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PROCEEDI NGS
* * * * * * *

M5. ANDERSON: | don't think we have
any announcenents or any changes. Right, Joe,
we are just going to dive in?

| did do alittle research on the
i ssue of the rerun of the retest. And so
will give with Bob Falcone a little later and
John and we can share that information.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Good norni ng,
everyone. | wanted to start by making a
correction that | believe we may have stated
yest erday.

It's the notion of the standal one
LNP versus standal one directory listing versus
both at the same time. We did not do an
assessnment of directory listings for standal one
LNPs by design, because we didn't think there
were going to be very many cases where, when
you are reporting the nunber, you are al so
going to be doing the L change, changing the TN
with the number was why we didn't set that
scenario up to begin wth.

| wanted to make sure we were clear

we did standal one directory listings and LNP
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We did not do them as one activity when we were
assessing the directory on standal one LNP
orders. Just a correction fromyesterday.

So let's jump right in to Test 12.
The AT&T questions.

Actually, let's start with
Washi ngton -- the Washi ngton questions first.

MR, VEEKS: On Test 12, as we
publ i shed the report, the draft final report,
there is one evaluation criteria in the not
conplete category. That is evaluation
criterion 12-11-4 that says Qwest produced
measures of preorder order performance results

for HPC transacti ons are consi stent with KPMG

Consul ting produced HPC results. That is kind
of the whol e essence of 31-20, exception 31-20,
which is also the only open exception that was
sitting out there for Test 12 which al so
applies to Test 14.

But that is -- in not conplete
status its status will change as is appropriate
to sat or not sat depending on the outcome of
the retest that is under way.

There are also five unable to

determ nes currently sitting in that report.
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We expect that the status will remain al
unable to determ nes. Those are 12-8-2 which
says Qwest representatives provide tinely FOCs
in response to |ocal interconnect service
trunks ASRs. There were not enough commercia
observations during the course of the test for
us to forman opinion. So that will renmain
unabl e.

12--9-1 Qmest provide jeopardy
notice in advance of the due date for resale
products and services. Again, this is a case
where there just was not sufficient data to
devel oped during the course of the test for us
to of fer an opinion on.

12-9-2, Qwest provides jeopardy
notices in advance of due date for UNE-P. So
this is the sane issue.

12-9-4. Qwest systenms and reps
provide tinely jeopardy notice for resale
products and services. Sanme answer.

And 12-9-5, Qwest sal es reps provide
timely jeops for UNE-P

So, we couldn't force these sorts of
things to happen in the normal course of the

test, so there weren't enough observations to
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form an opinion on that.

So that is kind of the state of the
test activities in Test 12 in terms of the
status of the various evaluation criteria, and
what is likely to change between now and then.

Then finally on the issue of
state-specific results, | think the report is
clear when it calls out things that happen sort
of at the other-than-Qeest-total I|evel. But I
don't believe there is anything in there that
is just purely Washi ngton-specific data.

Okay.

MR, DELLA TORRE: | do want to give
it an update. On the 12-9-4 and 12-9-5, those

two criteria Mke just nentioned, unable to

deternine, one on jeops for resale, one on
jeops for UNE-P. W do have an observation

out, 3108, | believe, that may be fodder for

di scussion | ater today, where we did have a few
jeops for each of those, 9 in one case, 11 in
the other. When we di saggregated those
regionally and then did the dual test, it
turned out that there was a no decision, that
then by agreenment we need to bring that to the

TAG
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For those two particular criteria,
the issue is still somewhat in play. So | just
wanted to be clear for those two. And | am
sure we will get to those |ater on today.

Okay, so let's nmove into the AT&T
guesti ons.

Question 1: Please |list the
docunents that were circulated to the TAG t hat
expl ain the volunme and mx of transactions for
Test 12.

The docunentation we used and that
was circulated to the TAG was the MIP. But
nore specifically, appendices B and K

Question 2. Explain what is neant
by the box that states, "if integrated, proceed
to order."

And this is to clarify, we have two
different types of pre-order activities. One
we call a stand-al one pre-order where we just
submit the pre-order somewhat in a vacuum where
we are checking the functionality of that
particul ar pre-order.

The other type is an integrated
pre-order, where that pre-order and result of

that pre-order are then used with the
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subsequent LSR and ordering activity. So that
is what that neans for integrated. |It's an
integrated pre-order that the information is
then used on the subsequent LSR

Question 3 --

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connolly. Excuse
me, Joe. In the pseudoCLECs operate for ED
transactions, did this integration of pre-order
to order worked, maybe it's a question for HP
Was that part of your schene, your systenf

MR, MAY: Jeff May. HP. Yes, it
was. Pre-order to order integration was wthin
HPC s scope and its covered in Appendices B and
C of our final report subm ssion.

MR, CONNOLLY: Can you identify
whi ch pre-order query types you integrated with
orders?

MR. MAY: Those are identified in
that report. W are not prepared, here, to
sumrari ze the report. W are happy, you know,
if you want to |look at the reports and then
come back --

MR, CONNOLLY: We will ask you sone
guesti ons when we get there.

MR. MAY: Ckay. Sorry.
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MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 3 from
AT&T: KPMG states Qmest processed and returned
valid pre-order responses, Firm Order
Confirmati ons, error nessages, SOCs and
conpl eti on notices.

AT&T believes that the valid
responses were eventually returned, but in the
course of Test 12, Cbservations and Exceptions
i ndicate there were nmany cases where responses,
confirmations, errors and conpl etions and
conpl etion notices were such that they were
i nvalid.

Is KPMG s statenent overly broad in
this regard?

KPMG consul tant agrees with AT&T's
assertion and we will amend the report to nore
accurately reflect the life cycle of response
recei ved over the course of the test.

Question 4: KPMG indicates that
"future dated" orders were entered. It is
AT&T' s understandi ng that Qaest’'s systens
cannot accept orders that are dated in the
future.

What is neant by future dated

orders?
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And in this case our use of the term
future dated is meant to indicate the desired
due date is set out into the future.

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connelly, AT&T.
Aren't all desired due dates in the future?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Absolutely. In
certain cases, particularly say for our EEL
orders with LNP, because the facilities really
weren't there, we didn't have a CLEC vol unteer
to participate with us, what we did, we
ext ended the due date rmuch, nuch further out
t han woul d be expected for a standard interva
so we could test the functionality of the
interface to handle that type of an order. But
prevent the provisioning from happening.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 5:

Pl ease confirmthat KPMG conducted no
observations of CLECs entering or processing
EDI transactions.

That is correct. W did conduct
interviews and observations with several CLECs,
but did not have an opportunity to see them
actually submt orders through EDI

Question 6: Please explain whether
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KPMG pl anned to submit LSRs for accounts that
had pendi ng order activity or whether KPMG
found that its subnmittal of LSRs was inpaired
by the existence of pending order activity.

The answer is yes, we did coordinate
with a comrercial CLEC to create the situation
of a pending order conflict. W did find a
problemwi th that initially. W issued
exception 31-01. However after retesting we
found that Qwest was processing those orders
appropriately.

MR, CONNOLLY: So -- Tim Connol Yy,
again. Joe, is it the case that there were no
pl anned orders, sequences for the pseudo- CLEC
that woul d generate order on top of order to
create pending order conflict?

MR. DELLA TORRE: We did it jointly
wi t h pseudo- CLEC and conmercial CLEC creating
the pending situation versus pseudo- CLEC on
both si des.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 7: In
footnote 15, KPMG indicates that it was
"stipulated in the MIP" that sanple size for

UDIT orders was so snmall as to prevent
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eval uation of UDIT ordering and provisioning
timeliness.

The phrase "as stipulated in the
MIP," will be renmoved fromthe final report.

For clarification, UD Ts were not
one of the Appendi x K products that needed a
statistically significant sanple size and was
tested for functionality only.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is this the usua
stipulation that we discussed yesterday, there
was a section where things were stipulated and
what it really neant is they were docunented?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct. It was
laid out in the MIP which was agreed to by
dat a.

Question 8: KPMG indicates that
27,485 orders were submitted to the POP
eval uation. What is the volunme of pre-order
transactions submtted?

Wth two subquestions as standal one
pre-order transactions? And in conjunction
with order transactions?

We wanted to clarify here that these
27,000 orders mentioned in Section 2.4.1 were

actually used as part of the systens
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availability test only. These were the ping
orders, if you will, where we had an automated
system set up to subnit transactions, what was
it, five minute intervals, ten mnute

intervals -- two minute intervals, to establish
systens availability. So that is to be

di stingui shed fromthe actual functionality and
timeliness tests and the transactions we
submitted in those cases.

Al right.

MR. CONNOLLY: So there were no
pre-order transactions for systemavailability.
There were just the order pings?

Did you issue pre-order transactions
for the system availability pinging?

MR. MAY: That is all.

MR. CONNOLLY: None of them were
orders?

MR MAY: Correct.

MR. DELLA TORRE: We will have to
verify what the type of transaction was that
was causing the pinging. W nay have | abel ed
them as orders, they may have been pre-orders .
The reason for the oversight was this was a

systenms availability ping, if you will, not for
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the functionality of the pre-order or order
itself.

Question 9: Please explain the
apparent di screpanci es between the nunber of
orders submitted and the nunber of orders
cited.

That is the sane answer as 8.

Question 10: KPMG s statenent is
uncl ear: Every transaction for which a
functional acknow edgment was not received was
counted against the availability percentage.

What is the availability percentage
calculation that is involved with not receiving
FA transacti ons?

An interpretation of the question.

I think what we're -- the way we interpreted
this is in the same spirit as 8 and 9, in that
we were doing the calculation for PIC G 82,
which is EDI systemavailability. In fact it
had little to do with the functionality or

ti meliness evaluation in Test 12.

Maybe you could throw the
question --

MR, WEEKS: Are you asking what are

t he nunmerat or and denom nator of the
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cal cul ati ons?

MR, CONNOLLY: | was first trying to
rationalize systemavailability in terns of
t hese order transactions with some cal cul ation
t hat denonstrates the system wasn't avail abl e,
where you, if you didn't get an FA --

MR, WEEKS: |f you didn't get an
FA --

MR. CONNOLLY: The system was not
avai |l abl e?

MR. WEEKS: Yes, in effect the
cal cul ati on woul d have been such that the
nunerator is the FA's return and the
denoni nator woul d be the nunber of pre-orders
sent. So missing FAs, as this is trying to
i ndi cate, would count against you in terns of
systenms avail able as a percentage when it's
expressed as a percent of the tinme avail abl e.

MR. CONNOLLY: Did these
calculations then get translated into a GA2

like nmetric for your purposes?

MR, VEEKS: | think what we were
attenpting to do, maybe -- hold on a second.
(Pause.)

MR. SALZBERG. HP gave us the
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results of each transaction they sent. They
gave us the sent with an ID. Then the received
with an ID. Al we did was match them up and
think this analysis was for January and
February.

MR, CONNOLLY: And that allowed you
to cal cul ate a GA2.

MR. SALZBERG. That's what we used
to calculate the GA2, that's right.

MR. CONNOLLY: For each of those
nodel s?

MR. SALZBERG  Ri ght

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 11: \hat
data was used by many KPMG to eval uate the
functional of the I MA GU

What data was supplied by Qwest or
the P-CLEC or acquired by other nmeans?

We devel oped the scenarios and we
revi ewed Qmest's order processing for
transactions subnitted by the P-CLEC

Test 12 GUI functionality analysis
i s based on P-CLEC data only.

MR, CONNOLLY: The range of

functionality is as docunmented in --
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MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: -- in the MIP>

MR. DELLA TORRE: And the fina
report.

MR. CONNOLLY: And the final report.
What advi sed you of the functionality within
the I MA CGUI ?

MR, WEEKS: | think you are asking
t he question how did we gain an awareness of
what functionality was in the GU ?

MR. CONNOLLY: Correct.

MR, WEEKS: |t was by | ook at
publicly avail abl e docunentati on provi ded by
Qunest .

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 12: \What
data was used by KPMG to eval uate the accuracy
of the IMA GUI ?

What data was supplied by Qwest or
P- CLEC or acquired by other neans?

The sane answer, used HPC dat a,
initially established our expectations based on
Qnest docunent ati on

Question 13: KPMG states results in
section 3 were cal cul ated based on HPC s

internal tine stanps which may differ fromthe
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measurenment points reported by Qwvest. This
difference is due to the fact that KPMG
Consul ting neasures HPC s end-to-end response
time, while Qmest neasures processing tine
within its environment. Presumably HPC s
measur enents showed | onger intervals than did
the Qmvest reported interval.

Pl ease quantify the anpunt of tine
that is shown in the HPC intervals that is not
reflected in the Qwest measurenents.

We did not do the anal ysis of
conparing HPC interval that is not reflected in
the Qmest neasurenents, because the only place
this would really be material are for those
transaction types that are neasured in seconds
and, therefore, around PID POl and PID P03. In
the case of PID POL, we can't quantify the
di fference because Qwest does not report its
results on this PID on a CLEC specific |evel.
So we woul d not have been able to do that
conparison just for P-CLEC

For PID PO3 KPMG actually issued
exception 3105, because according to our
measur es (i naudi ble) response tinme, Qwmest was

in fact failing the tinmeliness neasure.
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Qnest responded that based on its
internal processing tinme the EDI order rejects
were passing tine limts and a certain anount
of HPC processing tine should be taken into
account by KPMG Consulting in calculating the
results.

As agreed in the January 7, 2002 RCC
TAG and proj ect nanagenent neeting, Qwest and
TAG agreed adding a certain amunt of
processing tinme to the 18 second benchmark was
a reasonabl e approach to the PID cal cul ati on.

Question 14: KPMG reports 14
pre-order query types, yet in Table 12-1 it
establishes that Test 12 involved only 12
pre-order types.

Pl ease identify the pre-order types
that were not tested in Test 12 and expl ai n why
the additional pre-order query types were not
t est ed.

In fact, all 14 types were tested.
However, in the table, there are two groups of
two. The pre-order TNAQ and TNSQ are rel ated
in that one is an availability and one is a
sel ection.

The sane is true for AAQ and ASQ
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Appoi ntrent avail ability and appoi nt nent
sel ection.

So we grouped those in listing them
However, we did submit and test all 14.

Question 15: Pl ease describe the
process i nprovenent that KPMG verified that
will ensure the PREM S dat abase is properly
mai ntai ned with TNs assigned to CLECs.

| believe this was the result of HP
exception 2055 and KPMG Consulting did not do
any retest verification for that exception.

If HPC would like to comrent on any
of its retest activities --

MR, MAY: This is CGeoff May with HP

Due to the nature of the P-CLEC work
which is essentially black box, we would have
no insight into what is essentially a white box
oriented verification.

So while we raised the issue in an
exception, verification along these |ines would
be a white box analysis for which we have no
visibility into.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 16:

Pl ease quantify the nunmber of EDI pre-order

transactions that were returned in excess of
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199 seconds. O these, indicate the percentage
that was returned with accurate response data.

There were ten pre-orders returned
in excess of 199 seconds, two of which had the
expected response, eight of which had the
unexpected response or 20 percent and
80 percent.

MR, CONNOLLY: Did you analyze the
i ncorrect responses to determ ne what it was in
the response that was inaccurate?

MR. DELLA TORRE: No, we did not.

MR. CONNOLLY: But the two that were
accurate, you eval uated them enough to know
they were accurate?

MR. WEEKS: We had to evaluate it
enough to figure out it wasn't what we
expected, but | don't think we took your
question to nean did we investigate beyond
di scovering that it wasn't what we expected.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Typically we won't
do regression testing if the performance is
above whatever standard or benchmark we are
| ooking for. W won't explore the other
two percent, if you will.

