.7. Do you consider the
central office technicians and the field technicians
within the scope of this end-to-end anal ysis?

MR, DELLATORRE: In terns that they are
part of the overall MR process?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Well, in ternms of
particularly for the nondesigned type services, it's
the field technicians, and I'mnot sure if it's the
central office technicians as well, that are
responsi ble for closing out the trouble ticket.

MR. DELLATORRE: That's correct. Either
central -- either the work center personnel or the
field techs can close out the tickets.

MR, VWEEKS: O they call the center and
have the center close the tickets.

MR, DELLATORRE: So they are involved in
the process. As a parity evaluation -- well, please

conti nue.

MR. FINNEGAN: So froma high | eve
perspective, do you see the field technicians and the
central office technicians within the scope of this
anal ysi s?

MR. WEEKS: The process they used is
within the scope of this.

MR. FINNEGAN: So is this the case -- and



9 I think we may have seen this in a prior discrete

10 report where the docunentation and the M&Ps were

11 reviewed as to what the central office technicians

12 and field technicians should be doing, but there was
13 no actual observations of the central office

14 technicians and the field technicians follow ng those
15 M&Ps and processes?

16 MR, WEEKS: Except to the extent that they
17 needed to interact with center personnel or CLEC

18 personnel as part of the execution of their process
19 and we did observe field techs interacting with

20 center technicians for those portions of the process
21 that overlap both the field tech and the centra

22 office. So there was sone -- we saw calls take place
23 between field techs, central office techs and people
24 in the centers and we saw CLECs interact with people
25 inthe field as well. So | wouldn't say we didn't
0039

1 see any of the process but if you're asking us if we
2 did ride alongs on M&R in the field or if we did

3 visits and watched repair activities in the CO the

4 answer is no.

5 MR. FINNEGAN: Did you obtain any sense of
6 what split there m ght be for nondesigned troubles as
7 to troubles that the field tech or the CO tech

8 handl ed on their own wi thout support fromthe center

9 versus ones where there may be interactions with the
10 center?

11 MR. VEEKS: We don't know the answer to
12 that. |'mnot even sure we can specul ate wel |l

13 MR. FI NNEGAN: Thanks.

14 MR, DELLATORRE: First Worl dcom question.

15 What are the hours of operation for the RCHCs that
16 support Qmest retail custonmers? And we wanted to

17 make a note that the RCHC supports whol esal e

18 customers as well as retail custoners. The RCHCs

19 have the foll owi ng hours of operation. Des Mines,
20 7:00 aam to 12:00 a.m Central, Monday through

21 Friday. Phoenix, 7:00 a.m to 8:00 p.m Mountain

22 time, Monday through Friday. St. Paul, 7:30 a.m to
23 9:00 p.m Central tine, Mnday through Friday and

24 Salt Lake City, 24 by 7.

25 Question 2, what analysis did KPMG perform

1 to determ ne parity exists between the DSC and the
screening center? W did none. The parity
eval uation is between whol esale and retail, not
bet ween one center and another. These centers handl e
di fferent product types and we did not eval uate
parity between them

And the third question, how did KPMG
attenpt to preserve blindness during their
observations of the end-to-end trouble processing
activities? As a white box test, there was no
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attenpt to preserve blindness. W went in and
i ntervi ewed personnel and revi ewed docunentation and
made observati ons.

MR, VEEKS: And observed the process in
operation.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions on test
18. 87

MS. ALLSTOT: On 18.8, page 12, up towards
the top, in that second paragraph, it says the WA-C
and LMOS tickets may not be closed prior to custoner
acceptance unl ess a custoner does not respond to
repeated Qmest contact attenpts. Are there
gui del ines on at what point a ticket can be cl osed
out as far as how many repeated attenpts have to be
made?

MR, WEEKS: The answer is yes. The answer
is there are formal guidelines. Those are in Quest
docunents and we need to i nvoke that process to
revi ew t hose

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions on 18.8?

MR. CONNOLLY: The scrubber function
that's in the DSCs, and naybe the AMSCs al so, |'m not
sure where they are situated, but do they perform
their function on whol esale and retail trouble
tickets?

MR, WEEKS: |It's designed versus
nondesi gned, so to the extent to which they' re both
whol esal e and retail going through desi gned and
nondesi gned, then the answer woul d be yes.

MR, CONNOLLY: So the scrubber is only on
desi gned services?

MR. WEEKS: Yes, designed.

MS. VWHI TNEY: On ny copy of this, and nine
doesn't track with Wendie's so | don't know if the
page nunbering is correct --

MR. WEEKS: W send different ones to
everyone.

MS. WHI TNEY: On page 18.8-11, in that
table that's 18.8-1-5, January 16th, 2002, this is
call answering time again. That bullet that says

performance data includes MR2, 80 percent of calls
answered within 20 seconds. |f you | ook at the
previous report, 18.7, that table we were | ooking at
before, it tal ked about a performance standard of 85
percent within 20 seconds on call answer tinme. |'m
just wondering, is it 85 percent or 80 percent? O
are there two different standards?

MR, WEEKS: | think we're describing a PID
here, MR2. And the PID was 80 percent within 20
seconds, where the other was internal

MS. WHI TNEY: | thought the PID was

parity.



MR. VEEKS: | don't know. Let's |ook the
PIDup. |If that's correct, which it appears to be --
there are a | ot of people that know nore about the
PID than | do are shaking their head yes, so we'l
change it.

MS. WHI TNEY: The sanme thing in the MRO
where it's up in the standard, too.

MR. VEEKS: We will |ook at these bullet
poi nts and nake sure we have quoted the right
standard here. Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: O her questions? We'|
nove on to 24.9 in a few nmonents.

(Pause.)

MR. DELLATORRE: This is test 24.9,
network surveillance and outage support eval uation.
There were 12 evaluation criteria of which all 12
were satisfied. W'Il junp right into the questions.
There were no regional or state observations nade,
there are no open and unresol ved observations and
exceptions. There were sone revisions nmade to the
report which will be noted in our change |og and
there were no unable to determ nes.

AT&T' s question, provide the evaluation
checklist and the evaluation criteria. That is our
standard answer on the clarification around what
we' re referencing when we refer to the eval uation
criteria.

Wor I dcom question. First question. How
did KPMG verify the sane systens used to nonitor
Qnest retail facilities are used to nonitor
facilities | eased by CLECs? W verified the
i nformati on through interviews and observations with
Qnest personnel using NMA and ot her network
noni toring applications.

The second question. "Together, Qmest's
two NROCs | ocated in Colorado and M nnesota provide
conprehensi ve surveillance and outage notification
support services throughout the Qwest network." The

guestion is, what evidence was provided to KPMG t hat
led to the previous conclusion statenent? And we
were surprised. W weren't attenpting to nake a
concl usion but rather just make a statenent of fact
and we recogni zed that the word conprehensive was
unnecessary and possibly nisleading. Those two
centers provide all of the surveillance and outage
notification support so we will edit that word
conprehensi ve out of the report.

MR, WEEKS: And just to follow up on the
answer to question 1, in section 2.1.1 that describes
the network surveillance systens, there is a
par agraph or so there that describes NMA and what its
functions are.



MR, DELLATORRE: (Question 3, and this is
regardi ng the sharing of duties between NROCs. What
are the procedures enployed to i nvoke a switch in
responsi bility? And again, you can get this fromthe
transcription. Each network reliability operations
center has the capability to take over for the other
at a nonent's notice. This notice may be in the form
of a phone call fromone center to the other or via
E-mail. This is done in practice as part of the
Pl ymouth center closing down to the Littleton center
6: 00 p.m each evening. As the Plymouth center

closes, a call is usually placed to notify the
Littleton center of any significant events currently
in progress. The Plynouth center cones back on |ine
at 7:00 a.m the follow ng business day. That sane
process of roll-over fromone day to the next also

t akes pl ace over the weekend.

Question 4. How did KPMG verify that
abnornmal event notifications were received by the
identified external parties? Abnormal network
condition reports, ANCRs, which are the reports of
service affecting conditions detected in the network,
are sent via E-mail to both the P-CLEC and KPMG
Consulting' s electronic mail box. W noted on these
E-mails that the distribution list included the other
CLECs as well. So we were able to note just fromthe
E-mai| header itself that the distribution |ist
i ncluded the CLECs, the P-CLEC and KPMG Consul ting
itself.

Question 5, in relation to circuit
performance. Was KPMG able to wi tness any such
occurrence of suboptimal performance? The answer is
no. |If so, was there any proof that Qwest DSCis
committed to providing assistance to both whol esal e
and retail custonmers on a parity basis? So there
were no suboptiml conditions that occurred during

our observations and interviews.

However, we discussed in test criteria
24.9-3 of the discrete report that Qwmest personnel
did denonstrate actions that woul d be undertaken
during a network event or outage. W observed NROC
personnel denonstrating the actions that would be
taken in order to performan event diagnhosis as wel
as to originate an ANCR. Finally, the NROC is blind
to the type of traffic that is currently being used
over or traveling over the network, whether it is
retail or whol esale.