MR, CONNOLLY: O the eight, a quick
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guestion, was the inaccuracy that the data was
i nconpl ete?

(Pause.)

MR. DELLA TORRE: We did not
determ ne why we received an unexpected
response.

And just to be clear, it's an
unexpected response, not necessarily an
i naccurate response.

MR, CONNOLLY: Wbuld you agree the
54, there is a balance of 54, if you go through
the nunbers in this test cross-reference
12-2-3.

Those 54 are in -- just vaporized
guess, cyberspace? 17-4-86.

MR, WEEKS: Trying to get to the
page.

MR, VEEKS: 12-2-3, pre-order
time-outs before receiving response?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct. There
were 64 that we received no response.

64 out of the 74. There were 74
that timed out. 64 of them were no response,
and 10 of them were unexpected responses.

MR. CONNOLLY: Great.
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 17:
KPMG s report states: O 490 LSRs subnitted
for which an order response was expected, 490,
one hundred percent, received the expected
response.

What is the quantity of LSRs that
were issued for which no response was expected?

The answer is zero. W expected a
response in all cases of one type or another

We do have the situation where a
test case scenario called for a supplenent to
be submitted prior to receiving a FOC or am
error. But even for those LSRs we would stil
expect the FA to cone back. And we were
expecting a FOC or an error, but just sent the
suppl enent in in a very short w ndow of tine.
So there were zero LSRs that no response was
expect ed.

MR, CONNOLLY: An LSR that is
cancel ed woul d be cancel ed by the suppl enent.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: In which case there
woul dn't be any firmorder confirmation, just
t he FA.

MR, VWEEKS: Right. What we may be
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struggling with here is what an expected
response is. As indicated we al ways expect at
| east an FA.

MR. DELLA TORRE: No, but even on a
cancel, you still get a canceled FOC

So it's a canceled conpletion. | am
not sure of the acronym but there is a
response to a cancel

It is a FOC. | have just been told
it's a FOC that confirms the cancel

MR, VIVERCS: It's actually not a
FOC. It looks |like a FOC. It's actually a
cancel ed confirmation. The guideline, it is
not confirm ng an order. FOC by definition
says | got your order, | processed your order
| have turned it in to an internal service
order and | have assigned it a due date.

VWhen we get a cancel we are doing
just the opposite of that and we do send our
response back acknow edgi ng we have gotten the
cancel and we've processed it but it's not a
FOC. It looks |like a FOC, | know it |ooks like
a FCC.

MR, CONNOLLY: Quack quack

MR, MAY: It seens to be a
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semantical issue

MR, DI XON: A pseudo- FOC

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 18: For
the 11 orders that were excluded due to an
i nvalid due date, please describe the
conditions that caused these due dates to be
deenmed invalid. Wre the invalid due dates
intentionally inserted as a part of the test
desi gn.

These were deened invalid because
the due date requests were | ess than the
standard interval. And the selection of the
| ess than standard interval due dates was not
an intentional part of the test design.

Question 19: Please explain the
di screpancy in LSR vol une between the 7,525
noted in this test cross-reference 12-5-10 and
those reported in test cross-references 12-5-2
and 12-5-6.

The LSR totals found in 12-5-10 are
actually the sumof 12-5-2 and 12-5-3. 2 and 3
are EDI and GUI, whereas 10 is the total

12-5-6, on the other hand, reflects
the nunber of EDI LSRs only and, therefore,

can't be conpared to 12-5-10.
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As a point of fact these nunbers
were updated in version 1.1 of the draft fina
report.

Question 20: Please explain the
di screpancy rejected LSR volune between the 411
identified in the test cross-reference and the
3,419 reported in test cross-reference 12-5-6.

This is a very sinilar answer to the
previ ous answer except these are the GU

portion of the total.

Question 21: Please confirmthat
KPMG has insufficient data to report LNP orders
i ssued through the I MA GUI.

The LNP orders needed to be issued
by HPC using |ive CLEC CCNA codes. This can
only be done via the EDI system and, therefore,
KPMG has no dated to eval uate Qwmest perfornmance
on LNP orders issued via the GU

| would like to nake a correction
that the comercial P-CLEC was not a
parti ci pant.

Question 22: KPMG reports the Qunest
calculated that the rejections took an average
of 2.36 seconds to nmove through HPC s systens.

What net hods were enpl oyed by KPMG to perform a
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cal culation that verified the Qwest cal cul ation
of 2.36 as being accurate?

We did not validate the accuracy of
Qnest's cal cul ati on except that we did exam ne
the tine stanp differences that we both used
the sane sets of data to cone up with the 2. 36.

We did not validate the underlying
accuracy of that data.

This is also simlar or the sane in
spirit as the question that we di scussed
earlier when there was an agreenent reached
with the TAG for incorporating the overhead
considering different points of capturing tine
stanp data.

Okay.

MR. CONNOLLY: Best of your
recollection it was the same neeting,

January 7th.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | think it's the
same issue actually. January 7th.

Question 23: KPMG reports of 5,274
i nstances submitted for which a work conpl etion
notification was expected, 5,243, 99.41
percent, received the expected response.

Under what circunstances would an
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LSR not be considered an instance?

That is just our own | anguage, al
LSRs woul d be considered an instance.

MR, VEEKS: Actually there is an
instance of a test case. And within the
confines of the instance of the test case there
woul d be an LSR. So they are two different
things so to speak. As we have tal ked about
scenari os woul d have oftenti mes nore than one
activity associated with them like run a
pre-order query, submit an LSR, submt maybe
another LSR to cancel. So there is not a
one-to-one correspondence necessarily between
an LSR and an instance. There could be a
one-to-nmany (i naudible).

MR. CONNOLLY: But for this test
cross-reference there is a one-to-one
rel ati onshi p between i nstance and LSR?

(Pause.)

MR. VEEKS: We will exam ne whet her
i nstance or LSR is the nost appropriate wording
here, so that the words in this evaluation
criterion reflect whichever of those is nore
accur at e.

MR. CONNOLLY: Cood.
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 24:

Pl ease identify any additional reasons that an
LSR woul d not be expected to conpl ete besides
LSRs that were canceled, rejected, or

suppl enent ed.

And in this case | refer back to the
answer from before where we submitted EEL
orders with LNP that we pushed the desired due
date well out into the future for facilities
reasons.

MR. CONNOLLY: Weren't those
eventual Iy cancel ed, though?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes, those were
ultimately cancel ed.

Question 25: Please explain the
di screpancy between the nunber of LSRs that
generated work compl etion notices according to
5,245 and the quantities identified in test
cross-references 12-10-2 plus 12-10-3.

I will defer this question to
M . Bob Fal cone.

MR. FALCONE: Bob Fal cone, KPMG
Consulting. If I may | would |ike to address
25 and 27 together today, because they sort of

go hand in hand.
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First of all, the answer to 27, the
di screpancy or the nunmbers that KPMG may have
omtted that we caught after-the-fact when the
report was out there was that, there was a | ot
of confusion around PO6 quite, frankly.

Qur initial look at this PIC, we
were only counting inward activities.
Therefore we were excluding things we shoul dn't
have excl uded when putting that PID together.
And we realized that report was already out
there. That is why your nunbers won't add up
i n your question 25 because we have things in
there -- we didn't have things in there we
shoul d have.

Just to close on this PID though,
you will see it in the final report, for POBA,
which is the GUI, we cannot self-report this
PI D because we don't have GUI tine stanps of
when the SOC was received, only the date. The
date and tinme stanmp is a critical component to
calculating this PID.

So in the final report you will not
see any data for POG6A because we can't
sel f-report that.

However, you will see data for POB6B,
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the EDI WCN tineliness. And KPMG can
self-report that and will in the final report.

A VOCE It sounds like they are
talk -- in the room can you hear nme okay on
t he house systen?

(Di scussion off the record.)

MS. ANDERSON: We are sorry for the
interruption here. The bridge is not as clear
as it was.

Qnwest, do you need to have a neeting
outsi de? No?

Sorry about the problemwth the
bridge. People can't hear quite as well on the
bri dge today. Marie was asking the technician
to see what they could do. They told us to
flip a couple knobs up here which she did. W
apol ogi ze for the interruption. Let's resune
where we were, question nunber --

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes. Actually, |
want to revisit question 23 briefly. W
confirmed that for that specific reference
i nstances are in fact synonynous with LSRs. So
we will revise the report to read LSRs.

Did you have a question on where we

were?
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MR. CONNOLLY: Yes. | believe that,
Bob, | believe you said that in doing the
cal cul ations for PO6A, the GU calcul ation,
that you didn't have the tine of the work
conpl etion notice arrival.

MR. FALCONE: We don't have the tine
stanp on and let's get the semantics right. W
were calling work comm ssion orders SOCs. Wen
we receive a SOC for the GUI orders all we
receive is the date the SOC was received.

However for the calculation of this
PID, you read the fornmula on this PID, you need
the date and time, a critical conponent for
calculating the PID. W don't have a GU tine
stanp of the tinme of day the GUI SOC was
received. For the PID POGA KPMG Consul ting
will not be able to self-report on this PID
because we don't have the data to do the
cal cul ati on.

MR. CONNOLLY: We --

(Pause.)

MR. CONNOLLY: The difference
between the self-reporting is -- and Qunest's
publ i shed results is when KPMG has assenbl ed

the data on its own and attenpts to recalcul ate
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its results with Qrvest reported results?

MR, FALCONE: For the purposes of
this test any tine we report out on PID results
we use KPMG data supplied by the pseudo- CLEC.

MR. CONNOLLY: So the time sent, the
time the FOC is sent, that is not provided in
the Qmest auto push nessage; is that correct?

MR. FALCONE: The SCC, the tinme that
the SOC is received is not captured on our --

MR. DELLA TORRE: The difference
being the notion of the tinme stanps that Quest
captures and reports on versus the tinme stanps
that HPC and KPMG Consul ting captures and
report on.

There may be a Quest tinme stanp of
when they sent the SOC, but we didn't capture
when the SOC was received other than date.

MR, VEEEKS: Qwest can't know when we
are going to receive it.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Only GUI.

MR. FALCONE: For EDI, to that
point, what we will do is we will take the date
and tinme, because we do have all that
i nformation, when we receive the SOC. Then we

will use the formula to take the date and tine
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the last internal Qwmest conpletion notice was
done to conme up with the difference as to how
long it took themto send that conpletion
notice to us.

W will be able to do that
calculation on EDI and it will be in the fina
report with the results.

There is no pass/fail criteria on
this, but we cannot do that for --

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR, DELLA TORRE: The same concept
is true for questions 26 and 28 but only around
BCS.

Bob?

MR. FALCONE: Yes. For 26 it's the
same thing, PID POrA, GU, and POrB, which is
EDI. Again, to be frank, KPMG Consulting had
confusion as to how they were cal cul ated when
we were getting the draft report out.

For PO7A, we don't have GU BCN
i nformati on, so we cannot self-report on this
PID and you will not see anything in the fina
record on there other than a note saying we
could not self-report it.

For PO7B, we mi stakenly thought we
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didn't have them Yet, after the draft report
was out we realized we do have the BCNs on the
EDI and we will calculate PO7’B and sel f-report
what those results were.

MR, CONNOLLY: Qwest has not pushed
the GU BCNs?

MR, WEEKS: Again the issue is we
don't have time stanmp information associ ated
wi th those.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Quest, ny
under st andi ng, Qwmest does in fact push BCNs
after the CLEC requests that functionality.

MR. CONNOLLY: A CLEC signs up for
recei vi ng BCNs?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Right. That is ny
under st andi ng.

MR. CONNOLLY: And they would in
routi ne get those is ny understanding.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: The pseudo-CLEC did
not sign up for those?

MR. PETRY: Don Petry, HP. For GUI,
the way that you can get -- you have to first,
if you wish to receive status updates, which

Qnest identifies as an LSR is going through
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significant status changes within their
back-end systens, that is a status update
option, that a CLEC has the ability to sign up
for both EDI and GU

GUI, the way you obtain that
information is to go in and pull a query on an
order based upon PON or LSR ID, then you see
the statuses for that order at that point.

So the P-CLEC, because we have no
i nsight into when updates are going to be being
triggered and being pushed to the | MA system
we did not go and periodically or routinely
pull IMA GU subnmitted orders to obtain all of
the statuses at that point in tine.

But that is how you would be able to
go in and see where the status of that order
is.

MR. VEEKS: It's not a proactive
push.

MR, PETRY: No, it's not a push,
it's a query, LSR status update inquiry in
whi ch you can then receive the responses back

The conpl etion notices are provi ded

on the conpletion reports that are produced

daily by Qwest.
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MR. CONNOLLY: The service order?

2

PETRY: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: But not the
billing --

MR. PETRY: Correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: So the inability to
recal cul ate PO’A is not because there isn't,
the tine isn't there; is that correct, is that
what you just said?

MR, VEEKS: No, | think what we are
trying to say is that in order for the
pseudo- CLEC to have accurately determ ned when
that status of information was avail abl e, they
woul d have had to continuously pull at the
second | evel of granularity the status of those
i ndi vi dual orders. The overhead and vol ume
associated with that woul d have been, you know,
astrononi cal and woul d have probably destroyed
the integrity of the whole test, because you
woul d have spent so nmuch tine churning and
pulling that you woul d have chewed up the
machi ne.

So because of the architecture of
the GU and how status information is made

available to CLECs, it wasn't practical, it
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wasn't feasible for the pseudo-CLEC to coll ect
time stanps on BCN s status updates if you
through the GUI. W didn't do it. They didn't
collect it. Therefore we couldn't analyze it.
Therefore we can't report.

MR, CONNOLLY: So the underlying
reason for -- the discrepancy in ours, POG6A
versus PO7A, the reasons are substantially
different?

MR, FALCONE: |f you are going by
the old report the nunbers you see here are --
we were reporting based on Qwest-derived data.
We deci ded we weren't going to do that, if we
couldn't self report we wouldn't report at all
You are really |l ooking at apples and oranges.

On the total SOCs which is reference
12-10-1 that is the total SOCs received. For
PO6, you won't get any number for POGA, we
didn't have the data to calculate but for B you
wi |l have the nunber for the SOCs, the
timeliness of those SOCs for the EDI system
And that will be in the final report.

MR. DELLA TORRE: To your conmment
about the reasons, | would argue that the

reasons are the sane, we do not have QU data
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for WCNs or BCNs -- PO6 or 7, so the reason is
the sane as to why we are not reporting.

The underlying cause as to why we
don't have that data is different in each case.

MR, CONNCLLY: That is a good point,
and one | agree with.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question nunber
29: | believe has been answered in this
di scussion in that we do have our own data for
evaluating BCl, BCNs. That will be in the
final report.

Question 30: Please describe the
eval uation's comparability conducted by KPMG
Consulting and its findings fromits review of
retail and CLEC operations for the follow ng.

Processes that provide for
reservation of vanity tel ephone nunbers. There
are several others but I will go one at a tine.

KPMG Consul ting conpared the
pre-order and order requirenments, the required
customer information, standard intervals and
t he expedite procedures in the whol esal e and
retail environnments.

For vanity tel ephone nunbers

specifically, KPMG Consulting conmpared the
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functionality available to whol esal e custoners
and conpared that to functionality available to
retail Qmest representatives.

We i ssued observation 3007 which
addressed the inability of wholesale reps to
el ectronically reserve consecutive bl ocks of
TNs, which is a type of customor vanity
nunber .

In response, Qwmest provided CLECs
access to a GUI which allowed for the
reservation of consecutive bl ocks of TNs.

The second functionality identified
in AT&T's question is to discuss processes that
provi de for reservation of |arge blocks of
t el ephone nunbers.