Question 6. Does Qmest enploy any audit
and controls in an effort to reduce the |evel of
chronic troubles? The answer is yes. KPMG states on
page 24.9.6, which nay or may not be your page, in
the bulleted, quote, chronic section of the test



report, that DSCs nmonitor all circuits DO and above
for which troubles have been reported three tines
during the previous 30 days. The DSCs are nade aware
of such troubles by receiving reports such as the 3
and 30 or calls from Qaest account managers or
custoner calls. The responsible DSC notifies the

af fected customer, either whol esale or retail, of the
chronic trouble and will continue nonitoring the
circuit through trouble resolution and cl osure.

Question 7. Was KPMG able to witness
redundancy capabilities as well as the ability of al
DSCs to assune responsibilities? The answer is no,
we did not witness redundancy capabilities. W did
| earn through observation and interviews that each
DSC has the capability to access the network testing
and nonitoring equi pnent of the other centers. This
action is acconplished by entering the systens such
as NMA used by other DSCs, but we did not actually
observe the assunption of responsibilities from one
to the next.

Questions on section 24.9? M. Finnegan.

MR, FINNEGAN: It's not so much a question
as an editorial request. In section 24.9, and it
m ght have been in other parts of the report as well
in the corments section, there would be reference
made to an observation or exception but the
observation or exception would not be specifically
identified.

The request is, when KPMG refers to an
observation or exception, could you please
specifically identify it? And if you're |ooking for
an exanple, on page 24.9-23, in the table 24.9-10,
there is a statenent, during testing, KPMG Consulting
found that Qwest failed to consistently provide

notification of abnormal network events or outages to
its custoners that have requested notification. KPMG
Consulting formally identified this issue of the

i nconsi stent notifications.

MR, DELLATORRE: | can respond that our
process or our approach is that we will identify
exceptions by nunber in the report. Observations are
i dentified through the issue, as is the case here.

We nmake note of the issue that we found but we do not
identify the observation by nunber. The distinction
bei ng that an observation is just that, it's a
finding that we nade. It doesn't necessarily have a
mat eri al inmpact on the conclusion that we draw,

unli ke an exception which likely results in a not
satisfied and, therefore, if there is a satisfied in
the result, the inplication is that that exception
was -- there was sone resol ution and then
verification of those test results by KPMG.



So we will identify exceptions by nunber
so that fol ks can understand that there was a change
over tinme and then al so going and getting the
supporting information, the exception. The
observation, we saw sonething, we noted it in the
report but it was less material than the exception.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And | understand that

distinction. | just think for research, when you're
readi ng through the report, it nmakes it easier just
to know what one you're tal king about, not to try to
change your standard at all. It's just from an
editorial perspective.

When | first went through this, | didn't
know i f you had identified it at all. You nmade note
of it and the question is, where is the observation
or exception. And it was unclear at the tine whether
it was a failure to note it or it was just
unidentified, and it appears it was unidentified and
| think in future reports, it will help the reader to
be able to understand how you cane to that satisfied
result if you specifically identified it.

MR. DELLATORRE: Another reason why this
isn't baked into individual evaluation criteriais
t hat observations are not necessarily related to a
speci fic or individual evaluation criteria. And
therefore, the linkage is not as clear as it tends to
be with exceptions.

However, | conpletely appreciate and
under stand your question and request. What may be a
possibility for us to consider is sonewhere in the
front or at the back of one of these reports, we
could identify the observations by number sort of in

a list rather than trying to bake theminto each of
the test cross-references which would be a bit nore
challenging for us to do because they're not always
linked so cleanly. So we may be able to put a

par agraph upfront, observations 1, 2 and 4 were
related to this test.

MR. FI NNEGAN: That woul d be hel pful. But
if there are cases where you're witing sonething and
you' re thinking of a specific observation, could you
identify that in the comment as well rather than --

MR, WEEKS: We understand the request.
We'l'l talk about it.

MR. DELLATORRE: We'IIl consider that.

Ot her questions on 24.9?

MS. ALLSTOT: Evaluation criteria 24.9-6.

MR. DELLATORRE: Ckay.

MS. ALLSTOT: First test cross-reference
says 24.9-5 and | think if you go back to the dash 4
and the second one references dash 6 and |I think it
shoul d be the dash 5.



MR. WEEKS: The words at the bottom the
| ast sentence? These activities were perforned as
defined in the docunentation listed in test
cross-reference 24.9-6 above, and obviously it's
sel f-referencing which is not appropriate. And

you' re suggesting it should be 9-4, not 9-5.

MS. ALLSTOT: No, that one should be 9-5
and | think the one in the mddle of that section is
9-4.

MR, DELLATORRE: We will clarify that and
make sure that's right.

MR, WEEKS: Thank you.

MR. DELLATORRE: O her comments,
gquestions? M. Anderson, back to you.

MS. ANDERSON: Well, all | do is say,
"We're ready to nove on," and "Take it away, Joe."
We're changing teanms. So Joe just suggested we go
ahead and take our norning break so we m ght as wel
do that and then they'll change teans and we'll start
in 15 mnutes.

(Recess.)

MS. ANDERSON: Just anot her m nor
announcenent about food. Lunch is going to be
brought in a little early because we seemto be
progressing quite rapidly. This is a sure sign we
will hit a wall

MR. WEEKS: Shoul dn't have said that.

MS. ANDERSON: But you'll be well fed as
you crash into the wall. So with that, thanks to
Lynn Notarianni arranging to have |unch brought in

just alittle early. That case, in case we do
finish, folks can have their bite to eat. Wth that,
"Il turn it over to Joe.

MR, DELLATORRE: We're going to begin test
19.6 which is the daily usage feed returns,
production and distribution process evaluation. W
will do an introduction. Carrie is still with us.
Terry Trudgian is the billing domain |ead. Eric De
Rosario was the test |ead for one of these tests.

I"'msorry, | don't recall. Van Howard is the DUF
test lead of this facility. And Joe CGoral ski was the
test 20 test lead in the billing donuain.

We'll begin with 19.6. For both 19.6 and
20.7, it will be nmore explanatory |anguage upfront as
there are conditions that differ fromthe other tests
that we have encountered so far. So I'Il turn it

over to Mke for some of that discussion

MR, WEEKS: 19.6, for the scorecard, 19
evaluation criteria. W currently have 15 sitting in
the sat state, 2 in the not satisfied state and 2 in
the unable to determne state so we can ki nd of get
behi nd those four that are outliers here. Qops,



that's probably a | oaded term | don't want to use.
Sorry about that. But anyway, the four that aren't
in the satisfied state, by answering a conbi nati on of

Washi ngton state staff question and one of AT&T' s
guestions as well.

The answer to the Washington state first
question, which is are there any sort of regiona
Washi ngton state specifics in this test which is a
test of the daily usage feeds, return, production and
di stribution process, is no, there aren't any
specifics there. But when we tal k about open or
unresol ved Os and Es, there are several there.

30-36, 30-37 and 31-13 are currently open for tests
and are driving the current not satisfieds that are
sitting out there in evaluation criteria 19.6-1-5 and
dash 1-6. So the two not satisfieds again are tied
to those three exceptions.

The third Washi ngton state question which
has to do with material revisions, not at this time
but I think you can anticipate that there will be as
we clean up these other areas. Wth respect to the
question of this unable to deternine, it's kind of

tied up -- the answer to that is tied up in the
answer to AT&T question nunber 4, so we'll kind of
kill two birds with one stone here and tal k about
t hat .

There is a DUF return process that is -- a

usage return process that's sitting out there that

does not have any commrerci al usage as of the date of
that report and, therefore, we haven't been able to
do commerci al observations. Now, the P-CLEC did do
sonme testing of the technical ability of a CLEC to
make returns to Qumest but we've not seen any
commercial parties actually going through this
process and so we felt that we would be nore
confortable giving an unable here than relying solely
on what anpunts to fundanentally an acceptance test
type of process that was done through this pseudo
CLEC. So that's why those things are still unable.

MR. DELLATORRE: And just a point of
clarification, we reviewed the process and,
therefore, the fact that the process exists and was
defined, we were able to do that. But the |ack of
commercial activity inmpacts the unable to determ nes
with regard to adherence to that process.

MR. WEEKS: So that's kind of where we sit
in terms of the not satisfieds and the unables. Any
guestions on those two particular topics? And then

we'll go through the individual questions.
MR, DELLATORRE: One other point that |
woul d I'ike to make before we go to questions. | just

wanted to nmake clear that the exceptions referenced



here were actually derived fromthe test 19

transaction activities because there is a
rel ati onshi p between the transaction activities and
the underlying process that supports it, particularly
in this case where there were systens enbedded
el enments to the process that we then used to suggest
the effectiveness of that process by analyzing the
outputs of that process. And in doing that exercise,
we found that the end result or the product of the
process was deficient in sonme areas raising rel evant
exceptions and then, therefore, had inpact on the
process concl usions that we were draw ng.

MS. TRIBBY: Can | ask a process question?
This appears to be the only discrete test report that
you all have put out for a test that's not yet
concl uded.

MR. WEEKS: | think there have been
others. That may be the state at this point but |
know t here have been -- Brian is shaking his head.

MR. RUTTER:  20.7.

MR, WEEKS: 20.7 is another exanple.

MS. TRIBBY: | guess |I'mtrying to
understand why we're doing that on sonme of the tests
and, B, how we should read this report vis-a-vis
ot her discrete test reports where the test has not
yet concluded and there are not satisfieds. Is it an

interimdiscrete report? Can you just kind of go
through a little bit --

MR, DELLATORRE: Absolutely. | think it's
the word concluded. | would argue that we don't
consi der any of the discrete reports concl uded.
These are reports that present the facts as we find
themat the tine of the issuance of that report and
there are cases like 19.6, 20.7, | believe 12.8, 24.8
where there are nore direct correl ations between
transaction activities and process eval uati ons that,
while -- the notion isn't that the transaction tests
are clearly not concluded and, therefore, results
fromthose transaction tests may have inpact on the
associ at ed process tests.

That same logic is applied to every
di screte report that we have discussed in the
previ ous day and a half. So |I'mnot quite taking
issue with the notice of concluded but, rather
drawi ng the distinction between sonething that's
actually done versus sonmething that is subject to
change if another elenment of the test, if an
observation or an exception, if a discussionin a
forumlike this -- there are a nunber of ways that
any of the discrete reports that we've issued so far
may have to be revised for one reason or another
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MR. WEEKS: And sort of as another -- |
think what we're trying to say is the areas -- this
is a process test. The areas -- we've reviewed the
process, we've gone through the process, we
understand the process. There is not nuch work for
us to do on the process. The not satisfieds conme in
those areas where we're unabl e through white box
testing to go any further. And we, therefore, relied
upon another test to give us evidence as to whether
these processes that are enbedded in software are
wor ki ng or not.

And so we're really holding this one open,
so to speak, pending what we see in this other
transaction oriented test. But we won't be doing any
nore process testing per se. There is nothing el se
to do froma white box perspective. So it's sort of
technically open, if you will, pending what happens
in these transaction tests. So once we see what
happens in the transactions test, we'll just either
cl ose these exceptions because the probl em went away
and then they'll go to satisfieds and we're done,
which is just a mechanical updating of this report,
or it will continue to be a problemand this report
will continue to have not satisfied in it until the
problems are fixed. So there is just nothing else to

do here except watch what goes on in another test.

MS. TRIBBY: And Joe, | appreciate what
you sai d, because | would agree nothing is concl uded
until you issue your final report. Wen issuing a
report where not all the criteria are either
satisfied or unable to determne, it's not so mnuch
there is a process evaluation to occur but you're
waiting on the results of other tests.

MR, WEEKS: Exactly.

MS. TRI BBY: Thank you.

MR. FINNEGAN: A clarifying question on
the two unable to determnes. And | nay be
advertising my ignorance of the billing process but
it appears to be focused on DUF returns. 1Is this
sonmet hing that the pseudo CLEC could do if there is
some error on their bill to return it and say, we
believe there is a nistake, can you correct it?

MR. DELLATORRE: The pseudo CLEC -- we
have know edge that the pseudo CLEC does support that
capability but there is no comercial activity and
woul d draw an anal ogy to sonething |like dark fiber
where we have the capability of sort of stimulating
events around that but there is no comercia
activity to support the findings, to act as contro
groups, to be the actual primary focus of our

evaluation. So we have elected to take this path not
unlike with dark fiber where, if we can't see it



happeni ng out there with real |ive action, then we're
much nore hesitant about draw ng concl usions.

The P-CLEC does have this capability to
support this process. Another confounding factor is
our paynent structure that we have negotiated through
contractual terns that is different froma rea
comerci al player and, therefore, it wouldn't be
i ndi cative of the actual commercial process that we
woul d prefer to review

MR. FINNEGAN: Hel p nme understand. |Is
this something where the CLEC gets a DUF file, | ooks
at it and says, we think there is some sort of error
in here, we're returning it, here is why we think
it'"s in error, Qwmest, we would appreciate you to
correct it or credit us or whatever has to be done.
Is that the essence of the returns process?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And with that
under st andi ng - -

MR. VEEKS: The answer is we could. W
chose not to.

MR. FINNEGAN: Well, a different question.
To say there is no comercial activity, is that

because Qwest doesn't nmke ni stakes on DUF?

MR. HOMRD: The DUF returns process
mechani cal Iy invol ves, once the DUF is received by
the CLEC -- the method of communicati on between the
CLEC and the ILEC with the DUF returns process is
through a codings structure only, that is defined by
EM guidelines. There is a nunber of these codes,
they have a fairly succinct definition. This is a
rat her aged way of handling these things.

To your point, John, typically, in our
experience, when a CLEC has a problemw th a DUF
file, they don't deal with it this way. And we've
not seen this process in use in our other tests.
What they do is they pick up the phone and cal
sonmebody and say, |'ve got a problemw th nmy DUF
file, rather than shooting codes back and forth at
each other and shooting files back and forth at each
other, they sinply pick up the phone, call their
account manager or whatever defined structure is
within the | LEC organization and deal with the
probl em t hat way.

MR. WEEKS: There is a nechanica
wor karound that appears to be superior to the
technol ogi cal returning of DUF.

MR, HOMRD: In other words, if | got a

DUF record back and | said, this is not ny DUF
record, rather than setting this code, having the

t wo- day NDM goi ng through this stuff and sending the
file back to Qunest, | would pick up the phone, cal



t he account nmanager and say, you're sending ne
records that don't belong with me and we need to dea
with it.

MR. FI NNEGAN: That rmuch | understand. It
just appears to raise a question, are we testing the
ri ght process or have you tested that nechanica
returns process or observed howit's being used? If
the pick up the phone and call Qmest to say there is
a problemwith DUF is the de facto process and nobody
uses the nechanical or the electronic process, | can
under stand why you nay not be able to nake a
deternmination on the electronic process. Did your
anal ysis also include any findings or perspective on
the usability of the ad hoc process?

MR, HOMARD: We did actually go out and
review the hel p desk procedures for dealing with both
generic and usage specific problems as part of this
test. We also did go actually watch the center dea
with receiving phone calls. W did not actually
observe a DUF probl em when we were actually out at
the field doing the hel p desk observation. W have,

however, gotten information froma friendly CLEC on a
di al ogue about DUF probl ens and retransm ssion
requests, things of that nature.

MR. FINNEGAN: And is that in this section
of the report, the 19.67?

MR. HOMRD: It is not in the returns
specific criteria. It is not criteriain this
report.

MR, WEEKS: It's in the hel p desk
eval uation criteria as opposed to the DUF return
eval uation criteria because it's just one of the
processes the help desk supports.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Have we done the hel p desk
yet on billing?

MR. WEEKS: | think it's in this section
of the report. Ah, it was billing. So 24.10? The
answer is that in the 1-2 evaluation criteriais
where the help desk was evaluated in terns of how

well it addresses customer needs which included, as
has been suggested, things that have to do with usage
billing and usage processing and so on

MR. DELLATORRE: As well as 1-3 which
di scusses the contacts, the availability of Quest
personnel for CLECs to initiate this process.

MR. FINNEGAN: This mght be an editoria

request but it would be hel pful to nmake that |inkage
to the unable to deternines to this help desk.

MR, WVEEKS: Okay.

MR, FINNEGAN: It just seens like there is
no comrerci al observation and that's disconcerting,
but with the explanation, it sounds |ike a reasonable



explanation and | think that |inkage would help --

MR, WEEKS: Sure. Tie the two together?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes.

MR, MAY: | just wanted to state for the
record that the process of establishing that return
capability was covered in the interimreport of the
pseudo CLEC, section 8.2.2 and 8. 2. 3.

MR. VEEKS: Thanks.

MR. DELLATORRE: Thanks, Ceoff. O her
guestions in the Washi ngton state section or the
subject matter in it?

MR. SPINKS: Just to confirm there is no
open observation here?

MR. DELLATORRE: Cbservations? | don't
bel i eve so.

MR, WEEKS: No GCs, just Es.

MR. MAY: Just for the record, we wanted
to state too, there were two Os and Es opened on
establishing the capability and those observations

and exceptions have been cl osed, resolved.

MR. VWEEKS: And that's reflected in the
report?

MR. MAY: In the interimreport. They
were disclosed at the tinme of the interimreport.

MR, WEEKS: So HPC is basically sharing
with us that if you want to see what activities they
did and what issues they found when they attenpted to
make the el ectronic process work, you can go to their
report. What's the date on that report, Geoff?

MR. MAY: March 31st, 2001

MR, VEEKS: So go ahead with AT&T' s
guesti ons.

MR. DELLATORRE: And we'll note that this
di scussion that we've had now will in part or in
total address nmany of the questions that we're about
to discuss.

The first question, in fact, is a request
for information regardi ng KPMG Consulting's effort to
solicit CLEC participation with the usage returns
process. And in fact, we did nake attenpts both on
our own and publicly during TAG calls and we received
one CLEC who was willing to volunteer but in fact
| ater |earned that that CLEC did not use the returns
process. So we did solicit participation.