And t he conparative analysis of the
processes that provide for |arge bl ocks was not
within the scope of the testing conducted in
our conparability analysis.

The third type are error rejection
codes and nessages to -- provided to service
representatives.

This also was not within the scope
of the conparability testing.

We did, HPC and KPMG Consulting did
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eval uate error response accuracy and clarity as
part of Test 12.

And the final category, the types of
reference materials that are nmade avail abl e by
Quvest in the formof on-line job aids, ordering
gui des, et cetera.

And the availability of reference
materials was verified as part of our pre-order
order process review as described in the draft
final report.

Additionally, HPC perfornmed a review
of Qwest's whol esal e order, transaction
creation docunentation as part of their
Test 10.

MR, CONNOLLY: But | didn't hear you
say eval uation of conparability on reference
mat eri al s.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct, we
did not do that. W reviewed the docunentation
stand al one, as provided to whol esal e
provi ders, not as conparabl e between what Quwest
retail reps use and what whol esal ers use

MR, CONNOLLY: The scope issue?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes, that was a

scope i ssue.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

44

MR. FINNEGAN: | would like to
foll ow up on the scope issue, |ooking at the
master test plan. On page 50, table 12-4-2,
pre-ordering and ordering eval uati on nmeasures,
one says consistency with retail capability.
That seens a pretty broad scope that
could fit in a lot of things. How did KPMG
come to the conclusion that the error nessages
or the capability to receive informati on on an
error was outside the scope?
MR, DELLA TORRE: W attenpted to
| ook for where there would be a retail anal og
to a whol esal e operation or whol esale activity.
And in the case of interacting with
interface, whether GU or EDI, there is not a
direct conparison to a retail activity where an
order witer is putting sonething directly into
SOP. And therefore the conmparison of using,
assessi ng the conpl eteness of GUI business
rul es, EDI business rules, the docunmentation if
you will, or the error nessages generated
t hrough using those interfaces, we believe was
not part of the scope of the underlying
ordering of products and services that was in

fact part in the scope of the underlying
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eval uati on.

MR, WEEKS: What we're trying to say
is each of the particular types of error
messages and so on is unique to the interface
bei ng used.

So while we wanted to make sure that
the functions the two did were simlar, we
believed, in answer to your question, we
beli eved that the error nessages and things
woul d be unique to that interface and didn't
necessarily have the sanme need for
conparability as did the basic requirements for
functionality.

MR. FINNEGAN: Let ne give you an
exanple. Let's say a retail rep is entering an
address and put the wong address in. It
bounces up agai nst the database, comes back
with an error message that goes right to the
field on the formthat is incorrect and
highlights it in red. Werefore the CLEC, when
the CLEC enters an incorrect address there is a
message back that says you got somethi ng w ong
on this LSR

MR, WEEKS: Okay, that is the

hypot hetical. Go ahead.
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MR. FI NNEGAN: Hypothetical. That's
what the type of conparative, granted, this is
somewhat qualitative, but the criteria type for
this consistency with retail capability, one of
them was qualitative. Yes, they are different
interfaces, but if the capability is superior
inferior, one way or another --

MR. VEEKS: John, to answer your
question | think we were |looking slightly at a

hi gher | evel when we did our conparability of

functionality. It was the ability to add,
subtract, nmultiply, and divide. It wasn't that
the screen color was prettier or -- unless it

was radically different and we could figure it
out by the level of what we were doing we ni ght
have comrented on such a drastic change as

t hat .

But | don't think we designed the
test to uncover every instance of where there
was this really substantive, in the way that
you are describing, difference in the user
interface itself.

W were | ooking at features and
functions, not sort of the details of the

i mpl ementation of those features and functions.
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MR. FINNEGAN: So | understand your
response, it would be --

MR. VEEKS: That is a |ower |evel of
detail than we really went to in the test.

MR, FINNEGAN:. But trying to get an
i dea of the sensitivity --

MR, WEEKS: Right.

MR. FINNEGAN: -- we get reject
messages, they get reject nessages. |s that
consi dered equi val ence?

MR. WEEKS: | think that the
i nterface provi des neani ngful feedback in both
cases woul d have been woul d be of the things we
woul d have | ooked at.

To say the retail error nmessages are
nore robust than the whol esal e nessages woul d
have required a great deal of analysis,
hundreds and hundreds of nessage formats, and
we just didn't go to that |evel of detail when
we did this conmparability anal ysis.

MR, FI NNEGAN:  Ckay.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 31: How
is it determ ned that a pre-order transaction
had tinmed out.

That woul d be either pre-order
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responses that did not receive a response, or
those that received responses in greater than
two hundred seconds.

Question 32: Please identify the
retest quantities that were the basis for
cl osi ng exceptions 2029, 2031, 2032, 2033, 34,
36 and 37.

Okay?

MR. FINNEGAN: Can we not go back
for a second to the last one, howis it
deternmined that a pre-order transaction had
timed out, the last one. Did you receive valid
responses after two hundred seconds?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes.

MR. WEEKS: W tal ked about those a
little while ago. Timwas asking questions
about those.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And --

MR, VIVERCS: | was trying to figure
out which question you are on.

MR, WEEKS: Question 31

MR. FINNEGAN: There was a
suppl enental additional set of AT&T subnitted
gquestions, so we merged those together

MR. VEEEKS: Yes, of HPC submtted
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guestions. W nerged them together

7t h.

John,

MR, FINNEGAN: It was submitted My

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 16:

is where we were tal king about the ten

pre-orders that were both expected and

unexpected responses greater than 199 seconds.

MR, FI NNEGAN:  Ckay.

MR, DELLA TORRE: So question 32 is

a request to identify retest quantities for a

seri es of HPC exceptions, hence we will defer

the answer to HPC.

MR. MAY: GCeoff May, with HP. For

exception 2031, give us a nmnute on 2029.

wi | |

cone back to that one.

Excepti on 2031, zero instances out

of a total of 3,770 original and suppl ementa

LSRs.

Exception 2032, zero instances out

of a total of 2nmR211 original and suppl enenta

LSRs.

Exception 2033, zero instances out

of a total of 3,770 original and suppl emental

LSRs.

Exception 2034, 11 instances out of
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a total of 3,770 original and suppl enent al
LSRs.

Exception 2036, 2 instances out of a
total of 90 original and suppl emental LSRs.

Exception 2037, zero instances out
of a total of 3,770 original and suppl enenta
LSRs.

If we may conme back to 2029, we are
just trying to pull that.

MR, WEEKS: Do you want to conme back
toit later?

MR. PETRY: Yes.

MR, VEEKS: Question 33: Wre the
results for PO 4A a conbination of the results
of PO-4A-1 and O 2.

The answer is yes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 34: For
the PO 4A errors that were unpl anned errors,
pl ease identify where the unplanned error count
by reason code and percentage of total can be
f ound.

There is a citation fromthe MIP

KPMG wi | | defer this question to
HPC.

MR. MAY: This is very inportant.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

51

MR. WVEEKS: Yes.

MR, MAY: Geoff May, HP.

Though the raw data is avail abl e,
HPC was not assigned, by assigned | don't nean,
| just sort of nmean by the scope, | guess it
was outside the scope, for HPC for this kind of
statistical analysis or calculation.

MR. FINNEGAN: It was in the MIP
It was outside the scope for HP -- was it
outsi de the scope for KPM3?

MR. DELLA TORRE: We would not be
able to cal cul ate unpl anned errors.

MR. VWEEKS: [|f HP has the
informati on and wants to provide it to us, we
can calculate it. W have not been given that
i nformati on.

MR. FINNEGAN: Can | go back to
gquestion 35 for a nonent?

Wuld it be possible --

MR. DELLA TORRE: 337

MR.  FI NNEGAN: 33, | amsorry.

Wuld it be possible to get the
split for the 4A-1 and 4A-2 reject rates?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes, we will get

that for you and return to it later.
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MR. FI NNEGAN: For the record,
PO-4A-1 are the rejects that were rejected
manual |y and the PO-4A-2 were the rejects that
were rejected automatically.

MR, DELLA TORRE: We will provide
that at the conclusion of the test section

Question 35: Wre the results of
the PO 4B a conbination of results for 4B-1 and
4B- 2.

And the answer is yes.

MR. VEEKS: Sanme Qwest?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes, thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 36 is
simlar to 34. W will defer that to HPC

MR. MAY: And our response is the
sane.

MR. VWEEKS: As is ours.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 37:
Pl ease confirmthat KPMG Consul ting
intentionally subnmitted 30 orders that it
expected to be rejected.

This is a correction that will be
made to the final report. Those were
unpl anned, those 30 rejects were unpl anned

rejects.
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Question 38 --

(Pause.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: Okay. Just
returning briefly to question nunmber 33 and
guestion 35. On the request for information
di saggregating those two PIDs, we will not be
able to provide that disaggregation data today,
but we will follow up with those nunbers.

MR, CONNOLLY: Foll ow-up question on
37, Joe.

| understood you to say that the 30
errors were unplanned errors. How are those
di fferent from unplanned rejects?

MR. DELLA TORRE: W use those words
i nterchangeably typically, error and reject.

MR, WEEKS: |n theory you coul d nmake
an error that wouldn't result in a rejection
it would maybe just fall out (inaudible), but
in this case because of the way the criteria
WAS written it nmeans an unpl anned error that
resulted in a nmuch --

MR. DELLA TORRE: That is correct.

MR. WEEKS: This was a nmanual order
criterion? COkay.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 38.
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(I naudi bl e) .

MR. CONNOLLY: In 12.5-7 -- those
are fax orders?

MR. WVEEKS: Yes, submitted via fax.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question nunber
38: Please indicate fromwhat popul ation the
sanpl e of 150 FOCs was taken from

Pl ease i ndicate how KPMG Consul ting
arrived at the quantity of 150.

And the sanple was taken fromthe
uni verse of FOCs received and the 150 was
sel ected because we have a typically nmininmum
sanple size of 140 in this type of instance and
we just divided evenly across the product types
resal e, UNE-P, and UNE | oop, 50 each

Question 39: It would appear that
Qnest was unable to account for 418 of the
orders that were submtted during the test.

Were these orders | ost orders? How
did KPMG Consul ting and/or HPC react to valid
orders that never reached a terminating state?

First point of interest, the 418
orders was actually a mscalculation. Version
1.1 of the report reflects 51 orders,

4.5 percent, calculated or unaccounted for
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Subsequent to the receipt of these
guestions and additional research conducted, we
determ ned these 51 orders didn't receive a
functi onal acknow edgnent. However, they did
receive FOCs and/or errors and, therefore,
shoul d not have been counted as |ost orders,
but sinmply orders that didn't receive a
functional evaluation and, or functiona
acknow edgnent, and, therefore, the cal cul ation
for PO-10 is actually one hundred percent.

MR, FINNEGAN: Did KPMG investigate
why it would not have received a functiona
acknow edgnent but did receive either an FOC or
a rejection notice?

MR. DELLA TORRE: There were
exceptions raised. This was part of the
di sorderly order circunstances or events that
occurred early on, so there were severa
exceptions related to that tinme period of order
response fl ow i naccuraci es.

MR. FINNEGAN: Can you describe in
sonme detail what happened between the initia
version of the draft final report and version
1.1 and accounted for the difference of 418 to

517
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MR, DELLA TORRE: It was actually a
very sinple mathematical error, where we
i nverted nunbers in adding them together and
t hen subsequently subtracting them It was
really a very, very basic mathematical m stake.

So question 40 actually addresses
t he sane issue.

As does 41.

Question 42: Please identify where
the CLEC aggregate neasures as a data point to
check for consistency are reported.

This actually -- this may be a bit
of just a linguistics issue. The CLEC
aggregate neasures are actually the PID
performance reports that are out there on the
web site, Qnest's web site. It's the nonthly
PID reports. That is in fact the CLEC
aggr egat e val ues.

We did not choose to include that on
the draft final report due to the vol unme of
i nformati on provided and the fact it's publicly
avai | abl e.

Question 43: Is it KPMG
Consulting' s belief that the steps Qwnest took

to inprove the manual reject response tinme were
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a direct result of exception 30207

We actual ly have know basis for
form ng an opinion to answer this question
There is a representati on made by Qwest in
response to the question that several of the
initiatives were on their way prior to the
rel ease of the exception, but we have no way to
substanti ate that assertion.

Question 44: Please explain why
KPMG Consulting reference UDIT in a test
cross-reference concerned with interconnection
trunks.

And in this case KPMG mi stakenly
took an engi neering view of you UDI Ts and
t hought they were synonymous with LIS trunks.
Subsequently we have conme to understand this is
not the case as per the tariff, understanding
of how you UDITs are to be treated and the
evaluation criteria will in fact be renoved
fromthe report.

MR. WEEKS: UDI Ts and LISs are
different in tariffs, even though from an
engi neer's perspective they | ook very simlar

MR. FI NNEGAN: That | under st and.

don't understand why you renoved the eval uation
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criteria.

MR, FALCONE: We are not renpving
the evaluation criteria fromUD Ts from a
functionality -- (inaudible). However this
particul ar cross-reference is tineliness,
believe a FOC tineliness. |If you go to the PCb
PID there is no criteria for you UDI Ts today
established for FOC time limts.

MR. FI NNEGAN: But there is for
i nt erconnection service trunks, LIS trunks.

Eval uation criteria is concerned with LIS
trunks.

MR. FALCONE: LIS trunks were not
the scope of the test, though. Again, this may
be a semantics issue. | mstakenly thought you
UDI Ts and LIS trunks were one and the sane.

That is why we put themin this category.

If you of asking what the tineliness
experience was on LIS trunks we have no
experience because they were not -- if you | ook
at the MPT, Section D, Appendix Dif you | ook,
they were not in the scope of the test.

MR. FINNEGAN: The error woul d have
been referring to interconnection service

trunks in the evaluation criteria.
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in was inappropriate given they were out of
scope.

A VO CE: Either category of

products -- do you want to say it?

MR, CRAIN. Andy Crain, for Qnest.
Nei t her category of products was designed to
have a statistically significant sanple for
this kind of measurenment, so this kind of
eval uation wasn't intended to be in there.

MR. WEEKS: It's a nistake on our
part.

MR. FI NNEGAN:  Ckay.

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  Lynn Notari ann
fromQunest. Just a clarification.

At the beginning of the neeting
today you indicated that there were five |
bel i eve unabl e-to-determ nes that woul d remai
12-78-2 was one of those, so | assune that
woul d change.

MR, WEEKS: No, we are going to
| eave that in there.

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  Just to give ne
anot her nunber to worry about.

MR, WEEKS: |If you'd like us to

59
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leave it in, we'll leave it in.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 45: This
goes back to the di scussion we began earlier
around j eopardy notices and PID PO. Pl ease
expl ain why KPMG Consul ting reached an unabl e
to determ ne result from P09 when Qwest has
m ssed comm tnents for resal e orders.

In fact during Test 12 there were
nine m sses and we did not receive jeopardy
notices for those m ssed orders.

Therefore, we raised observation
3108 after disaggregating those nine by region,
the dual test resulted in a no decision and,
therefore, needs to be brought to the TAG for
an agreenent on how to proceed.

This is the sane issue as question
nunber 46 but only for UNE-P orders versus
resale orders. And for the UNE-P there were 11
nm sses with no jeopardy notices.

MR. WEEKS: These are unabl es that
will get revised based upon the decision taken
by the TAG

MR. DELLA TORRE: Before you
proceed, John, there was sonme di scussion given

that nost of the parties of the TAG are
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actually participating in this here today, that
qgquestions 45 and 46 could serve as a platform
to di scuss observation 3108 as part of the,
quote, TAG Forum So | would like the parties
to consider that and we can drift away from
these two questions and to the discussion of

t hat observation.