Question 2. How did KPMG Consul ting
di scharge its obligation in section 19.6.6.2, step 2,
to prepare CLEC assistance solicitation material s?
Pl ease identify. And that kind of goes back to
qgquestion nunber 1 where we made written, verbal and
public calls -- requests for CLECs to participate.
In addition, and a little bit of speculation here but
at least in sonme cases we requested MIG s assi stance
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in garnering CLEC participation.

Question 3. How did -- select CLEC
partici pants and arrange for observations? W
basically selected everyone who was willing to cone
on board. If you apply, you're accepted.

MR. FINNEGAN: Can | ask a clarifying
gquestion? There appears to be a distinction nmade
between the electronic returns process and the manua
returns process. The MIP doesn't appear to nmke that
distinction. It just talks generically about the
returns process. |s your reason you took the linmted
definition of the returns process as only the
el ectronic returns process?

MR, WEEKS: It says it's an operationa
anal ysis which is by definition a white box test as
opposed to transactions based test. So that's why we
didn't pursue aggressively the pseudo CLEC part of it

but as to -- if you're asking specifically why, once
we di scovered that no one was using the electronic
process, we didn't shift over our analysis to | ook at
the sort of manual or ad hoc process that's used.

MR. FINNEGAN: Well, | thought you did
| ook at the manual ad hoc process.

MR. WEEKS: Well, we've seen evidence that
it exists. | don't knowthat -- |I'mgoing to ask the
question. Van, is there a formal, witten --

MR, HOMRD: We're kind of heading down a
path here. There is really not a manual returns
process. There are ways of dealing with DUF issues
out si de of the --

MR, WEEKS: So there is no formal process.

MR. HOMRD: The definition of the returns
process by its very definition is an electronic
passing of the file back to Qwvest. There is no
manual equi val ent per se.

MR. DELLATORRE: There is one fornal
process that we attenpted to eval uate but were unable
to do so. Hence, the unable to determne. W
| earned that there is an ad hoc process that is not a
formal process, therefore, not subject to evaluation
that we kind of backed into some information through
our evaluation of the hel p desk process and the

availability of the Qmest personnel to CLECs. But
that was an indirect eval uation.

MR. FI NNEGAN: The concern is, froma
process perspective or at |least a test process
perspective, you did a process evaluation of a
process that nobody uses and the process that
everyone uses you coul dn't eval uate because Qwest has
no defined process. And the fact that there is no
defined process for this process that everyone uses
seens to be a problem



MS. FUCCI LLG:  Can you explain what you
mean by seens to be a probl enf

MR. FINNEGAN: Well, let's say everyone
pi cks up the phone and calls the help desk and says,
|'"ve got a problemwith my DUF and that's what
everyone uses, but you couldn't do a process
eval uation of that because there are no M&Ps t hat
Qwest has that defines how they --

MR, WEEKS: | disagree with that. There
is an M&P that says you will use electronic returns.
Peopl e just choose not to use it. That is not a
deci sion nmade by Qwest. That is a decision nmade by
CLEGCs.

MR. FI NNEGAN: | understand that. But the
reality is nobody uses that process and the ad hoc
process is not the exceptional process. It's the
rule.

MR, WEEKS: | understand your point, and

I'"mjust saying the formal stated Qwmest process,
which is what we're here to evaluate, is that you
woul d do electronic returns. The fact the CLEC
chooses not to use that process for whatever reason
is a CLEC decision and not a Qwest decision. If we
press Qnest for what is your formal process, they're
going to tell us it's the electronic return process.
So we're in a Catch-22. W can't win this one as
testers.

MR. FINNEGAN: Well, one possible solution
woul d be to say, Qmest, you should probably docunent
this process, everyone's process.

MR. WEEKS: That woul d have invol ved

subj ective opinion as opposed to objective -- you
have a m ssing process. | understand what you're
sayi ng, you understand what we're saying. It is what
it is. If you want to ask the TAG to have us put

forth an observation or an exception on this, then
we' || consider that.

MR. FINNEGAN: And |I'm not suggesting an
observation or exception as nuch as it's an
eval uation of the returns process and if the returns

process that everyone uses --

MR. DELLATORRE: Doesn't exist.

MR, WEEKS: |f they invented their
process, because |'m sure every CLEC does it slightly
differently, there is no Qwest M&P that defines roles
and responsibilities for this nmanual return process.
So if you're suggesting that the absence of that
formal M&P on Qnest's part to acknow edge what's
going on in the real world is a problem and an issue
and you feel strongly about it, then | would raise
that issue with the TAG | think as testers, we're
sort of obligated to test what the conpany publishes



as being their official party line. And that's what
we' ve done.

MS. ANDERSON: Just a question. Wuld
this be sonething that was covered in the account
managemnment rel ationship thing?

MR. VEEKS: No.

MR. DELLATORRE: We wouldn't have
eval uated the exi stence, the adherence, the
wel | -fornmedness of this ad hoc returns process in the
account managenment eval uati on.

MR, WEEKS: Account mmnagenent is al
about relationship managenent. It's not about the
speci fics of doi ng business.

MS. ANDERSON: But what |'mhearing is
that -- at least if | understood himcorrectly --
that the CLECs call the account manager and say, ny
DUF file is bad.

MR, WEEKS: That's one of the techniques.
The other is to call the hel p desk.

MS. ANDERSON: Ch, | see. kay.

MR, CRAIN. But you've evaluated calling
t he account manager, you've evaluated calling the
hel p desk. There seemto be three processes that
you' ve | ooked at that they're separately -- you could
| ook at them separately, not necessarily in this
particul ar context but the fact that sonebody uses a
separate process that you' ve | ooked at for dealing
with this particular issue doesn't nmean that we need
to have sone kind of set process separate fromthe
general account -- the help desk account nmanagenent.

MR. DELLATORRE: And | think the context
was devel oped in a sense that we cannot make any
clainms or draw any concl usions about the hel p desk or
the account nmanagenent's ability to deal specifically
with DUF returns because that's not what we were
| ooki ng for when we were eval uating those two areas.
So the context is significant in our ability to draw
concl usi ons about adherence to a process that appears

to be only | oosely defined.
MR. FINNEGAN: So if | understand the net
of all of this is, in terns of the returns process,

it will remain an unable to determ ne
MR. VWEEKS: The eval uation of the
electronic will be an unabl e because it's not used.

You're raising a second issue which is if there is a
m ssing formal process for manual occurrence as
opposed to -- or whatever you want to call it, and
you feel that there should be one and there is not
one, then that is sonething that we could take up
But froma content of the report perspective, we
haven't done it, it's not there.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And a different



perspective, maybe subtle, you certainly eval uated
the hel p desk but you didn't evaluate it specifically
to draw a conclusion on the ad hoc undocunented
manual returns process.

MR. VWEEKS: We're not aware of a witten
process or a set of guidelines or job aids or
anything that tells either the account team or the
hel p desk what the roles and responsibilities are for
returning DUF in any witten formal way. Am| wong
t here?

MS. FUCCILLG  In this context, you

woul dn't be returning anything. You would be calling
up and stating a problem and seeki ng assi st ance.

MR. DELLATORRE: So there are M&Ps and
gui del ines and job aids around escal ati on of issues
and that is what we |ooked at. So it's kind of a
fine line.

MR. VEEKS: Well, let me ask Van a nore
poi nted question. Do we have any evidence that any
CLEC ever returns DUF per se?

MR. HOMRD: No.

MR, WEEKS: So what happens is they cal
and say there is a problemw th DUF

MR. HOMRD: That's correct.

MR, WEEKS: And the DUF gets recreated and
reproduced?

MR, HOMRD: Qnest deals with it, yes.

MR. WEEKS: O it is dealt with. So there
are no returns of DUF period in the real world.

MR, DELLATORRE: Even in this help desk
process that we're tal king about. It's not a fornmal
return.

MR, WEEKS: People don't return DUF. They
report problens with DUF files and the problens get
corrected.

MR. DELLATORRE: And we do tal k about the

escal ati on process and the fact that they are
avail able and all those sorts of things.

MR, MAY: We actually were the first CLEC
ever to establish the capability for using it. |
don't know if we're the only one at this point but we
were the first.

MR, WEEKS: So nmaybe this is coming ful
circle, maybe this is a tenpest in a teapot because
there is no conmercial evidence that anybody ever
returns DUF so there doesn't need to be a process to
define how to do sonet hi ng nobody desires or wants to
do.

M5. TRIBBY: Does not return them
el ectronic or does not return them --

MR, WEEKS: Technically, they don't return
DUF, period. They ask for fixes or retransm ssions,



not returns.

MS, TRIBBY: If you didn't evaluate the
manual return process --

MR. WEEKS: There is no manual return
process. There are no manual returns.

MR. DELLATORRE: There is a correction
process or a request for correction, but there is no
return.

MS. TRIBBY: How do you know that if you

didn't look at it?

MR, WEEKS: We know that fromtalking to
real CLECs in the real world and by talking to people
in the centers and by talking to the people that
handl ed this for a |iving.

MR, HOMRD: The returns process is
defined as returning your DUF file to the records,
rejecting it, repacking it and sending it back the
way you got it, either NDM or tape or whatever.

MR, FINNEGAN: |'mnot trying to be a tine
machi ne but with what we know, what we know now,
woul d this returns eval uation be better described as
a request for retransm ssion?

MS. FUCCI LLGC  No. Requests for
retransm ssion are processed through the hel p desk.
There is no electronic request that you make. So you
cannot say that one is synonynous with the other

MR. FINNEGAN: Well, it seens like you
m ght get a DUF and say, hey, |ooks |ike we got the
XYZ CLEC i nformation on our DUF, |ooks like a
m stake, could you fix it. Wat are we expecting
back from Quest when we nmake that request?

MR, VEEKS: Well, let's back up. Wuld
get a corrected DUF file or would | be told to ignore
the records that don't belong to ne in the future?

If | forget them --

MR. HOMRD: | don't know.

MR. VEEKS: We're not sure what woul d
happen in that case where you got sonebody el se's.

MR, CONNOLLY: Sonebody el se's
intermngling with ours and the only ones sent back
are the ones that don't belong to us?

MR, WEEKS: Right. M guess is Qnest
would tell you to ignore the ones that don't bel ong
to you and process the ones that do. |I'msure if you
requested a tape that had only your records on it,
you probably could get that.

MR. CRAIN: The bottomline is this ends
up being a problem between Qnest and the CLEC that's
dealt with Iike any other problem The fact that
this particularly affects DUF doesn't nmean it's
really that much different fromany other issue that
a help desk or an account nanager deals with. And



yes, there is a separate process to handl e sone
things that if CLECs choose to use it, fine and
great. But the fact that it's usually dealt with as
just a problemrather than as a particular process to
followis really the situation you're dealing wth.

MR, WEEKS: So in answer to your question,
John, knowi ng what we know now, what woul d our

eval uation criteria | ook like, we would probably have
an evaluation criteria that says sonething |ike there
is an escal ation process to deal with probl ens
encountered in the DUF file.

MR. FINNEGAN: And is there sonme sort of
evaluation -- and | don't want to characterize it
because |I'I|l probably get it wong -- is there sone
type of evaluation both froma process and a results
perspective, we call up and say there is a problem
with the DUF file.

MR. WEEKS: So do we have an eval uation
criteria already in the report that addresses
escal ating problens with DUF, reporting themto the
account team reporting themto the help desk and so
on?

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes, we do.

MR. WEEKS: And that is 1.2 and 1.3.

MR. FI NNEGAN:  You think that has been
eval uat ed?

MR. DELLATORRE: What's been evaluated is
the structure of the help desk and the contact points
at that help desk. Are they sufficient to cover the
antici pated requests and needs of the CLEC

MR. VWEEKS: And it does include DUF

MS. TRIBBY: But you haven't eval uated how

those requests for escalation are dealt with or what
the results of those requests for escal ation are that
are placed through the hel p desk?

MR. DELLATORRE: No.

MS. FUCCI LLGC  We've eval uated how they're
dealt with but not the results. So we visited the
center, we nade observations of calls comng in, how
the reps were handling those calls, the M&Ps t hat
they referenced and what steps to follow in the event
they get a request for this or a request for that.

It was not solely focused on DUF returns, if you

will, or we've got a wong DUF, but nore broadly of
any call that canme in, what was the nature of the
call, was there an M&P that a rep would follow to

resol ve that request.

MR, WEEKS: But in ternms of follow ng up
on individual calls to see if it's ultimtely a
probl em that got resolved, we didn't do that.

MS. TRIBBY: O how it got resolved.

MR. WEEKS: O what it took



organi zationally to fix the problemthat was reported
to the hel p desk.

MR. FI NNEGAN: But sonething specific |ike
when you call up and you identify a problemw th DUF
we' ve | ooked at that and the process is really great

or whatever you call it, it was really great or it
was really terrible, you haven't nade that
conclusion. You're just looking at it froma generic

billing help desk perspective?

MR. VWEEKS: | think that's true. Have we
done any work to see what the M&Ps that are used by
the billing related people that deal with problens

that are reported through the hel p desk?

MS. FUCCI LLO: When you say billing --

MR, WEEKS: Sonebody at Qwmest owns DUF
It's not the hel p desk.

MS. FUCCILLG It's the whol esal e hel p
desk.

MR, WEEKS: Well, they get the questions
but they don't own the DUF file.

MS. FUCCILLO  And if you look in 1-2,
criteria 1-2, there is reference to the corporate
i nformati on systens organi zati on that supports
resol ving i ssues.

MR. WEEKS: So the help desk would report
the work to Qrmest as reported to the help desk, wll
in turn open sone sort of trouble ticket and pass
that on to the IS folks. But we didn't |ook at the
M&Ps that |S uses to diagnose and fix whatever
probl em has been reported to the hel p desk or DUF

Did we do that?

MS. FUCCI LLO.  No.

MR. WEEKS: No, we did not.

MS. TRI BBY: Maybe one | ast question.
Maybe this is outside the scope of your test. |
suspect it might be. But did you do an analysis or
provi de any i nformation about why no one is using
this process, whether it's too difficult to use, it
doesn't work well, it's expensive? Since you weren't
able to observe it, were you able to do any anal ysis
about that?

MR, WEEKS: W didn't do any fornal
anal ysis. Wat we woul d say based upon our
experience of having talked with CLECs and havi ng
talked to people, it's a bit heavy handed to go
t hrough the conputer programr ng and do everything
you need to do to have this electronic returns
process. |It's nuch nore effective and efficient to
pi ck up the phone and call and say, | have a problem
So that woul d be our specul ation but we don't have
any detailed analysis that's in any report or in any
of our work papers where we've done a survey and have



all sorts of results.
MS. TRIBBY: Wuld HP have done that in
terms of setting up that electronic manual return

process? Wuld you have done an analysis of the ease
of using it, whether there were problenms with it, why
maybe ot her CLECs are choosing not to use that?

MR, MAY: At the tine we devel oped this
capability, there were portions of the service that
were not in a final state at Qwest, but we did open
observations and exceptions on the building of this
capability, as stated before, and the reference for
those would be in the interimreport. And then as a
part of our own final activities report, it would
cover the portion of the process that we were unable
to do originally at the time we -- the part that was
covered in the interimreport.

MR, DELLATORRE: In terns of billing it.

MR, MAY: That's right.

MR, WEEKS: But the other part of Mary's
question, did you do any work tal king with other
CLECs or anything to eval uate why nobody el se --

MR. MAY: No, we did not.

MS. TRIBBY: As a follow up to that, then
is Qwest putting forth a process for this electronic
return that isn't fully capable yet? |1s that why
CLECs aren't using it?

MR, MAY: It is a process that's been
docunented for a couple of years. W were the first

CLEC to ever ask to use it and essentially we -- I|ike
we've stated, we did find some problenms and we had
sonme issues. W issued observations and exceptions.
Beyond that -- |I'msorry, can you repeat the
question?

MS. TRIBBY: What |'mgetting at is, it
may have been docunented for two years but when you
actually tried to inplenment it, you found that
portions of it were not ready essentially.

MR. MAY: Correct.

MS. TRIBBY: And you took a process and
made that the focus of your eval uation that
apparently it's not ready for prinme tine.

MR. VEEKS: No, | think the statenent
woul d be is now ready for prine tine.

MR, MAY: Right. Because the observations
were closed, resol ved.

MR, VWEEKS: So the process, as has been
said, is docunented, is well forned, it has been
tested to set it up, not to operate it over sone
period of time. So | think there is enough evidence
that if a CLEC wanted to use it, they could use it.
It's just people aren't choosing to use it. And if
you want to figure out why people aren't choosing to



use it, | guess you need to talk to your coll eagues

in the CLEC cormmunity because we're not sure and HP
is not sure. W have sonme specul ati on but we don't
have any facts.

MS. TRIBBY: And Geoff, your Os and Es
deal with all of the portions of the systemthat
weren't ready as well as the other problens that you
encountered at the tinme you tried to set it up?

MR. MAY: Correct. And then the
docunentation that's used surroundi ng the process.

M5. TRIBBY: And were the fixes that
caused you to close the Gs and Es fixes that all owed
the pseudo CLEC to get this up and operating or were
you satisfied that they were fixes that were
systematic that woul d have been available to every
CLEC that m ght have tried to do this?

MR. MAY: They were both systematic and
docunent ati on was i ssued whi ch was published to the
whol e CLEC comruni ty.

MS. TRIBBY: And that was sufficiently
conpl eted and those Os and Es closed prior to you al
starting your evaluation of the systenf

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay, are we ready to nove
on al ready?

MR, WEEKS: Beat that little garter snake
to death.

MR, DELLATORRE: (Question nunber 5. This
is a question about a comrent of the breadth of
topi cal coverage is adequate to address whol esal e
custoner needs. What standards did KPMG Consulting
use to determine the adequacy of topical coverage?
And KPMG combined its experience with working within
| LECs, working in testing of ILECs in the billing
arena, in other jurisdictions for other ILECs. In
addition, we, as the P-CLEC, in sone jurisdictions
and in association with the P-CLEC in this
jurisdiction, we were able to assenble our own set of
custoner needs, if you wll.