MR. FINNEGAN: Prior to that can |
ask a clarifying question? In observation 3108
it shows a sanple size of 20. And you had
referenced nine m sses.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Nine for resale,
11 for UNE-P, total of 20.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MS. ANDERSON: | think the idea was
we have nost of the TAG fol ks here. If it's
not going to be an issue, we could take care of
it right now At |east get the issues on the
tabl e.

If that is not agreeable, we could
defer it and, our next TAG neeting will be next
Thursday. We don't have one this week.

MR. WLLIAMS: Mke Wllians with
Qvest. We are ready to discuss it if the other

parties are willing to go a head-on that basis.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

62

MS. ANDERSON: It's simlar to the
del ayed order type thing where it's kind of
like you can't get themor can't plan them

MR. FI NNEGAN: \What about Wayne
Hart's suggestion of conbining the results?

MR. DELLA TORRE: W have done that
and woul d be prepared to share that.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Does that stil
result in a no decision ?

MR. SALZBERG This is Allen
Sal zberg.

In anticipation of that suggestion
Wayne's e-nmai|l and (inaudible) in talking about
it, we went back and cal cul ated three different
P val ues that conbined results in different
ways.

The first two conbined the results
of the regions but keep the products separate.
When doing that, you still have a no decision
and P values for resale and UNE-P are .13 and
.08 respectively.

If you al so conmbine the products so
you use have one | arge groupi ng of 20, 40
m ssed jeopardies, if that is the right term

nm ssed j eopardi es, but then you have a P val ue
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of .01 and it turns into a fail

So that is the additiona
i nformati on we can provi de you.

MR. WEEKS: |Is that well understood?
Do we need to go through that again?

MS. ANDERSON: Could you go through
the first one again?

MR. SALZBERG  The first one we --
for resale the P value was .13. And for UNE-P
it was .08. So that is still a no decision in
bot h cases.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Conbi ned regions,
it remains a no decision.

Combi ned products becones a fail

MR. WLLIAMS: This is Mke WIIlians
fromQwest. |If | could offer some perspectives
and our response.

We woul d note that the context here
is that an area which, by nature, would not
receive statistically significant volune, so we
know fromthe outset that this is not one that
the test was expecting anyone to nake
statistically significant concl usions.

We al so note that |ow volunes in

fact are desirable in this particular
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measur enent, PQOO rejects or jeopardy
notification, the percent of themthat are
gi ven in advance.

And so the dual test, in effect,
really wasn't required to be done, because the
statistical significance was not required.

Nevert hel ess, it was done. And
supports the idea that this -- that there is
not enough information to nmake any concl usion

So we woul d agree with what KPMG put
in their initial conclusion in principle.
There are sone details we mght take issue
with, but just the concept that there is not
enough information fromthe test to concl ude
anyt hi ng about | eopardi es.

We woul d note as a technicality in
terms of the wording of a conclusion, in such
cases where statistical significance is not
required, the presunption is parity in the
absence of evidence to the contrary.

So we would subnit that the
concl usion could be properly stated as, there
is not enough information to concl ude that
Qwest is not providing parity service.

Now, having said that, | would al so
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note that all of these orders were of a
non-facility reason for their date to be
m ssed.

We woul d al so note as we have
brought out in the past, in past TAG neetings
and di scussions that the vast mpjority of our
jeopardy notifications are for facility
reasons, |argely because that is the
predom nant method or process by which we can
identify or provide notices.

So where -- we have a situation
where the test has, for its own reasons,
devel oped a collection of orders which aren't
typi cal of the cross-section of the tota
measur enent of PO9. The typical cross-section
wi |l have the vast mpjority of jeopardy
notifications being facility reasons for the
m ss.

And so you woul d expect -- or you
woul dn't be surprised, maybe you woul dn't
expect but you woul dn't be surprised when you
roll up all the products as done in the |atest
combi ned regi on conbi ned products, that you
m ght get a fail there, because you are | ooking

at a subset of orders that are in the grouping
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that is anong those that don't typically get
jeopardy notifications.

An exanpl e woul d be where we can't,
basically, give a notification in advance of
the due date because the interval is a zero-day
interval or one-day interval. The practicality
of it is that you just don't see such very
conmonl y.

So we would submt that while, you
know, in detail you could | ook at orders and
conpare retail and whol esale, the point is that
we don't have a representative popul ation
sufficient to declare a fail when conbining the
results with what really retail is |ooking at.
The whol e set of the test population is only --
only contains non-facility situations in this
case.

So again, we would kind of go back
to the sinple | evel and say we woul d be content

with a conclusion that says there is not enough

informati on to conclude we are not providing
parity.

MR. FINNEGAN: John Finnegan. If |
coul d respond.

We heard yesterday from KPMG t hat
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there was no mni nrum sanpl e size for parity
test that KPMG | ooked to, with the dual test,
if the dual test came out with a result, there
was no need to have a mniml sanple size
before any concl usi on was reached.

VWhat the PIDs do is have for resale
and UNE-P a neasure of when you miss a
commi t ment, what percent of the tine do you
provi de a jeopardy notice.

Yes, it's good that the nunber of
m ssed comm tnents is low. But that is not
what this is neasuring. This is saying when
you do miss a conmitnent, what percent of the
time do you provide a jeopardy notice.

In the case of the test that was
zero percent. They didn't provide any.

If you look at the results of the
dual test, in the first analysis that Allen
tal ked about, you look at it just for resale,
what those P values nean is, if you assune
parity, what is the likelihood that you will
get results that bad, nmeaning zero percent
j eopardy notices provided when there is a
m sconmi t ment .

What that says is there is only a
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13 percent chance that the results would be
that bad if there is parity.

The other side of the dual test says
if you assunme there is discrimnation, what is
the likelihood that you would receive
zero percent?

The likelihood if you assune
di scrimnation of getting zero percent is a P
val ue of 1, a hundred percent.

If you want to look at it froma
statistical perspective, the results are
certainly leaning very strongly towards the
concl usi on of disparity.

If you conmbine the resale and UNE-P
results even further to get that sanple size up
to 20, the retail analog that is being conpared
to for resale and UNE-P are the same. |If you
| ook at observation 3108 and | ook at the retai
sanpl e size, you can see the exact sane
nunbers. \What that means is for the resale
CLEC results it was conparing it to the exact
same retail results as was for the UNE-P
results.

In that case if you conbine the

UNE- P and the resale results, again, what the P
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value of .01 neans is if you assune

non-di scrimnation, if you assume parity, what
is the probability that you would get results

t hat bad, neaning zero percent jeopardy notices
provided. And it's 1 percent, one out of a
hundred. That would be a clear fail under the
dual test.

From a test perspective and the
evidence that is available fromKPM5 1| believe
there is enough information avail able for KPMG
to render a decision. | would say the results
show di sparity froma test perspective.

If Quest wants to argue sone ot her
facts to the contrary outside this test, that
is certainly within their purview, but froma
test perspective | think the facts speak for
t hemsel ves and they do strongly point towards a
concl usi on of disparity.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | would like to
make one point of fact, that the unable to
deternmine that is in the draft final report was
not put in there based on the evidence we are
di scussing here right now

The unable to determ ne that was in

the report was based on our analysis of the
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1500 retest transactions where in fact we did
not receive any jeopardy notices and,
therefore -- or msses, and, therefore, were
unabl e to determine on zero data. That was a
m st ake.

VWen we went and | ooked at the
entire life cycle of the test it was only at
that point, and this was actually because of
wor k we were doi ng based on questions subnmtted
to us by AT&T, did we note that there were in
fact 20 m sses and no jeopardi es.

So then we went and did this
anal ysi s, issued the observation, we are having
t he di scussi on now

So pl ease understand that our
concl usion of unable to determne is not based
on the information that we are draw ng now.

MS. ANDERSON: That's right.

MR, DELLA TORRE: W are putting
this forward to the TAG and there is precedent
for situations where no decisions have been
reached through the dual test that is brought
to the TAG In fact, one was related to

jeopardy notices. Another was delay days, if |

recall. And the TAG cane to a concl usion
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And we cited that conclusion as the
result in our report.

So the sane is true here. W nmay be
inclined or we will adhere to the TAG deci sion
if one is concluded on this observation. And
these particular results may change to satisfy
or not satisfy, based on the outconme of this
TAG di scussi on

| just wanted to nake clear the
unable to determ ne, where it came from

MS. ANDERSON: What | am hearing
initially is that there are conflicting views
as to what the TAG nmight conme to as a
concl usi on.

For exanple, if | were to propose
that the TAG say that this item be given
satisfied as a result of this discussion, would
there be any objection?

A VO CE: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay.

MR, WLLIAMS: And we woul d agree
there is not enough evidence to say.

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay. So what |
woul d I'ike to suggest. | just wanted to meke

sure that | was reading the situation properly.
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I would Iike to suggest we put this on the TAG
call for a week fromtomorrow and we will go

t hrough what ever di scussion and di al ogue and i f
it's at inpasse we will have the steering
committee settle it shortly after that, either
on the Thursday call or go to inpasse.

MR. CRAIN: The only question
have, Denise, is that tinmely for getting out
the final report or do we need a special TAG
neeting before that and maybe Friday we ought
to have a conference call on this or sonething?

M5. ANDERSON: We coul d do sonething
before then. | wll leave it to KPMG If we
had a decision by -- what is your drop dead
dat e?

MR, DELLA TORRE: It would be
beneficial to us if we could nmove it forward by
24 or even 48 hours.

MS. ANDERSON: Why don't we plan to
do a special TAG call then early on Monday
nor ni ng.

VO CE: Are we at inpasse?

MR. WLLIAMS: It sounds like it.

MS. ANDERSON: Do we want to just do

i npasse statenents and the steering conmittee
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could settle it on their Monday call? That
will work, too? Okay.

MR. CRAIN. Okay.

(Pause.)

MS. ANDERSON: What we will do
absent objection is this evening | will send
out an inpasse statenent tenplate. You guys
can fill in your stuff, get it back by Friday.
I will get it to the steering commttee over
t he weekend and the TAG of course and steering
committee can settle it on their Monday call

MR. WEEKS: Can | ask what the
i npasse is? |Is the inpasse over whether or not
there is enough information to form an opinion
and one position is there is not enough
i nformati on, the other position is there is
enough i nformation?

MR, FI NNEGAN: Just to clarify
AT&T's position is, there is sufficient
evi dence to say --

MS. ANDERSON: Not satisfied.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Failure of the
statistical test in that observation.

As far as what concl usi ons KPMG

reaches as a result of that, | don't think
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ei ther AT&T or Qwest should put conclusions in

your head.

MR. VEEKS: That is what | am
trying --

MR, FINNEGAN: That is entirely up
to you.

It's not an issue of the result of
satisfied or not satisfied for the particul ar
test cross-reference. It is for that
observation is there sufficient evidence to
conclude a test failure or test pass or a no
deci si on.

MR, DELLA TORRE: And just based on
precedent, the other no decision situations
that we have encountered that have been brought
to the TAG have been brought because of | ow
vol une, and yet we have reached a concl usion

So, |l ow volune has been a situation
we have dealt with before, and we have stil
deci ded on a pass/fail

I can pretty much confidently say
that that pass/fail will also result in a
sat/not sat for this criteria.

MR. WLLIAMS: Just to bal ance

AT&T's position with our position, it is not
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only that there is not enough information, but
that in the context of what the test is
requiring, it has not required statistica
significance for this measurenent. A dual test
is technically not appropriate, not required,
not a standard that has to be nmet. If it is
applied, it's being applied in unfair

ci rcunst ances where, by definition, the vol unes
have not provided the al pha and beta | evels,
the type 1 and type 2 error levels that we
woul d feel confortable with. There is a |lot of
i ssues there.

But the key point is not enough
informati on. But also that what information we
have i s not designed, was not planned to be a
proper conparative at these volunes for the
retail conparison. In other words, you have
got the non-facilities versus the retail which
contains a lot of facility.

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay. So | think in
terms of the inpasse docunent that | will put
out, it basically, the issue which M ke
clarified, thank you, is sufficient information
to reach a decision, not should it be pass or

fail. You guys can put all your unfair, not
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enough this, and plenty of everything to say
no-go in your position statements. And the
steering commttee will, as they always do,

pl ay Sol onon.

So, what | would like to do --

MR. DELLA TORRE: We will be left at
t hat point wi thout a decision, though. |If the
deci sion on that inpasse will not result in a
concl usion on this issue.

MS. ANDERSON:  Well, | think the
steering comm ttee can deci de what direction
they want to take. Maybe the direction is that
it just remmi ns unable to decide.

MR. VI VERCS: Denise, (inauduible)
there is not piece of information to get out
there. They did issue 3108. Qwest has not
responded to that. W are in the process of
doing that. In our response will be sone
di sagreenents around the base nunber. So from
our perspective the nunber is going to get
smal | er.

W think it's inportant that KPMG
see and anal yze our response and provide
f eedback before the steering conmttee nakes

their decision.
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MS. ANDERSON: Okay, so when will
you have your response?

MR. VIVERCS: W are working to get
our response out today.

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay, so the timng
should work. (lnaudible) nmeanwhile we will get
the i nmpasse statenents together and go from
t here.

MR, FINNEGAN: Is it appropriate to
get the inpasse statenents if we haven't seen
Qnest's response or KPMG s response to the
response?

MR, WEEKS: | agree. | was getting
ready to say the sane thing. | think we need
to hold off drafting everyone's positions unti
we have had a chance to reassess the response
to the observation.

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay. So they are
going to get theirs out tonorrow. Then when
woul d you fol ks think you would --

MR. DELLA TORRE: Friday, close of
busi ness at the earliest.

MS. ANDERSON: At that point that
will be distributed to the TAG | wll send

the tenplate out, you guys can start it. But |
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woul d need to have it back by Sunday, COB, and
then the steering conmittee could have the
nmorning to look it over and raise any questions
that we could get fol ks on the phone about.

MR. FINNEGAN: Not to throw sand in
the gears here, but KPMG may not disagree with
Qnest's response. And that nay not be the end
of it, once KPMG responds.

Rat her than put a date certain on
the inpasse, | think we need to wait until the
argunment of the facts has been resol ved.

If we can set it conditionally, if
KPMG agrees on the facts, after review of
Qnest's response, it mght be appropriate to
have a Sunday COB deadl i ne.

But if there is still some dispute
on the facts after KPMG s response, it would be
premature to start the inpasse process.

MS. ANDERSON: It's looking a | ot
i ke next Thursday, isn't it?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Well, it doesn't have
to be next Thursday, but it doesn't al so have
to be Sunday.

MR. HART: | think it's still better

to plan for a Monday decision. And if we can't
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reach one at that point, let's not go.

MR. FINNEGAN: Frankly, | would be
confortable wi thout wite-ups, have a quick
call, argue the facts, then let the steering
comm ttee make their decision.

MS. ANDERSON: Well, | would
hesitate to not have a write-up. Look how many
times we go back to | ook what the record said,
| ook how many tines we go back to | ook at the
TAG m nutes. That came up yesterday. | just
gave Bob an excerpt fromthe TAG neetings.

O herwi se, in hindsight we say well,
what | really meant was, and you know, | just
woul d prefer not to do it that way. But maybe
we coul d conmbi ne the approach and maybe have a
qui ck call and have paperwork that foll ows
t hat .

MR, FINNEGAN. O transcript.

MS. ANDERSON: Wth no augnentation
of what was said.

MR. FINNEGAN: O transcribe the
call.

MS. ANDERSON: Yeah, we could do
t hat .

MR, CONNOLLY: You are just talking
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about transcribing presentations of the
parties.