In addition, there are sone exanples in
test cross-reference 19.6-1-1 of the types of
requests and questions that were received by the help
desk that KPMG was able to use in establishing the
coverage needs.

Did KPMG Consul ting's deternination of
customer needs factor in interviews with CLECs? The
answer is no. Did KPMG Consulting query any CLECs to
deternmine the CLEC perspective on the adequacy of the
topi cal coverage and whet her the corporate
i nformati on systens and whol esal e hel p desks address
whol esal e custonmer needs? The answer is no.

Question 6. Based upon Quest's 2/11/02
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response, i s exception 3037 going to be retested?
The answer is yes. And this relates to test criteria
19. 6-1-6.

Question 7. Did KPMG Consulting review
any requests fromeither the P-CLEC or a CLEC to
obtain prior period DUFs for retransm ssion? |f the
answer is yes, please describe how KPMG Consul ting
revi ewed and anal yzed the requests and the Quest
responses. The answer to this question is yes.

E-mail traffic was obtained froma friendly CLEC and
a review indicated that the retransm ssion request
was handled in one day as we note in test criteria
19. 6-1- 14.

MR, VEEKS: Which doesn't nmean to inply
there are unfriendly CLECs.

MR. DELLATORRE: (Question 8. Did KPMG
Consul ting seek any P-CLEC or CLEC assistance in
eval uati ng whether the DUF is corrected and returned
according to a defined schedule? If so, what was the
result? And the answer is yes.

MR. HOMRD: We did seek assistance. W
sought specific assistance with the returns process
as nentioned before and got no volunteers. So we did
seek assistance. The result was we did not get any.

MR, DELLATORRE: And very simlar answer

to question nunber 8, did KPMG Consulting seek any

P- CLEC or CLEC assistance in evaluating whether CLECs
can readily obtain status on DUF return requests? No
vol unteers, no DUF return requests, no status

updat es.

Question 10. Please identify the test
cross-references inpacted by exception 3047. And the
answer is none. Usage billing exceptions do not have
a bearing on test 19.6. And | was just inforned and
reading as we go that questions 11, 12, 13 and 14 al
have the sane answer, that the exceptions that are
cited, 3049, 3050, 3051 and 3080 are not related to
test 19.6.

Question 14, please identify the test
cross-reference inmpacted by exception 3113 which
related to EM records. How does the fact that this
exception remains open reflect the result described
in table 19.6-2. And this exception affects the
current not satisfied result for test criteria
19.6-1-5 and is being retested in test 19.

M5. THI ELEMANN:  Joe, we seemto have a
qguestion nunber issue here. That is noted as
qguestion nunber 15 on the version that was | ast
di stri but ed.

MR. DELLATORRE: Does everyone know t he

question that | was just referencing? Exception 3113
was the question. All the other exceptions do not



relate to test 19.6. Exception 3113, which is com ng
fromtest 19, does inpact this test. And it is
currently up for retest or inretest and is resulting
in a not satisfied in this test.

Moving on to the Worldcom questi ons.

MR. FINNEGAN: Can | ask a followup
question? This is related to that 19.6-1-5 test
cross-reference. Specifically on exception 3036,
| ooking at the response from Qaest and from KPMG, it
appears KPMG expects some DUF or a DUF record and
Qnest has counterclainmed that no AMA records were
generated. Can you pl ease describe in English what
that means? |s that you made a call and Qwest
doesn't think you nmade a call?

MR, HOMRD: What they're claimng is the
switch did not cut a record. The AMA record is the
record cut by the switch itself. Their claimis that
the switch didn't cut a record.

MR. FINNEGAN: And you believe on the KPMG
side that there was a call made, you nmade a record of
it --

MR, HOMRD: That is correct.

MR. FINNEGAN: On a call |o0g?

MR, HOMRD: That is correct.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And the AMA record
generated -- could be it was lost or routed to the
wrong CLEC?

MR. HOWARD: Have no i dea.

MR, DELLATORRE: That's why we're
retesting it. Question nunber 1 with Worldcom
We'll try our best to confuse folks with the ordering
of the questions. So the first question, was KPMG
able to witness the processes around DUF production
and distribution. And we did not actually watch the
printing or the sort of the courier trucks noving
these things around. Wat we did do was | ook at the
out puts of that production and distribution to | ook
at the DUF records thensel ves.

MR, VEEKS: And we did wal k through the
center and conduct observations.

M5. FUCCILLO Yes, we visited the centers
but DUF production is a system generated -- not
sonmet hing we can peek into. So we |ooked at the
out put of that process and eval uated the adequacy of
t he output.

MR, WEEKS: W al so inspected the people
that sort of operated that process and watched the
conmput er system screens and things that they use to

manage, nonitor and control that process.

M5. FUCCI LLO  And interviewed them and
t hey wal ked us through the process.

MR, WEEKS: But the actual physical



manuf acturing of that is done by conputers.

MR. DELLATORRE: And just for tracking
alone, | don't believe that question was on the
sheets that nost of you all have. That's why I
started with that. Now we will go to, | believe
there are four questions that you see and we will go
t hrough those hopefully in order at this point.

The first question is on the returns
process. And again, as | said earlier, we did review
t he docunentation and we did do interviews with Quest
personnel around the returns process so we were able
to confirmthat that returns process does exist and
is defined and docunmented as advertised. But as we
di scussed, we didn't see it happen in real life.

The next question, were the nethods
enpl oyed by KPMG to validate accuracy, conpleteness
and tineliness of processes used by Qaest to produce
and distribute the DUF, and to process DUF returns
successful ? The answer is yes.

Next question, did KPMG attenpt to
preserve blindness during the interviews with Quest

subj ect matter experts? The answer is no. It was
white box testing and we went in and intervi ewed
per sonnel

The next question, what is KPMG s plan to
address not satisfieds and unable to determn ne
results? Which we discussed earlier

Ot her questions on 19.67?

MR, KOWAL: Goi ng back to the questions
11, 12 and 13, could you give us a status of the
exceptions 3049, 3050 and 30517

MR. HOMRD: 3049 is closed, 3050 has been
reopened and 3051 is closed.

MR. KOMAL: And 30467

MR. HOMARD: 3046 is closed.

MR. FINNEGAN: | have a question on test
cross-reference 19.6-1-15, on ny page 19.6-12 of the
Val entine's Day version, this is tal king about
capacity managenment. And the question is in relation
to another earlier test cross-reference 19.6-1-12.
And dash 12 is tal ki ng about policies regarding
historical DUFs and in there it's noted that the
usage data is retained for a period of 180 days. D d
KPMG have any finding or conclusion on the adequacy
of 180-day retention in the context of capacity
managenent ?

MR. DELLATORRE: No, we did not.

MR. WEEKS: We didn't link the two
criteria, if that's your question.

MR. FI NNEGAN:  Thanks.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions for 19.67
Kat e.



MS. WHI TNEY: M ke, you made a coupl e of
references to a white box test and yesterday you
tal ked about a black box test. For a |ayperson |ike
nmysel f, can you give a quick and dirty expl anation?

MR, WEEKS: Absolutely. | apologize for
using jargon. W consider a black box test to be a
test where the tester is sitting outside of whatever
system or process is being observed and testing it
with no know edge of what's inside the box, just a
definition of what the interface specification is
supposed to | ook liKke.

So the test 12 transaction testing that's
bei ng done by the pseudo CLEC is a perfect exanple of
bl ack box testing. You get the specifications, you
build your interface to the spec, you test it, you
send transactions in and you try to deterni ne whether
the system if it's given proper inputs, gives you
the proper outputs. And what you're trying to do is
understand t he synchroni zati on between the

docunent ati on that you receive as an outsider and the
behavi or of the system which you know no details of
the internals of. And that's the anal ogy of a bl ack
box. You can't see inside of it.

MR. DELLATORRE: An actual CLEC is
typically going to be in that position.

MR, WEEKS: So we're in effect trying to
| ook at the thing fromoutside in as an outsider
woul d.

A white box test is where you sort of go
i nside the box. You can see inside the box, you know
what's going on internally inside the box and what
you're trying to do is wal k through and see if, from
an insider's view, the thing is behaving the way that
it was specified that it shoul d.

So alnobst all of our process tests are
white box tests in the sense that we're inside the
walls at Qnest in a way no CLEC woul d ever be all owed
to be and we're trying to validate that M&Ps exi st,
that they're well fornmed, that they're foll owed and
that they're adhered to and so on because sone of
t hese managenent ki nds of processes that are in
pl ace, |ike capacity management, for exanple, you
can't see themfromthe outside and the only way you
can see themis to go inside.

So the nunerous questions that we've
gotten over the years, not just here, about
bl i ndness, you try to work very hard to preserve
bl i ndness in black box tests because you want to get
a true read on the behavior of the system wi thout the
know edge of the people that are inside the system
that they're being tested.

On white box tests, it's al nost inpossible
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to do blind testing because the very nature of the
activities that you're doing, the people know you're
there and they know they're being interviewed, they
know soneone they don't know who doesn't work for the
conpany is asking themall these questions about how
they do all this sort of stuff so that's the

di stinction between the two techniques.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions? Al
right. Gve us a few nmonments and we will proceed.

(Pause.)

MS. ANDERSON: We're going to pick up with
20. 7.

MR, DELLATORRE: |'mgoing to turn it over
to M ke Weks. W have sone conditions here we need
to explain.

MR. WEEKS: You should be aware the basis
for the questions we're going to be answering was the

report dated Cctober 31st. You should have gotten a
revised report for 20.7 dated March 1st that canme out
| ast week. So we may be referring you to that as we
go along here but we'll try to answer the questions
that were asked based on the previous version

So where we are on this test, if you use
the Cctober 31st one, 21 evaluation criteria, 14 of
whi ch were sats, 4 not sat, 1 not conplete and 2
unabl es. The March 1st report reflects 17 satisfies
instead of 14 so there are three that nmoved out of
not satisfied to satisfied. We'Il talk about those
in a mnute. But the other not conplete and unabl es
remain.

So again, to sunmmarize that, in the
transition between the two reports, we noved three
fromnot satisfied to satisfied. So if we wanted to
sort of junp in then to the Washington state staff
guestions, there was again no regional kind or state
specific results to report here. Discussing open and
unresolved OCs and Es, we fundanentally have -- if |
can tie sort of observations and exceptions to
particul ar evaluation criteria because | think that
may kind of help folks think through this, the three
that are going fromnot satisfied to satisfied or
that did go fromnot satisfied to satisfied were 1-7,

2-4 and 3-3 and the remaining not satisfied is 1-4.

Now, there are three Es and one O that are
sort of related to the COctober version of this
report. 3050 relates to 1-7. 3080 relates to 1-4,
1-7, 2-4 and 3-3. And 3081 relates to 1-4, 1-7, 2-4
and 3-3. There is an observation out there that |
remenber, 3076, that is related to the not conplete
which is evaluation criteria 2-2.

So that's kind of the crosswal k or the map
that gets you back and forth between the eval uation



criteria that were not satisfied or not conplete in
the October 31st report and how those three
evaluation criteria mgrated to satisfied and how t he
exceptions that were out there were related to that.
Are there any questions about sort of that mapping?

| know it was like (gesturing), but if you want to
get with ne after the thing if you have a need to --
want to follow up on that, | would be happy to go
back through that mapping with you again.

Any material revisions, the answer is yes,
we' ve nmade material revisions between specifically
these two releases. And the two unable to deternines
that are sitting out there at this point are kind of
related to -- obviously it's 20.7. 1-5 and 1-9. And
we're not able to do those -- these are related to

sort of the archiving of informati on and have we
val idated that the process is being foll owed.

Archiving calls for, | believe it's six
years. Has there been six years' worth of data to
archive yet, which is the 1-9 part. And so we talked
about sort of different ways to try to figure out if
the process is being foll owed and we can ki nd of
exam ned, gee, they appear to be doing things now but
we can't really go back and say there is six years'
worth of data out there because we weren't doing this
process six years ago. So we're sort of in a
Catch-22 where we can't really fix this problem
because it's related to tine, not to our efforts or
Qnest's efforts.

And then on 1-5, Joe alluded to this
earlier, we're not using the normal paynents and
adj ustments process for the pseudo CLEC and so on for
reasons that had to do nostly with blindness and just
the financial reality of trying to pay these bills
and so on. We, with the help of MIG and ot hers,
negotiated a different paynment mechani sm so that
Qnest systens woul d be whol e and we woul dn't have to
have a whol e bunch of noney forked out and so forth
to do this. So we're unable to observe this process
t hrough the P-CLEC because we don't do the nornal

CLEC process here.

MR. DELLATORRE: In this case, as with the
ot her unables, we were able to do sort of the upfront
exi stence definition docunentation but the adherence
was skewed and that's what led us to the unable to
determ nes for these.

MR. WEEKS: So let's junp in, if there
aren't any questions on that, to the AT&T questions.

MR. DELLATORRE: (Question nunber 1, |
believe, is our standard evaluation criteria question
so we will nmove directly to question nunber 2, which
just for clarity sake, we believe that this



particular criteria result has changed three tines,
in fact. It began as an unable to deternine, it
nmoved to a not satisfied and has recently been
changed to a satisfied. So that's the life cycle on
this particular criteria and that's directly in
response to question nunber 2.

For question nunber 3, the
cross-references inpacted by exception 3081. | went
through themin nunber 4 but very briefly, 20.7, of
course, 1-4, 1-7, 2-4 and 3-3.

The next question, to what extent did KPMG
witness the bill production and distribution process?
Not unlike the DUF distribution or production

di stribution process, we did walk throughs, we
conduct ed observations, we exam ned artifacts of the
process and we reviewed current outputs of that
process.

Question 2. Was KPMG able to neet al
test targets and neasures? The answer is yes, with
the exception of the two unables, and we're stil
pendi ng on the not conplete, the single not conplete
and the single not satisfied.

Question 3. Did KPMG attenpt to preserve
bl i ndness during interviews with Qaest subject matter
experts? And we have di scussed the blindness concept
in white versus black box testing.

Question 4. Specifically, what
nmet hodol ogy was used by KPMG to validate accuracy of
rates and charges applied, conpleteness of inputs to
bills and tinmeliness of bill deliveries? To take
those three sonewhat differently or separately,
rather, validating the accuracy of the rates and
charges applied is really an area that's covered nore
directly in test 20. And in fact, some of that work
is ongoing. W've conducted reviews for rate table
updat es and processing and the |ike observation
3076 is the reference point.

But for the other two areas in this

question, conpl eteness of inputs to bills and
timeliness of bill deliveries, or rather the process
of the timeliness of bill deliveries rather than the
timely delivery of bills, for those two, | would
refer folks to a series of criteria. For

conpl eteness of inputs to bills, the criteria that
captures that are 1-6 and 1-7. And the el enents and
subprocesses covered in those two criteria address
the notion of the conpleteness of inputs to the

bills. In ternms of processes to ensure the

timeliness of bill delivery, we refer folks to the

following four criteria. 1-11, 1-12, 3-1 and 3-2.
And al so for question 5, | think we've

gone through the plans to address not satisfieds or



unable to deternmines. W are either currently
addressing them or have already explained for the
unabl es why we cannot.

Ot her questions on section 20.7?

MR. FINNEGAN: A followup question. And
| may be fixing up ny recollection. 1've been trying
to read exceptions lately and | may be crossing the
border between 20 and 20.7, but | recall one of the
exceptions that's probably nore so related to 20 was
that Qwest was incorrectly applying discounts or
billing the wong rates for whol esale itens and that

a fix was applied and KPMG saw bills with accurate
di scounts and rates applied and there was cl osure of
t he exceptions.

My question is, froma process
perspective, would you have | ooked at whet her Quwest
fixed that just for the pseudo CLEC or was there sone
systemati c nmethod where they could go back and fix it
for everybody if there was sone process problemthat
was causing incorrect application of discounts?

MR. DELLATORRE: Two different

possibilities. And we'll get to the specifics, but
two different possibilities, of course dependent upon
response. |If there is an incorrect rate contained

within a particular table, that could be viewed as a
software fix that would be changed and woul d be
consi stent and after that applied appropriately. So
that woul d be distinguished froma process response
or fix that was inplemented such as a review of the
process of updating and maintaining rate tables,
whi ch we've associated with the observation 3076.

So there are conditions, given the
responses, different reactions on our part and
requi renents to assess whether there was a piece of
software that was changed and the presunption then
is, is that going to behave in a consistent manner

fromthat point forward, versus the process that
surrounds how t hose updates have been made. And
we' ve dealt with and observed both of those
condi tions.

I think you may be referring to exception
3048 here and that particular situation you all may
want to el aborate.

MS. FUCCILLG  1'Il give just a genera
overview and then we can tal k about the specific
exceptions. In the course of executing test 20, we

encountered many different situations that led us to
believe that there was a process failure in how Quest
mai ntai ns their tables and updates their tables, both
on the rates and the discounting tables.

Therefore, not only were we interested in
that they fix those table rates and discount rates



but we went back and said, this seens to be systemc
of -- leads us to believe you' ve got a process
breakdown. So we did both, John. We went back, we
reexam ned their process and after they inplenmented
sonme fixes both on the usage rate tables as well as
the recurring and nonrecurring tables, the usage
process updates. Then Howard actually did those
observations, personally wal ked through the new
process that was put in place and found it to be

adequate. W al so then exam ned the output of those
processes and deternined that, in fact, it was
adequat e.

On the recurring and nonrecurring side,
however, we are not ready to say that we found their
process i nprovenents adequate and that's still under
revi ew

MR, VWEEKS: And to John's subpoint, do we
have any reason to believe that the pseudo CLEC got
any preferential or differential treatment in either
the process or the software?