MS. ANDERSON: Yes. But by the tine
we do that you might as well wite it up and
send it to the TAG

Wy don't we do that. W will
proceed with the next steps, which are the 3108
response from Quest, then KPMG s review. And
why don't we schedule a call for Monday norning
at 8 Mountain, and try to nake sure we know
where we are at. If a quick wwite-up is
required fromeach party after their
presentation, we won't even have to have that
transcribed. That could be discussed,
provi ded, have them decide it that day if
appropriate or reschedule until Tuesday or
Wednesday dependi ng on what the facts are at
t hat noment.

Wul d that be agreeable to the
parties?

It appears John is shaking his head.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes, that is fine.

MS. ANDERSON:. Anyone at Qwest --
Chris shook his head. Okay.

(Laughter.)
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MR, DELLA TORRE: |If | could suggest
qui ckly we have two nore questions for AT&T
Test 12, then we will take our norning break.

Let's run through these real quick
and take a time out.

Question 47: In discussing the PO9
results for unbundel ed | oops, KPMG Consulting
references the nunber of orders received in
each of the three regions. Should the
reference of the number of orders received have
been the number of orders nissed?

That is correct. W will neke that
change to the final report.

Question 48: | believe this was
originally intended for HP

Scenario 10 of Exception 2068
identifies 32 instances where Qwmest assigned a
custoner-not -ready code to Pseudo- CLEC orders.

Did HP concur that it was not ready
for installation?

Pl ease describe the conditions that
resulted in HP not being ready.

This was actually properly deferred
to KPMG Consul ting, and we do concur. W were

not ready to accept these orders. W had
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schedul ing conflicts around our ability to
coordinate on the field and required SOPs be
sent to change the dates.

MS. ANDERSON: So that was the | ast

one, right? W will break for 15 or 20

m nut es.

(Recess.)

MR. DELLA TORRE: Before we begin
with the Worl dCom questions, | would like to

give it over to HP, the New HP, to discuss AT&T
guesti on nunber 32.

MR, MAY: |f you renenber the
guestion was to please identify the retest
quantities that were the basis for closing,
basically 2029 through -- exceptions, sorry,
2029 t hrough 2037.

We had the quantities for all of
them but 2029 and the quantity for 2029 woul d
be zero instances out of a total of 1,670
original and suppl emental LSRs.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 1,
WorldCom Were all UDIT ASR orders subnitted
via fax?

And the answer is no.

Question 2: Did the intentionally
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erred transactions submitted in the POP
eval uation contain a single error or multiple
error conditions?
All our planned errors had single
error conditions.
However, there were situations of
unpl anned error that contained nultiple errors.
MS. OLIVER: Becky Odiver, WrldCom

Was that per scope of the MIP or

MR, WEEKS: Just the way we designed

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes, that is our
test design.

MS. OLIVER: Thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 3: What
criteria did KPMG Consulting use to determ ne
whi ch orders would be canceled or future dated
to avoi d actual provisioning and which orders
woul d progress through physical provisioning?

As we discussed earlier, the only
orders that were future dated were the EELs
with LNP.

Question 4: dCarify how KPMG

Consul ting conpleted a conpari son between CLEC
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producti on data and P-CLEC transacti on dat a.

In this case we reviewed the P-CLEC
results that were captured through our
transaction testing with the Qwest produced
aggregate CLEC results reported in the PIDs.

Question 5: When did Qunest roll out
its IMA EDI inplenentation of LSOG 5 and over
what period of time did HPC devel op and use its
I MA EDI interface?

I will refer this question to HPC.

MR, MAY: Geoff May with HPC. There
are essentially three questions here so | will
kind of take themone at a tine.

When did Qnest roll out it's I MA EDI
i mpl enentation of LSOG 5? Qwest inplenented
LSOG 5 in conjunction with I MA release 8.0 that
was i npl emented on August 19, 2001.

When did HP devel op the various EDI
i nterfaces.

The P-CLEC devel oped and i npl enment ed
the following | MA EDI rel eases: 5.0, August
16, 2000, through February 8, 2001; 6.0,
Decenber 4, 2000, through February 20, 2001.
That was a migration.

6.0 for new functionality Decenber
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4t h, 2000 to April 4th, 2001.
The 7.0 release for volunme testing
pur poses, March 20th, 2001, through My 4th,

2001.

7.0 for Test 12 purposes, August
28t h, 2001 through October 8, 2001.

And 8.0 for volume test purposes,
August 21st, 2001 through Septenber 18th, 2001.

And part 3. \When did we use the
interfaces. The P-CLEC used the IMA EDI 6.0
interface fromApril 12, 2001, to Cctober 5th,
2001.

The P-CLEC used the IMA EDI 7.0
interface from Cctober the 8th, 2001, to April
30th, 2002.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Ceoff, why don't
we nove to question 7, as well, while we are on
this subject.

MR, MAY: Similar. This one just
has two parts. Wien did Qaest roll out its IMA
GUl i mpl ementation of LSOG 5.

The answer to that is Quest
i mpl enmented LSOG 5 GUI in conjunction with the
| MA rel ease 8.0 that was inplenented on August

20t h, 2001.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

86

Over what period of tine did HPC, as
the P-CLEC, use its IMA GU interface?

The P-CLEC used the IMA GU 6.0
interface fromApril 12th, 2001, through April
22nd, 2001.

The P-CLEC used the IMA GU 7.0
interface fromApril 23rd, 2001, through August
20t h, 2001.

The P-CLEC used the IMA GU 8.0
interface from August 21st, 2001, to February
24t h, 2002.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Oiver, WrldCom

Fol | ow-up questions for
clarification.

Did, to confirm HP used EDI |MA
version 8.0 which is inplenentation of LSOG 5
just for volune testing rather than
functionality testing.

MR. MAY: EDI or GU ?

MS. OLIVER: | was going to ask the
sane for CU .

MR. MAY: That was EDI ?

MS. OLIVER: This is asking about
EDI .

MR, MAY: It's a correct statenent
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we used 8.0 only for volune testing with one
exception, which was an LNP scenari o that

i nvol ved a participating CLEC, for one
partici pati ng CLEC

M5. OLIVER: And for the GU, 8.07?

MR. MAY: The GUI 8.0 was used in
Test 12, feature functionality testing. |If you
want the date, we will repeat it.

M5. COLIVER: That is not necessary.

Can you pl ease descri be what was
reason for that?

MR. MAY: Al of these decisions
wer e di scussed in project managers meetings as
to whether or not the P-CLEC should mgrate to
version 8.0 for feature function testing.
Deci si on was nade maybe even by the steering
comittee as to whether we would go to 8.0 and
the decision was only for volume on 8.0.

MS. ANDERSON: Yes, we had an
i rpasse on that and it was resolved by the
steering committee.

MS. OLIVER: That addressed why 8.0
was used for functionality via the GU and not
via EDI?

MS. ANDERSON: Not exactly.
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MR, MAY: | amsorry.

MS. ANDERSON: Co ahead.

MR. MAY: In part that is because
you know the GUI releases a flash cut. So
there was no alternative. That played a part
in that.

M5. OLIVER: That's okay. Thank you.

MR. MAY: You are wel cone.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | will address
guestions 6 and 8 together as they are the sane
question, one referencing EDI and one GU

If the P-CLEC subnitted standal one
pre-order queries specify when and how it was
deternmined that an | MA EDI pre-order query
shoul d be run to validate customer information.

And we interpreted the question to
be getting to the issue of standal one
pre-orders versus integrated pre-orders that we
expl ai ned earlier

The types of pre-orders and when
they would be run was articulated in the MIP
and Appendices D and K. And the choice to use
integrated for particular test cases was hy
test design fromthe MIP for both ED and GUI

Question 9. Did KPMG Consul ting
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eval uation that Qmest's systens provide

requi red pre-order functionality including an
assessnment of Qmest's systens conpliance to OBF
pre-ordering guidelines?

And we will again defer this
question to HP

MR. MAY: This particul ar assessnent
actually would be contained in HP"s fina
report, appendices B and C, which we had
di scussed briefly earlier in response to a
guesti on AT&T had.

So, | guess, even though the
gquestion is directed to KPMGif we were to
direct it to HP, the question would be yes. |
mean the answer.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Oiver, WrldCom

So HP is confirm ng that they did
do -- HP did do sone type of eval uation of
Qnest systens adherence to pre-ordering OBF
gui del i nes?

MR. MAY: Not their systenms per se
but their documentation and adherence to OBF

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 10. Do

the 4,058 I MA GUI pre-order transactions
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correlate to 4,058 separate custoner accounts?

I f not, approximtely how nmany
i ndi vi dual custoner accounts were accessed for
I MA GUI pre-order queries?

And it is not a one-to-one
rel ati onship. W subnitted approxi mately 1,000
different GUI accounts or JASCs is the acronym
we use internally to HP for both pre-order and
order GUI activity.

Question 11. Simlar question but
for EDI. And the response is the sane, the
nunber of EDI JASCs or accounts were
approxi mately 5, 000.

Question 12: Are the 490 P-CLEC
LSRs subnitted via the I MA GU which KPMG
deternmined to have recei ved expected order
responses original version orders so that
recei ved responses were original responses?

Qur reading of this question was the
original neant the first order rather than the
suppl enent. And in fact, we did have
transactions with planned suppl ements and sone
that were just the original LSR

In both cases we received the

responses that were expected.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

91

Question 13: \What |evel of analysis
was conpleted to conclude that for the 490
P- CLEC LSRs subnitted via the I MA CU
interface, all LSRs received the expected
response? Specifically, did KPMG Consulting
anal yze the content of the LSR responses (such
as verifying the correct due dates and
verifying the correct reject code)?

And we will defer this question, we
will defer to HP

(Pause.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: To be specific in
response to this question, KPMG Consulting did
not anal yze the response content. It was our
under standi ng that HP was doi ng that validation
so |l will refer this to HP

MR. MAY: Taking the question as
directed to HP, we did validate the content of
the LSR responses.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 14.
Specify what is the scope of the follow ng KPMG
evaluation criteria: Qmest provides expected
order responses for LSRs subnmitted via | MA GUI
Specifically, does this evaluation include al

order responses for each LSR through the
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order's conplete life cycle?

And the answer is no. W were
| ooking for a response, this was FOC in error,
| believe, is that the criterion? For this
particular criterion we were | ooking for the
appropriate FOC order error. W did not track
it through to conpletion for this particular
criteria.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Odiver, WrldCom

I would Iike to go back one to
question 13 and ask if HP can provide a | ower
I evel of granularity in the response that was
provi ded that HP validated the content of the
LSR responses.

Can it be specified which data
el ements were validated which led to this
overall conclusion that the expected responses
were received?

(Pause.)

MR, MAY: The specific validation or
verification would depend on the response type.
There's at least six different types of
responses. We evaluated the responses as it
pertained to the order, i.e., test instance

required.
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M5. OLIVER: So would it be a fair
assessnent or statement that all prinmary
aspects of the order response were validated?
| nean, was there anything that HP, say for
exanpl e on a FOC, that you just | ooked for one
data el ement such as the due date and didn't
pay attention to sone other aspects?

MR. MAY: No. We would have | ooked
at all the relevant --

MS. OLIVER: Ckay.

MR, MAY: O course, Becky, if there
was a problem we would have raised it in an
observati on and exception, and/or an exception

MS. OLI VER: Thank you.

MR. MAY: You are wel cone.

MS. OLIVER: | did actually have a
follow up on question 14, please.

| understood that there was a
distinction made for this particular criteria,
that the order responses be considered or
| ooked for, whether FOC or a reject.

And | guess | am wondering or
| ooki ng for an explanation of this evaluation
criteria stated expected order responses for

LSRs. So, | just heard there are six different
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types of order responses.

Why did this criteria just include
the FOC or reject?

MR, DELLA TORRE: W have ot her
criteria that assess the FAs or functiona
acknow edgrments. W also have criteria that
assess the SOCs or service order confirmations.
The SOC specifically is 12-10-1

So in this particular case we were
| ooking to see if the LSR was properly
confirmed or rejected.

There are other criteria to see if
it were acknow edged or conpl et ed.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 15 is the
same as question 13, but it is the ED
i nterface.

The question asks did KPMG
Consul ting analyze the content of the LSR
responses.

And we did not. It was our
under standi ng of the roles and responsibilities
that that was HP. So | wll defer question 15
to HP.

MR. MAY: CQur answer woul d be the
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same as the previous question, nunber 13.

MR. DELLA TORRE: In fact, for nuch
| ess dramm, question 16, our answer is the sane
as 14. EDI versus GU is the distinction.

So question 17: How was the sanple
size of 150 LSRs determ ned?

This is a question that was answered
in AT&T's section. There were 50 resale, 50
UNE- P and 50 UNE- L.

Question 18. Wiy was the tine of
recei pt for SOCs received via the GUI interface
not avail able to KPMG

This was al so di scussed earlier
that it was a date, not a tine.

Question 19. \What analysis did KPMG
conduct regarding the tineliness of receiving
wor k conpl etion notifications via the GUI to
conclude that Qwmest systens or representatives
provide tinmely work conpletion notifications in
response to LSRs submitted via the | MA GU

And | believe this was al so
di scussed earlier.

Question 20: Wiy was the tine of
recei pt of SOC received via the EDI interface

not avail abl e.
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In fact, this is a nistake that wl
be revised in the final report also as
di scussed during the AT&T section

Question 21: Specify from what
event trigger the average response tine of 262
m nutes for recei pt of work conpletion notices
was cal cul at ed.

This result was obtained by using
the formula for cal cul ati ng PO6-B PID per
Qnest's PI D docunent ati on.

The specific data el enments used to
calculate it are SOC recei pt date and time and
the date and time of the conpletion of the I|ast
i nternal Qmest service order associated with
t hat POM

Question 22. Wiy was the tine of
the recei pt of BCN data received by the P-CLEC

via the GU and EDI interfaces not avail abl e?

As di scussed earlier GUl renmains
unavail abl e, but EDI will be reflected for the
PO7-B PID in the final report.

Question 23: Define the use of
conparable in following -- in the follow ng
KPMG finding: Qwest's product and feature

of fering for resale and UNE-P were revi ewed and
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found to be conparable with retail ?

The word conparable is used to
describe functionality available both fromthe
whol esal e and retail perspectives regarding
product and feature offerings.

Of course allowing for differences
in the nanes of the products, groupings, the
fact that the interfaces by design are
different.

Question 25: Specify which
pre-ordering transactions were used by KPMG
Consulting in its functionality conparison
bet ween whol esal e and retail pre-order and
order capabilities.

The pre-order transactions used in
this compari son were those required to submt
an order for the products and features listed
in the evaluation criterion, specifically,
val i dat e custonmer address or AVQ (Obtain
customer service record, CSR. Reserve
t el ephone nunbers which is both the TNAQ and
TNSQ  Determi ne product and feature
availability or the SAQ Performfacility
availability check, FAQ Schedul e appoi nt nent

AAQ and ASQ Obtain loop qualification
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i nformati on, RLDQ and cancel an appointnment or
reserve TN, the CTQ.

M5. CLIVER: | didn't hear -- Becky
Aiver, WrldCom

Did we skip question 247

MR. DELLA TORRE: No, that was the
di scussion of the notion of conparable.

M5. OLIVER: Right. 24 is asking if
KPMG made - -

MR, DELLA TORRE: ©Oh, ny apol ogi es.

MS. OLIVER: -- related conparable

eval uati on on the UNE aspect.

MR, DELLA TORRE: My apol ogi es,
skipped it inadvertently.

As there is no retail product, that
we believe is the equivalent on the retail side
of a UNE, we did not do a retail conparability
assessnment of UNE products.

For suppl enmental information on
guestion 25, there were pre-order types for
which we felt there were no retail anal og and,
therefore, were not in the scope of the test.
That includes the validate customer CFA or
CFAQ Obtain directory listing information for

an existing UNE-L custoner. Obtain design
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| ayout record or the validate (inaudible) MPQ .

We will nove forward with the
Mont ana questi ons.

Question nunber 1 relates to PID
PO 10 which we discussed earlier, where there
are three different sets of nunbers 418
originally, 51 subsequently, and then zero, in
fact, that were lost orders and they did
recei ve subsequent responses of one type or
anot her .

Question nunmber 2: Table 12-7, Test
Cross Reference 12-11-3, paragraph 4, pre-order
and order capabilities. Please identify in
whi ch exception(s) or observation(s) KPMG
Consulting formally raised the issue of Quest's
adherence to due date expedites.

And that was observation 3106.

Movi ng with Oregon questions. Table
12-8-2. What was the result of the
functionality eval uation?

And in this particular case the
participati ng CLEC was able to successfully
order and have viewed its provision in al
three regions.

That woul d be subsuned in eval uati on
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criteria 12-5-1.

MR, EMMONS: | have one follow up

MS. ANDERSON: Pl ease pass the nmc
back.

MR. EMMONS: [rv Emmons, Oregon PUC
staff.

(I naudi bl ) whenever there was an
unabl e to determ ne as KPMG Consulting result
or inconclusive, and in order to go back and
justify that as a result, shouldn't it also
have that type of statenent in there? The way
this one ended was the functionality and you
have given an explanation of a result of that,
whi ch since you brought that up would be
appropriate and because of your sanple size not
bei ng sufficient should it have that statenent
at the end?

MR. DELLA TORRE: This is actually
the criteria that's being renmoved fromthe
di scussion we had earlier where units were
i nappropriately kept in the test as a trunk
i ssue and we really should renmove it entirely.
So that will be renoved entirely.

MR, EMMONS: That is satisfactory.

Thank you.
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MR. DELLA TORRE: And the second
question from Oregon refers to table 12-9-6.
The di scussion on parity in the Wstern Region.
Is there a typo? Wiy is there a conflicting
result in a statistical test when both test and
retail are at 8 percent.

And in fact this is not a typo.

Even though both were 8 percent, the dua
statistical test result canme out with a
conflicting result. It is likely, in fact, the
smal | sanple size fromthe Wstern Region that
is the main factor in deternining that
conflicting result.

MR. EMMONS: This is Irv Emmons
again. Then it should | think be stated as
such so it clarifies that part of it.

A VOCE It's the dual test.

MR. WEEKS: Right. And so the
suggestion is refer to the dual test, because
it |ooks on the face |ike the nunbers are the
sane.

MR. EMMONS: That just clarifies that
part of it.

MR, DELLA TORRE: COkay. Let's take

a look at that criterion.
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(Pause.)

MR, WEEKS: Actually, the very | ast
par agraph refers to that.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That the dual test
resulted in a conflicting test result for the
Western Region and that this issue was brought
before the TAG

MR, WEEKS: It's already in the
report | think, unless you would like us to
clarify it further.

MR, DELLA TORRE: The very | ast
par agr aph.

MR. EMMONS: | understand. That was
brought up by another staff nenmber. She is not
on the conference. | don't hear her. W will
go ahead and accept that.

MR. WEEKS: Okay.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Thank you.

MR, WEEKS: |f you find out |ater
that, you know, you guys have a different
opi nion, just get back to us.

MR, EMMONS: Okay.

MR. DELLA TORRE: There are a few
guestions that we are prepared to answer that

were HPC referrals to us. However, there was
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an unnecessary | evel of confusion caused
yesterday. So we will wait until those
guestions are reached during HP' s section

However, | think it is appropriate
to go through a few suppl enental questions that
were provided to us by, | believe we have --
from AT&T for Test 12.7 which was covered in
previ ous ECCs.

Question nunber 1 is please explain
the basis for the KPMG Consulting report
i nformati on about the retail |oop qualification
process.

And if by that the basis means how
we drew our conclusions, we would refer you to
the section titled evaluation Methods and al so
anal ysis Met hods, where we detail or indicate
that we conducted Qmnest -- revi ewed Qnest
docunent ati on, we conducted interviews with
Qnest personnel and we conducted on-site
observations of the retail |oop qualification
process.

The second question for Test 12.7:
In which Qvest work center are retail end user
trouble calls answered when those trouble calls

deal with difficulties being experienced with
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the Web-site tool ?

In fact, this was, the Wb-site too
was not part of our assessnment and beyond the
scope of the parity test, 12.7.

MR, CONNOLLY: But you do nention
the retail tool in your report. 1Isn't is that
correct, the retail GUI?

MR. DELLA TORRE: W will have to
get back to you on that because we don't have
the information prepared. W thought our
answer woul d suffice and we don't have the
ability to follow up on that.

Coul d you repeat the question?

MR. CONNOLLY: | was curious because
as | read 12.7 there is a discussion about the
retail tool. So --

(Tel ephone interruption.)

MR, VEEKS: We were conparing the
functionality of the tools. The question as to
if you have a problemwi th that tool what work
center do you phone in your trouble calls to.

I don't know that that was necessarily a part
of what we | ooked at.

MR, CONNOLLY: Well, let me go back

to our first question.
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MR, WVEEKS: Okay.

MR, CONNOLLY: And your answer to
our question was that you | ooked at Qwest
docunent ation, interviewed Qwmest personnel and
you observed Qaest enpl oyees at work centers.

MR, WEEKS: Using the retail tool

MR, CONNOLLY: Perform ng the retai
queri es.

MR. VEEKS: Right.

MR, CONNOLLY: Did you | ook at al
at any use of their GQUI that is used by retai
end users to perform --

MR. DELLA TORRE: No, we did not.

MR. VEEKS: W woul d not have done
t hat because that is not a retail function
per se.

MR, CONNOLLY: That is where ny
confusion conmes up, the next question covered
in your report --

MR. VEEKS: We nmde reference,
don't know what we did to evaluate it. We will
need to |l ook at it and get back to you.

MR. CONNOLLY: And with that
evaluation if you found out how do users of

that GUI get their questions answered relative
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to connectivity --

MR. VEEKS: | now understand the
question. | don't know the answer. W will
figure it out and come back to you.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thank you for that.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | believe at this
poi nt the KPMG Test 12 section is concl uded.
There is a followup fromHP on a previous
question, | believe.

MR MAY: Yes. Geoff May from HP
On Worl dCom questi on nunber 13, in response to
Becky's follow up, there are actually four
e-mai | response types. Those would be the FOCC,
LSR reject, LSR error and an LSR jeopardy. |
think I m sspoke and said there may be six. W
just wanted to clarify that. Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | believe the next
itemon the agenda is the HP portion for Test
12.

MR, MAY: Geoff May with HP. | will
refer you to, actually I will start with the
Washi ngton state PUC questi ons.

There were no state-specific HP Test
12 results and all HP observations and

exceptions have been cl osed resol ved.
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And begi nning now with Test 12 A,
AT&T Question nunber 1.

Question 1: HPC reports pre-order
transacti ons enable the CLEC to obtain
i nformati on necessary for the preparation of
orders and prevent del ays when processing | oca
servi ce requests.

Pl ease descri be the processing
del ays that can be prevented by using pre-order
transacti ons.

Qnest provides its pre-ordering
overview, version 9.0, on its whol esale web
site. The overview describes how the pre-order
function prevents ordering transaction del ays.

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connelly on
fol | ow up.

When | read your 12 A in this
particul ar paragraph 2.1, business Process
Descriptions, you say what you say in that
paragraph. We will try to understand what you
mean by pre-order transactions, prevent del ays
i n processing.

MR, MAY: Could | give you an
exanpl e or two?

MR, CONNOLLY: However many it
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t akes.

MR, MAY: Okay. One exanple would
be an address validation which allows a CLEC to
verify that an address for its end-user matches
the address for the location within Qnmest's
dat abase.

If Quvest is unable to match the
CLEC s end-user address to a single service
address, the request may be rejected.

MR, CONNOLLY: So the reject
process --

MR, MAY: Would cause a del ay.

MR. CONNOLLY: A del ay avoi dabl e by
havi ng conducted that address validation?

MR. MAY: Correct. Want another
one?

MR, CONNCLLY: Sure.

MR. MAY: The CSR allows a CLEC to
view the service provided by Qvwest. This hel ps
the CLEC to order the services its end-user
requests.

An exanpl e there would be the USOCs
may have the sanme function at the end-user's
prem se, but because of the service provided,

the USOC nmay be different.
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Furt her exanple would be a Centrex
product versus a POTS product.

MR. FINNEGAN: This is John Finnegan
again with a followup. The initial response
to this question, you referred us to the Qunest
web site. It sounds like, well, it's unclear
Is this a statement where you are repeating an
assertion by Qwest?

MR MAY: Yes.

MR. FINNEGAN: O is this a
statement it was HP's experience in the test
that del ays were prevented?

MR. MAY: Bot h.

Okay. AT&T 12 A Question 2: Pl ease
i ndicate the types of transactions that are
"service Order Conpletions."

The service order conpl etions, SCCs,
noted in HPC 12 A report and D report pertain
to the provisioning conpletion notifications
received via EDI 865 or the conpletion reports.

In response to a AT&T clarification
question regarding billing conpletion
notifications BCNs Qmest only provides BCNs via
the status update process.

AT&T nunber 3. HPC s iteration of
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the pre-order transaction types is inconsistent
with KPMG s Table 12-1 and its report on test
cross-reference 12-2-1.

VWi ch pre-order queries were
submtted to in Test 12.

HPC revi ewed both sections and has
determined that the differences pertain to word
choices. HPC plans to update its report, Table
12 A-1.2, P-CLEC pre-order/order transactions
to include the acronymfor each transaction
type. | think we had a question sinmlar to
this where Joe (inaudible) gave a sinmlar
expl anat i on.

Question 4. HPC reports the address
val idation function enables a CLEC to march a
cust oner address provided by the CLEC to an
address in Qnest's OSS.

VWhi ch Qnmest OSS dat abases is queried
for address validation?

And given the bl ack box nature of

the P-CLEC s activities we would defer this
guestion to KPMG for their experience or
know edge in this area.

MR. DELLA TORRE: We believe the

answer to this is PREMS, however, we woul d
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defer to Qmest to confirmthat belief.

MR, VI VERCS: Qwest confirns that.

MR. DELLA TORRE: For those on the
bridge Qunest did confirmthat it is in fact
PREM S.

MR, MAY: Question 5. \Which Qnest
dat abase or databases is queried for facility
avail ability.

Simlarly we would defer to KPMG or

Qnest .

MR, DELLA TORRE: Again, we believe
that systemis LFAX. However we will defer to
Qnest .

MR. VI VERCS: W agree.

MR, DELLA TORRE: They agree to that
as wel | .

MR, MAY: Question 6: For LSRs that
are rejected for invalid USOCs is the
determi nation of validity based on CLEC
contract and state criteria?
The answer is yes. HP' s exception
2007 provides the details regarding the
P- CLEC s experiences with USOC processing.
Question 7: Please explain howthe

unlimted | MA response provides any solution to
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the fact that Qrest's systems limt the
responses to the first ten nmeet points in a
speci fied range.

The statements are quoted from
Qnest's docunentation. The test only had four
nmeet points and never exceeded ten neet points.

Question --

MR. CONNOLLY: Excuse nme, GCeoff.

Can you tell me in Section 2.1.10, (inaudible)
query around which sentences should | put Quest
qguot ati on marks?

MR. MAY: | aminfornmed that it
wasn't a direct quote, it was a paraphrase.

Question nunber 6. For LSR are that
are rejected for invalid -- | apol ogi ze.

Nunmber 7.

Nunmber 8. Sorry.

Pl ease describe the Qwmest OSS
interface that HPC used that enables CLECs to,
quote, dial up and log on to Quest's ordering
systems fromlocal conputers, end quote.

The P-CLEC tested dial up access to
Qnest's | MA GUI system using secure |ID tokens.

MR. CONNOLLY: So does that sentence

m sstate the nature of the access to the
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ordering systenms? Did you say dial up into
| MA?

MR, MAY: U

MR, CONNOLLY: I MA GUI and you don't
have access to Qwest's ordering systens w thout
goi ng through the I MA GUI ?

MR. MAY: That's correct, | believe.

MR, CONNOLLY: Then, | think, if you
take a | ook at the sentence, you will see how
m ght be confused when you say that a CLEC can
dial up and log on to Qmest's ordering systens
fromlocal conmputers --

MR, MAY: Oh, okay. | would accept
an edit on that statement. | follow W wil
nodi fy that.

Okay. Question nunber 9. What is
the basis for HPC s report statement, quote,
"TELIS all ows CLECs to electronically submt
access service requests to order
i nterconnection trunking and facilities between
it and Qnest."

The statement originates from
Qnest's web site. HPC did not process
transactions of this type as indicated in the

footnote of the report.
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MR, CONNOLLY: So should we put that
statement in quotation marks representing a
direct quote from Qmest's web site?

MR. MAY: This also was a
par aphr ase.

Question nunber 10: Please explain
HPC s statenent, quote, EDI uses clearly
specified fields and formatti ng.

VWhat is the method enpl oyed by Qwest
| MA EDI to nake these clear?

The standards for EDI that are
devel oped by the Anerican National Standards
Institute's Accredited Standards Committee X-12
clearly and explicitly defines |ocation,
repetition, format and content of each data
element in the standard.

Qnest's | MA EDI i nplementation
buil ds upon these standards and i ndustry
gui del i nes devel oped by the Tel econmuni cati ons
I ndustry Forum

MR, CONNOLLY: Excuse ne. So
Qnest's guidelines are as clear as the industry
gui del i nes?

MR MAY: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.
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MR, MAY: Question nunber 11:

Pl ease explain the HPC statenent | MA GU does
not require the CLEC to develop its own
i nterface.

Qnest's I MA GUI system al |l ows CLECs
to perform pre-order, order, and post-order
functions using a Qwest devel oped application.
A CLEC can obtain and install the publicly
avail abl e software to access Quest's | MA GUI
system

Access is provided via several
comuni cation paths, hence | MA GUl does not
require a CLEC to develop its own interface.

MR, CONNOLLY: Are you excluding
these Tel ecom requirenents from your
determ nation or definition of interface?

MR. MAY: Are you tal king about
entrance facilities?

MR, CONNOLLY: What | heard you say
was a CLEC has a choice of tel ecomunication
arrangenents with which to connect through this
i nterface.

MR, MAY: For exanpl e, phone line.

MR. CONNOLLY: Phone line, T-1,

whatever. You said that there were several.
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What | amtrying to understand is,
do you consider that not part of the interface?

MR. MAY: That's correct, we are
excluding it fromthe interface.

MR. CONNOLLY: Absent those Tel ecom
facilities, is there any way for this interface
to connect to Qmest?

MR, MAY:  No.

MR, CONNOLLY: | amjust trying to
under st and what their term nology is here.

MR CRAIN:. Can | get a
clarification?

You are aski ng whether or not the
interface connects with Qwest, or the interface
woul d then be connected to the CLEC?

MR, MAY: | guess the statement -- |
am sorry.

MR. CRAIN:. And Tim are you talking
about the telecommunications requirenments
between interface and CLEC or between part of
the interface and Qnest?

MR. CONNOLLY: I'mtrying to
understand HP's statenent --

MR, CRAIN. | don't understand your

guesti on.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

117

MR, CONNOLLY: Since | am asking HP
the question, with all due respect, it's nore
i mportant for themto understand my question.