MR. HOMRD: No.

MR. FINNEGAN: So generally, when we read
these responses, it sounds |like you are |ooking both
froma pseudo CLEC perspective and how it cuts across
CLECs in general to rule out the special treatnment on
a particular fix.

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes.

MS. FUCCI LLO:  Yes, we are.

MR, WEEKS: Yes, | think in general, if |
can overgeneralize, which is always dangerous, in a
bl ack box test, we can't tell whether it's been done
for everything. Al we can say is that we sent the
proper nessages in and behaved the right way and got
the right responses back. On the white box test,

since we're inside wal king through, we use nore than
a reasonabl e amount of effort to try to make sure
that we understand the process applies to everyone.

MR. FINNEGAN: In this case, it seens like
it's a conbination of both black box and white box.

MR, WEEKS: It is, whichis why | said
what | said.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR, DELLATORRE: O her questions on 20.7?
Thank you for everyone's participation and | hope
this was useful to all parties.

MR, WEEKS: W' re going to have our other
di scussion after lunch or now?

MS. ANDERSON: | was thinking we might be
able to just rush through a couple of things now and
then we could finish that on a TAG call. Just in
terms of a fewclosing itenms, first of all, we have a

t ake-back to figure out and address with Qnest if



there could be sone access to M&Ps for fol ks that
have signed confidentiality agreenments. That came up
yesterday and we'll need to work with Qwmest on that.
MR. FINNEGAN: Can | put in an associated
one that KPMG has that list at the roomso they know
who can see and who can't?
MR. WEEKS: Yes, that's fine.

MS. ANDERSON: And actually, we have the
list and remenber, we tal ked on the |ast TAG about
just posting that list on the Web site. And they of
course would have a copy. So |I'mgoing to update
that list and get rid of sone folks that are no
| onger participating and we'll make that avail able.

MS. THI ELEMANN:  And Deni se, that's part
of an overall effort or activity that we need to do
which is to review the whole work paper access and
confidential docunent access.

MR, WEEKS: Right. There is two parts to
it. There is access to the work papers that happen
to contain confidential information, some of which is
fromthe conpany M&Ps. Then there is the separate
question of things that we don't have that people
would Iike to review that are in the custody of the
conpany that we need to have a policy or a process
for accessing those as well

M5. ANDERSON: Ot her than MPs.

MR. WEEKS: O whatever it is. But it
woul d be primarily MPs.

M5. ANDERSON: We have several KPMG
foll ow-up questions which your fol ks have jotted
down.

MR. WEEKS: W' ve taken notes. |In fact,

we had two peopl e scribing and we have the
transcript.

MS. ANDERSON: So those will be coming in
the next week or two as you get a chance to answer
t hose?

MR, WEEKS: Right. And probably my guess
is the answers woul d be nost easily handl ed on a TAG
call or something like that. That's just off the top
of ny head.

MS5. ANDERSON: We can work out the
mechani sm

MR. DELLATORRE: Very different
foll owups. Answers to questions can be provided
quite easily. Often or frequently we need to meke
revisions to reports and those will cone out as they
conme out.

MR. VWEEKS: My thought on the TAG as
opposed to in witing is it would allow for follow up
guestions and clarifying questions and so on

MS. ANDERSON: We can devote sone tine to



that. It won't be Thursday's TAG and we will not
have a TAG a week from Thursday so by default, it
will be the next couple of weeks. And it may require
nore than one.

Thirdly, we have the transcription that

will be nade available to all parties. And | think
that the final on that would be avail able tonorrow.
So we'll end up sending that and posting it.

And then the last item| wanted to briefly
di scuss was the next vendor technical conference.

And one of the things that we would like to propose,
and we don't have to finalize everything today. Il
just put this out on the table and then we can have
it as a TAG discussion itemthis Thursday. W
recently had test 12.8 issued as a discrete. W have
three reports due the remni nder of this week. That
woul d be test 15, test 18 and test 24.10. And for
right now, we're assuning that those are fairly wel
on schedul e.

What we're proposing is that we would rol
those four tests into a one-day vendor technica
conference that would be held after we go through our
normal ei ght days for coments, eight days for fina
di screte and two or three days for CLEC questions to
be submitted or staff questions, and then try to have
t hat one day vendor technical conference around the
11th or 12th of April. One of the suggestions from
state folks is to have it be the day before the ROC
nmeetings in Santa Fe because then many state fol ks
could attend that, whereas just a one-day trip to

Denver would be less -- folks wouldn't be able to
justify that. They would have to do it on the
bri dge.

So we're exploring that. 1've talked
briefly with all the various parties and we'll try
and finalize something about this on the TAG call
So | would ask if CLECs -- | think | spoke briefly
with Timabout that today. You guys can think about
it. |'ve spoken with Qaest about it. You can think
about it, the staffs will. And of course Joe and |

chatted about it too.

So that would denote that final and third
vendor technical conference because that will have
all the nmeat init. Wll, | shouldn't say all the
nmeat. How many tinmes can | get both feet in my nouth
in one neeting? But seriously, we have for that
final one, we have test 10, test 12 which has all the
transaction testing, test 13 which is flowthrough,
test 14 which is provisioning and 19.0 and 20.0 which
are docunent billing. ©h, and 16.

MR, RUTTER: You al so want to consider
24.8 which may be appropriate for the one day which



is not quite yet out.
MS. ANDERSON: That's a good point, Brian.
Thank you. So anyway, that's the direction we're

headi ng. Any comments regarding this at this nonent
from anyone?

M5. ZENGER: This is Joni in Uah. The
only thing is we have to have it on Saturday because
t he neetings begin on Sunday.

MS. ANDERSON: Well, we were thinking of
Friday the 12th.

MR. VWEEKS: | can't do that.
MS. ANDERSON: So we could do it maybe
Tuesday. Well, we'll work on the specifics. It may

not work to do it in Santa Fe but conceptually what
we're looking at is getting a one day in that tine
frame sonepl ace, maybe Santa Fe and maybe el sewhere.
So we'll work on perfecting that. W wll talk about
it on the TAG and see if we can have a |ist of dates
that everybody can make. This is one of those things
that we're trying to nove it al ong because we
recogni ze that third one will be a pretty big item

MR. MAY: And for the third one, are you
anticipating two days or three days?

M5. ANDERSON: We don't know at this tine.
Details to foll ow

M5. BALVIN. And Deni se, what were the
ones for the first technical conference?

M5. ANDERSON: 12.8, 15, 18 end-to-end

M&R, 24.10 and 24.8 maybe.

MR, MAY: And would the venue for the
third be Denver, perhaps here, or undecided?

MS. ANDERSON: We don't know. At one

point, Salt Lake City had offered to host it. In
some ways, Denver is a little nore central. W're
just working on the second one now and we'll try and
do what works out best for the third and we will be

pl anning for that as things shape up a little nore.
MR. FAHN: Are you taking a test about

when the third conference will be?
MS. ANDERSON: Taking a guess -- yes, |
can freely speculate on that. |It's going to be in

May, but right nowit's scheduled for the 6th through
the 8th and that may or may not be where we end up

Any ot her questions?

MR. FINNEGAN: Generally the discrete
reports so far have been in the tens of pages. Does
KPMG have any fearless predictions on the | ength of
the sections that are going to be at the very end.

MR, DELLATORRE: Test 14 is big. Test 12
will not be, for our section, although the HPC
section may be. That's -- 13 is simlar to these.

19 and 20? 19 is not that long, 19 and 20 is sinilar



to these. | think 14 and 16 may be sizable, just in

ternms of sheer nunber of pages.

MR, WEEKS: There will be a lot of tables
and stuff. The word count, if you take the tables
out and |l ook at the word count, it won't be that

huge. And a bunch of it will be boilerplate
descriptions of how the process works and stuff 1ike
that. |'mnot trying to mnimze that. It takes up

space but it's not --

MR. DELLATORRE: You'll see test 15 where
the reviewis concise, the criteria are few, but
there is lots of supporting information. So it's a
m xed bag. But | don't think that the sheer vol une
of words on a page will be far from what you've seen
al ready except in possibly test 14 and 16.

MR. FINNEGAN: And 12 and 13, did you say
what your guess was on that?

MR. DELLATORRE: Similar size. But
consi der, though, that there are two reports for test
12, both ours and HPC's. And test 12 and 13 woul d be
alittle nore simlar to test 15 where there is nore
supporting data, tables and what not.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Does HP have any
guessti nmat es on whatever they're producing, the size
of the docunent?

MR. MAY: |In the 30 page range. 24.8

woul d be smaller. Test 10, in the 30 page range.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Ckay. Thanks.

MS. ANDERSON: Any other questions? Okay.
I would like to thank KPMG for all their preparation
and delivery of the answers. W really appreciate
the professional manner in which this was conduct ed.
We really appreciate it. And | would like to thank
the CLECs and the state staffs for submitting
qguestions and Qmest for hosting this and for |unch
Your lunch is back there so please stay and have
lunch. Some of us will be adjourning to the EC call
Thank you.

(The proceedi ngs were conpleted at 12:03

p.m)