The answer we can probably address in Andy's

questi on.

MS. ANDERSON: Could | maybe
interrupt here. | think, please correct ne if
| amwong, | think what you were trying to say

is there is no software application devel opnent
required for the CLEC to connect to that. Yes,
they do have to order a phone line and m ght
have to get a T-1 or whatever, but | think it's
t he application devel opnent that they were
getting at.

MR. MAY: We would concur with that
expl anati on.

MR. CONNOLLY: That would be the
sort of |anguage nodification we m ght see in
this report to straighten this out?

MR. MAY: We can take that back
take a close look at that, see if we can make
that nore clear.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR, MAY: Okay.

Question 12: Please explain the
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met hods and neans the | oss and conpl etion
reports are provided to CLECs that provide
Qnest with manual orders via fax.

Loss and conpl etion reports are
avail able to CLECs via facsinile, and then
there are electronic transfer options which
include MDM a dedicated circuit, MOM dial up
and the web.

The Qmest web site provides
addi ti onal information.

Question 13: Please confirmthe
that the termnormal order flow and its
explanation in this section is the sane as that
used by Qwest and is provided to CLECs in the
I MA EDI inplenmentation guidelines.

Confirmed. The term quote, "nornmal
order flow," end quote, and its explanation is
an HPC paraphrase of the explanation provided
in the Qvest I MA 8.0 disclosure, Appendix I,
generic order flow business nodel.

MR. CONNOLLY: \When | | ooked at that
web site | saw the words normal order flow. Is
that what it says?

MR MAY: Sanme term yes. W are

confirm ng, the question asks us to confirm
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and we are confirmng. W are agreeing.

MR, CONNOLLY: You agreed, but you
said your termis a paraphrasing of the Quest
term | read the Qvest termto be normal order
flow.

MR, MAY: It's the explanation, not
the termnormal order flow, that is a
par aphr ase.

MR. CONNOLLY: So normal doesn't
mean normal as you experienced it, nornmal neans
what ever Qaest neans by nornmal ?

MR. MAY: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR MAY: Question nunber 14:

Pl ease confirmthat the term quote, "exception
order flow," end quote, and its explanation in
this section is the same as that used by Qwest
and is provided to CLECs in the I MA and EDI

i mpl enent ati on gui del i nes.

Simlarly confirmed. Again,
Appendi x |, generic order flow, business node
of the IMA 8.0 disclosure docunent.

MR, FI NNEGAN: John Fi nnegan. A
qui ck foll ow up question.

In that chart is there any reason
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why the 997 functional acknow edgnents were not
on the chart? It did appear on the norma
order flow chart but they did not on the
exception or supplenental. Figure 12 A-1.2 and
12 A-1. 3.

MR. VEEKS: Wendie has a coment or
questi on.

MS. ALLSTOT: Wendie Allstot,
Col or ado.

| actually pulled that off of
Qnest's web site, because | had sone questions
as to what HP had in its report. That is not
i ncluded on the web site di agram

MR. MAY: We concur with that.
That's correct. Thank you, Wendie.

Question 15: Please provide the
basis of HPC s know edge of quote, "Centra

O fice enbargoes,” end quote, and processing
met hods used by Qwest under these
ci rcumst ances.

This statenent is quoted from Quest
| MA EDI disclosure docunentation. The P-CLEC
di d not experience any CO enbargoes during the

test.

Question nunmber 16: Please describe
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the disposition of LSRs received by Qwmest when
it inposes a central office enbargo.

Again, this statenent is quoted from
Qnest's | MA EDI discl osure docunentation and
P- CLEC di d not experience any CO enbagoes
during the test.

Question 17 --

MR, CONNOLLY: Geoff, the question
was, if you know, if an order is issued, an LSR
is issued during a Central O fice enbargo, do
you know what happens to it?

MR. MAY: The P-CLEC has no
experience with the Central O fice enbargo

MR. CONNOLLY: Sounds like | don't
know.

MS. ANDERSON: Is it sonething Quest
coul d quickly answer?

MS. KING Beth King with Quwest.

If you have a Central O fice enbargo
you would get a reject on your order. That is
expl ai ned on the Qnest web site.

MS. ANDERSON: Thanks.

MR, MAY: Question 17: Pl ease
descri be the processing of retail orders

subm tted by Qwest representatives during a
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Central Office enbargo

The answer is the same. W don't
know.

MR. FINNEGAN: Did you identify your
| ast name?

MS. KING [It's King.

MR, FINNEGAN: | am sorry.

MR. CONNOLLY: Does Qwmest have an
answer to 17, please?

MR. MAY: Pl ease describe the
processing of retail orders submitted by Quest
representatives during a Central Ofice
enbar go.

MR. VIVEROS: |n a retai
envi ronnent, since the custoner is not
submtting a request, there is an equival ent
reject.

Basically with the end-user custoner
on the phone the service rep would explain they
coul d not have service because that particul ar
central office doesn't have the availability to
make changes.

My understanding is that we woul d,
depending on the type of enbargo it was,

certainly, in the case where we are talking
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about a CO enbargo associated with the sal e of
the CO | believe tinme frames are communi cat ed
to the custoner so the customer can get service
after the enmbargo is conpleted

MR, MAY: Question 18: Please
explain the reasons in the case of a manually
generated fatal error that a CLEC cannot submit
a corrected LSR with a new PON and it nust,
quote, "submit a corrected LSR with the
original PON and an increnental version

nunber," end quote.
The term exception (inaudible) and
its explanation is a (inaudible) paraphrase of
the explanation provided in the Qwest I MA 8.0
di scl osure Appendi x |, generic order flow
busi ness nodel .

We woul d defer that one to Quwest as
wel |

MR, CONNOLLY: Well, in your, in
thi s paragraph on ny page 12-A6 the | ast
sentence of the second full paragraph on that
page says, manually generated fatal errors
require that the CLEC submt a corrected LSR

with the original PON and an increnented

version of it.
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Are you saying that is not your
HP's, understanding, but it's Qmest's
under st andi ng, or Qanest's statement that you
par aphr ased?

MR. MAY: This is a paraphrase of
information on Quest's web site. In the
di scl osure docunentation. | apol ogize.

MR. CONNOLLY: Chris, would you know
the answer to that, AT&T' s question 18.

MR. VIVERCS: The issue really has
to do with how the LSR has been recorded and
stored in our databases. Were the system has
mechani cal |y detected an error, rejected it
back to the CLEC -- we woul d expect that the
CLEC woul d use the same PON

But they certainly have the option
of using a brand new purchase order number.

The original PON in our database
would be in a state of a final disposition if
it was fatally rejected by our system

In the case of a manually generated
fatal error that LSR has passed through our
systens, been accepted and registered as a live
LSR i n our databases.

And then our service center has done
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further validation, found an error, generated a
rej ect nessage.

Al t hough we have updated the status
to reflect it was rejected, it's nowsitting in
our databases and our strong preference is that
the CLEC use the sane purchase order nunber so
that in fact there is a conplete audit trail

We obviously couldn't stop a CLEC
fromsending in a separate order with a
different PON. As long as it was valid we
woul d process it.

MR. CONNOLLY: | guess what | am
understanding is that you pretty much agree
with HP's paraphrase, but it's not a
hundred percent?

MR, VIVERCS: Yes. W agree with
t he paraphrase, that is reflective of what our
docunent says and the docunentation on the web
site reflects our attenpt to ensure that we
have got a conplete and accurate audit trai
when in fact there is a situation where there
is a mnually generated fatal reject.

MR, MAY: Okay. Question nunber 19:
Pl ease expl ain whether the remarks containing

the I SC representative's correction to a
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non-fatal error are provided automatically by

Qnest, by the Qmest system or whether they are

manual |y entered by the | SC representative.

And, you know, due to the black box

nature of the P-CLEC s activities we refer this

to KPMG

MR. DELLA TORRE: And it

i's our

under standi ng that these comments are typed in

manual |y by the representative.

woul d defer to Qnest for

M. Viveros?
MR. VI VERCS

you repeat that, Joe?

However, we

confirmati on.

| apol ogi ze. Would

MR DELLA TORRE: Sure.

The

gquestion is whether the remarks are typed in by

an | SC manual |y or whet

automatically entered f

her they are

or fatal errors, or

non-fatal, ny apol ogies.

MR. VI VERCS:

Al right.

MR. DELLA TORRE: And our

understanding is that those are typed in

manual Iy by the rep for

MR. VI VERCS

MR. MAY: Question 20:

confirmthat the term

non-fatal er

That is cor

"suppl enent a

ror.

rect.

Pl ease

or der
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flow' and its explanation in this section is
the sane as that used by Qmest and is provided
to CLECs in the I MA EDI inplenentation

gui del i nes.

The term suppl emental order flow and
its explanation is an HPC paraphrase of the
Qnest definition provided in the VA 8.0
di scl osure Appendi x | generic order flow
busi ness nodel .

Question 21: Please identify
materials received by the P-CLEC from Qnest
during the course of its Test 12 work that were
received in paper form or on conputer files
that P-CLEC did not download fromthe Qnest's,
fromQuest's web site.

Pl ease explain the nethods enpl oyed
by HPC to verify that each of the materials are
avail able to all CLEGCs.

The P-CLEC received several types of
materials directly directly from Quest
account -- the Qwmest account managenent team
menbers or designated Qwmest representatives
i ncluding billing account nunbers,

i nterconnection agreenents, directory listing,

verification proofs, escalation lists, USOC
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lists, communicators and/or notifications,
digital certificates, nonthly performance
reports and responses to escal ati ons or issues.

The P-CLEC al ways asked Qwest to
verify that the material provided was avail abl e
to any and all CLECs. Qwest always indicated
that any CLEC could obtain these materials.

Beyond that or however, due to the
bl ack box nature of the P-CLEC test, HPC could
not verify this assunption.

Again, we would defer to KPMG if
t hey have any experience or knowl edge in this
ar ea.

MR, VWEEKS: The answer is what Quwest
does or does not nmake avail able to other CLECs
ot her than what Qmest affirnms to you that they
don't --

How can we read this |ast sentence
in that paragraph?

MR. MAY: We will revise that
sentence to read to state what | said in ny
answer. We don't have any information that
woul d contradict what HPC said.

MR, CONNOLLY: Geoff, since you said

you don't know about what Qwest does or does
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not nmeke available to other CLECs ot her than
what Qunest affirmed to you that they don't, how
can we read this last sentence in that
par agr aph?

I think you said you don't know that
Qnest does not make other information avail abl e
to other CLECs by the nature of the black box
testing.

This is the last sentence in the
paragraph that follows table 12 A-1.2.

MR MAY: We will revise that
sentence to read, to state what | stated in ny
answer, which was that -- describe, that we
asked Qwest and they told us. And beyond that
we can't verify.

Question 22: ldentify which tests
were concluded -- which were conducted with
the 35,780 pre-order transaction responses
recei ved by the P-CLEC.

P- CLEC subnitted the 35,780
pre-order transactions in support of Test 12.
And test bed validation and verification to the
best of HP's know edge.

Question --

MR. CONNOLLY: Do these include the
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system avail ability pings?

MR MAY: No.

Question nunber 23: HPC reports
that it identified issues with the conpl et eness
of responses.

Notwi t hstandi ng the lists of
observations and exceptions, was the P-CLEC
eval uating the extent to which Qwest provided a
conpl ete response to each query?

Did the P-CLEC determ ne that Qnest
provi ded a response to each query?

The P-CLEC reviewed the Qnest
responses to these types of orders and open
exceptions or observations if the response was
i nconpl ete.

So | guess the answer is yes.

Moving to --

M5. ANDERSON: | am thinking that
unl ess there is any additional follow up
guestions that we take our lunch break now,
because we still have the Worl dCom stuff to go
through for this section.

While we are out, they are going to
be working on the air conditioning. Absent

that, we will have fans when we conme back. So
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sonmet hing new every tine we |l et you out of the
room

We' Il reconvene as the agenda says
at 12:15 -- | amsorry. 1:15.

And you can go one bl ock down to the
mal | okay, 1:15. Thanks.

(Recessed at 12 o'clock noon to

reconvene at 1:15 p.m)
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AFTERNOON PROCEEDI NGS

MS. ANDERSON:. Okay, folKks.

MR, DELLA TORRE: All right, folks. W're
going to ook to get started, if everyone can take
their seats.

MS. ANDERSON:. We had a coupl e of
qgquestions regardi ng the stopping paynent attachnent,
and then we intend to continue through until we finish
the questions on the agenda today, because tonorrow
we' |l have a full day, and then we'll be breaking at
three for other things. So, we're here for the
durati on.

FROM THE AUDI ENCE: | wonder if the court
reporter is just finding that out now.

MS. ANDERSON:. That's why they've got two
or three of them | guess.

Wth Worl dCom not here -- here she is.
Never mind. Ready to roll?

MR. MAY: Tim you indicated that you had
sonme follow up questions, AT&T would, on 12A.

MR. CONNOLLY: Yes, sir, Geoff, | do, on
12A. If | could ask you to turn your attention to Test
Cross Reference 12-2-1, and your evaluation criteria
is, Qwvest provides conplete responses to CLEC preorder

transactions. Correct nme if | amwong, you
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establ i shed your expectations about what is a conplete
response, based on Qmest's documentation on their
Website, and perhaps other Qwmest docunmentation on the
Website, what that told you to expect; is that correct?

MR MAY: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: So, as we | ook at, for
exanpl e, the preorder queries that are in the preorder
transaction processing section, 2.1.1, for each one of
t hose types of queries, did you establish a set of
expected fields, and the responses that you got, you
eval uated with the responses that you received agai nst
that, the criteria for each of those?

MR. MAY: Yes, sir

MR, CONNOLLY: Did you establish a set of
vol une expectati ons where you said -- where you needed
to have a certain nunber of each of those types of
preorder query responses to establish that their --
Qnest' s response was conpl ete?

MR. MAY: No. It was a functiona
eval uation. So the answer is, no. It was a functiona
eval uati on.

MR. CONNOLLY: So, if you saw responses
that didn't conport with your expectations --

MR. MAY: We would issue --

MR. CONNOLLY: ~-- an observation or
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exception?

MR. MAY: Correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: In those cases, where you
had some that were within expectations for a particular
query type, and others that were not, did that result
in an observation or an exception?

MS. MAY:  Yes.

MR, CONNOLLY: So, in all cases that your
expectati ons were not satisfied, if you will, that
woul d have resulted in an observation or an exception?

MR MAY: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is that true, also, for
Eval uation Criteria 12-3-1, where the subject is
conpl ete responses for CLEC resale order and post-order
transacti ons.

MR MAY:  Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: The conment in 12-3-1
isn't very clear as to how your findings support that
eval uation criteria. It reads, in part, "The CLEC used
Qwest - provided training and docunentation to conplete
I MA EDI, IMA GUI, and nmaybe order and post-order
transactions for resale products.” |Is that -- how
shoul d | understand that comrent, relative to your
eval uati on work?

MR. MAY: Well, the nature of our
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eval uation work would be to issue observations and
exceptions, where the results did not neet the
expectations, as we understood them from Quest's
whol esal e document ati on.

MR. CONNOLLY: Could you wal k us through
what your evaluation -- let's take a resale migration
order. How did you evaluate that that worked?

MR, MAY: We eval uate the responses,
based on our understandi ng of what is supposed to
happen, pursuant to Quaest's documentation. W were
expecting a FOC. Did we get a FOC? Did it have a due
date that we were expecting?

MR. CONNOLLY: The test transaction that
KPMG provided you in this particular exanple, did that
have any expectations attached to it?

MR. MAY: Yes, the instances had
expect ati ons.

MR. CONNOLLY: So, it's a conbination of
evaluation -- did those expectations that are in the
transaction you received from KPMG Consul ting, was that
al so part of your evaluation criteria?

MR. MAY: Yes. Unspecified responses, in
that case, would al so generate an observation or an
exception. It's possible that KPMG may have issued an

observation and exception, based on the results, as
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mat ched agai nst their expectations as well

MR, WEEKS: When we designed a test case,
we comuni cated, at the time we defined that test case,
whet her we expected it to flowthrough normally into
wor k; or we would, at the design of the test case, say
this is sonmething that we're trying to build in an
error or problemor an issue. And, so, you should find
a problem when you go to do this, or not. So, that's
the sense in which we communi cated an expectation. It
was the expected outcone, given that, if it's a
properly formatted order, you get a properly formatted
FOC back.

MR. CONNOLLY: In the case that KPMG
handl ed HP transactions, we expected a reject out of
this. If it didn't reject, who wote the observation
or exception?

MR. MAY: Generally speaking, it would be
HPC, unl ess, through our parallel process, we
determ ned that it nmay have been a test bed issue, or
some sort of an artifact of the test account
infrastructure. Then KPMG woul d pursue that with
Qnest .

MR. VWEEKS: Tim in general, | think the
met hod we used to operate was that we would give

direction to HPC as to how they should proceed if they
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found problens with individual orders or individua
i nstances or individual responses, things that -- where
it appeared that the way the system operated, or the
way the order got processed, or the way the response
was fornul ated, didn't appear to agree with what they
understood from the business rules and docunmentati on
i ssue, kind of at that instance level. They would work
that, and in the way that a normal CLEC woul d, through
the Hel p Desk, and alike.

If it was determined, as a result of sort
of working through the nornmal CLEC processes, that it
| ooked |i ke they found an error in docunentation, or it
| ooked |li ke they found a place in the systemwhere it
didn't appear to be working right, they would wite an
0 or an E, based upon what they believed the problem
was. That would go through the O&E process that we're
all famliar with, which KPMG Consulting tended to | ook
at the CGs and Es. We were tending to be | ooking across
groups or popul ations of orders as opposed to
i ndi vi dual orders.

MR, CONNELY: Right. | understood that
sort of layering, if you will, of evaluation. But, was
there any other set of inputs to HP that guided you on
prepari ng your expectations for preorder and order and

repair and nmi nt enance?
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MR MAY: No.

MR, CONNOLLY: So, it was the Qnest
docunent ati on and anything that came across for a
particul ar test case/instance?

MR, MAY: Correct. Correct. Hang on one
second. The only other one we can think of would be
where HP, as other CLECs are capabl e of doing, would
have a Subject Matter Expert type of neeting with Quest
and woul d provi de sone sort of a guidance, sort of,
through an account management process.

MR. CONNOLLY: In terns of this earlier
test case, 12 -- or 12 -- Test Cross Reference 12-2-1
for conpleteness, is that it would seemto ne that --
correct me if | amwong -- that the preponderance of
the definition of what's conplete would cone from
Qnest's Website docunentation?

MR, MAY: Correct. | nean,
notw t hstandi ng the fact that we're running a test, and
the test cases are issued to us by the test
adm nistrator, and they are testing for certain
outcomes. | amnot sure you can separate the two.

They both apply.

MR. CONNOLLY: Now, how about eval uation

criteria in any of the 12-1 through 12-7, that deals

with the accuracy of the responses that you received
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fromsubmtting preorder queries or orders?

MR, MAY: | amsorry. Wat's the
question?

MR, CONNOLLY: In any of the test
cross-references, 12-1 through 12-7, and their
subor di nate nunbers, which of those involved sort of
test evaluation criteria of accuracy in the responses
of the preorder queries, accuracy in the responses of
t he preorder confirmations and rejects?

M5. ANDERSON: This is Denice Anderson of
MIG. Are you tal king about 12. -- 12-1-2 in terns of
your tal king about the criteria thenselves, which ones
i ncl uded accuracy?

MR, CONNOCLLY: Yes.

MR, WEEKS: So, we're running through the
tabl e and finding where we say "accuracy."

MS. ANDERSON: In the table, it says
accuracy, 12-2.2, 12-2.3 --

MR. MAY: The first one we identified is
12-2. 2.

MR. CONNOLLY: Al'l of those.

MR. MAY: Apparently, everyone that ends
ina-2.

MR. CONNOLLY: Those seened to nme, as |

| ook through them to relate to error nessages. | was
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aski ng about the preorder queries that you received
responses for. Which of these did you consider the
accuracy of the response? 12-2.3?

MR, MAY: Okay. | think we're getting to
a, perhaps, revised table for those test
cross-references that end in a -1, 2, added the word
"accuracy" in addition to conpleteness, or in addition
to, "conplete."

MR, CONNOLLY: Are you going to go back
and do an anal ysis on accuracy?

MR. PETRY: It was done there.

MR, MAY: It was done there. The report
is not clear that that's where we neasured the accuracy
for the -1s in the table.

MR. CONNOLLY: How about the eval uation
criteria for the tineliness of a response relative to
the pseudoCLEC work, not relative to PIDs or other
sorts of neasurenents?

MR. CRAIN. What do you nean, tineliness
out si de of PIDs?

MR, CONNOLLY: Well, in the preparation
of an order, where there's a step that says, pull a
CSR, do a TN query, do a facilities check. If you
didn't get the TN response, when you wanted it, did you

have to do sonething el se?
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MR, MAY: That's just out of scope for
HP. It was there, only if we never received a response
what soever. We weren't evaluating the tinme on this.
That was anot her part of the overall test.

MR. VEEKS: We didn't make, into the
design of the test cases, an expectation of how long it
should take to get a particular response. W, as Geoff
has indicated, that's anal yzed across a universe of
orders, what the average response tinme was, but we set
no expectations for Hewl ett Packard, in the definition
of the test case, about how | ong they shoul d expect to
wait before they received any particul ar response to
any particular query or any particular Os or Es or
anyt hi ng el se.

MR, CONNOLLY: So, in the case where you
submtted a preorder query, you didn't get a
response --

MR. MAY: We woul d issue an observation
We woul d escal ate t hrough normal channel s.

MR, CONNOLLY: If you issued an order and
you didn't get an FOC --

MR. MAY: Hel p Desk, and then
ultimately --

MR, CONNOLLY: Help Desk and --

MR, MAY: (Observation or exception.
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MR, CONNOLLY: Is it true that there is
docunentation on the Quwest Website, by which you built
your expectations, that says you should get a response
for each one of these transactions? |Is that just sort
of in the EDI worl d?

MR, MAY: You're talking about
functionally?
CONNCLLY:  Yes.

MAY: Yes, yes.

2 3 5

CONNCLLY: For both GUI and EDI

MR, MAY: A question as to whether we
mechani cal |y receive the response. W are not
measuring the response tinmes. | think we covered that.

MR. CONNOLLY: | understand the response
time issue.

MR, MAY: As far as the response tines,
the PIDs were the source of expectations,
notwi t hstandi ng the fact that HP did not -- it was
out si de of our scope to neasure the results for tine
I engths. But the PIDs were the source of the
functi onal expectations.

MR. CONNOLLY: The performance
expectations?

MR MAY: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Not the functiona
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expectation?

MS. MAY: Correct. Sorry.

MR, CONNOLLY: That's okay. By al
means. One question nore. On -- if you |look at
paragraph 2, it says, "Method."

MR. PETRY: \Where?

MR, CONNCLLY: In your report, 12A,
par agraph 2.0, nethod.

MR. PETRY: COkay. | amsorry. | thought
you meant this paragraph 2. 2.0.

MR. CONNOLLY: "This section sunmarizes
the test execution nethod." The business process
description seens to relate to what CLECs do sort of in
general , but not necessarily what HP did in its role as
the P-CLEC. Do you agree with that?

MR, MAY: We perforned themas a CLEC
We' re describing the general CLEC process.

MR. CONNOLLY: And in the subordinate
sections of 2.1, that deal with the various processing
and query types and interface options, and so forth,
those are sort of general information about what a CLEC
woul d expect in terns of the operation performance of
these interfaces?

MR MAY: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: But it's not a statenment
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that HP went through and did every one of these things

this way?

MS. ANDERSON: Tim Tim is your
question -- | amjust trying to understand. This is
Deni ce Anderson. |s your question, do you want to know

whet her, where it says, "CLECs," it should say

"pseudoCLEC'? 1Is that a suggestion or what is the -- |

am confused about the nature of the question.

MR. CONNOLLY: \What | believe this to be
is an explanation of, you know, the interfaces, sort of
generally. |It's not a statenent by HP, this is the way
| understand every one of these things to function
It's not an -- | don't think it's -- | don't understand
it to be a statenent by HP of, this is the way I
executed this test.

MS. ANDERSON: So, Geoff and Don, is the
inmplication there that that's how you did it? This
just says "CLEC' instead of "pseudoCLEC'?

MR MAY: Well, as a primary matter, our
interimreport would describe what functionality this
CLEC established. And, in the first instance, the MIP
establishes what's within the scope of the test, froma
transaction test case and test instance perspective.

I think, Tim you are asking, what have

we got here? Is it what we did, the steps that we
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took, or is this a description of the business process?
And | would say this is a description of the business
process, not necessarily that the P-CLEC perforned
every single one of those transactions.

MR. CONNOLLY: So, that's what | thought.

MR, MAY: Okay.

MS. ANDERSON: Can we nove onto the next
question now? | amjust mindful of the time, and
unl ess there's sonething of inport here, could we nove
al ong?

MR, MAY: Anything else, Tinf?

MR. CONNOLLY: That's all. Thanks.

MR, MAY: We're noving on now to
Wor I dComi s 12A questions, beginning with Wrl dCom
Question 1: Wy are work conpletion notifications and
bill conpletion notifications excluded fromthe
post - order phase?

Thi s question was answered in AT&T No. 2,
HP's response to AT&T No. 2. And Question No. 2 --

MS. OLIVER: Excuse ne. Becky diver
with WorldCom Just to clarify on Question 1. Work
conpl etion notifications are SOCs which were received.
Billing conpletion notifications were received for the
EDI interface, but not the GU

MR, MAY: Correct.
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M5. COLI VER: Thanks.

MR. MAY: You are welcome. Then Worl dCom
2 was answered in AT&T No. 4, HP's AT&T No. 4 on 12A

Question 3: To what extent nust an
address match Quest's OSS to prevent a rejected order?
P-CLEC s understanding is that an exact address match
on a LSR is required.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Oiver, WrldCom |Is
that al so the experience that the P-CLEC had?

MR MAY: Yes.

MS. OLIVER: Thank you.

MR, MAY: WorldCom 4: For what type of
end custoners are CSRs avail able to be queried by
CLECs? For example, Qwest retail custoners, CLEC
resal e custoners, CLEC UNE-P custoners, et cetera.
During the course of the test the P-CLEC conducted, the
CSR requests for Qwest retail, CLEC UNE-P, CLEC resale
and CLEC UNE accounts.

Question 5: Does Qwmest's CFA validation
tool provide CFA availability information at the DSL
level ? In response to a HP request for clarification
Worl dCom indicated that it was specifically interested
in, quote, if a DSL riding a higher capacity facility
can be validated. HP defers to KPMG

MR, DELLA TORRE: CQur understanding is
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that the answer is, yes, but we would defer to Quest
for confirmation.

MR, VIVERGCS: Chris Viveros from Quest.
We woul d agree that both -- in the original statenent
of the question, that the CFA verification tool, froma
preorder standpoint, is available at the DSO |evel.

The tool is designed, not for the purposes as described
in the WorldComclarification, but you can certainly
use the tool to see that, in fact, a particular DSO
slide on the DS1 was occupi ed and in-service.

MR, MAY: Question 6: Are business
rule/BPL fatal errors systemor nmnanually generated? It
is the P-CLEC s understandi ng that Qwest systematically
generates BPL errors. Qwest systematically or manually
generates fatal errors.

Question 7 --

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WorldCom
Clarification on the response to No. 6. You said that
busi ness rule errors are systematically generated?

MR, MAY: BPL errors.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. Then you said fata
errors are either manually or systematically generated.
And are any fatal errors considered business or BPL
errors?

MR. MAY: Yes. There are circunstances
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whi ch we descri be.

M5. OLIVER: So, all of those fata
busi ness/BPL errors would be systematically generated?

MR. MAY: The answer to the question is,
no. In other words, not necessarily, | guess.

MS. OLIVER: So, just to clarify, then,
the original answer is being nodified to say -- the
qguestion reads, "Are business rule/BPL errors system or
manual |y generated?" The answer is both. |s that what
I am under st andi ng?

MR, PETRY: Can we -- Don Petry, HP. Can
we get some clarification? You're using BPL and fata
error side by side. It is the P-CLEC s understandi ng
that there is a BPL, or Business Process Layer, that,
when an order cones in, it first goes through the BPL
and there are upfront edits. |If it fails one of those
edits, a BPL error is systematically generated back
If it clears that front, and at the BPL | ayer, the
order can then go -- continue to flowinto Qmest's
systens, but there may be Legacy or back-end systens
that can trigger a fatal reject coming back to you,
even though you made it through the front BPL |ayer.
There may still be sonme edits in a Legacy or back-end
systemthat can trigger a fatal error

Additionally, a Qwest service
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representative, while processing a service order, can
go ahead and generate a fatal or a nonfatal error on an
order. So, that is why the conment about
systematically fatal errors can be generated either
systematically or manually. Does that answer the
questions, Chris, or Beth? Wbuld you care to coment
or confirnf

MR. VIVEROS: This is Chris Viveros for
Qnest, and we generally agree with Don's expl anation
There may be sone nuances that are slightly different,
but that Don woul dn't be aware of, given the fact that
they did the black box test.

I think the inportant issue here is that
we tal ked about this in Santa Fe. We do have a
Busi ness Process Layer that perforns validation and can
detect errors. Depending on the severity of the error
that could get fatally -- that could be rejected back
to the CLEC. A reject notice would be generated
mechanically. It might continue through processing and
have a human-eval uated, and the service representative
woul d nake a determ nation, based on the type of error,
whet her or not a nonfatal reject nessage should go
back, or whether there's nore information that they can
get to reconcile the order and continue processing.

Where the service representative



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

150

determi nes that the error is severe enough to be
rejected, they would nmanually initiate that reject back
to the CLEC.

MR. WEEKS: Chris, in that case would
that be considered a BPL | ayer error?

MR, VIVERCS: W don't classify our
errors that way. |It's an error, depending on the type
of error, severity, and our ability, with the resources
available to us, to reconcile it either as a nonfatal
or a fatal. If it's fatal, then it will generate a
rej ect back.

MR, DELLA TORRE: | think an inportant
distinction that's often lost is the difference between
errors and rejects. And an error is something wong
with the order. A reject is a response type that goes
back to the CLEC

MR, MAY: Question 7: Wy can
system generated errors be corrected with either a new
LSR or a suppl enent order, whereas a manually generated

errors nust be corrected using a supp?

MS. OLIVER: | amsorry. | amsorry to
interrupt. | just don't want to lose the train, and |
had a thought there. | just had one nore foll ow up,

related to the question about, okay, it's past the BPL

edit layer. And, at this point, now, it's going
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through -- the order is going through sonme additiona
checks, either by another systemor a rep. And at that
review period, could the -- one of the reasons that an
order would be rejected be due to business rules,
because that's what | amtrying to get an understanding
of .

At what point, in Qwest's order
processi ng, would the CLEC be able to say, ny order was
subm tted and successfully net all of the required
busi ness rules. It's passed the original BPL edit, but
it has to go to this additional step. |s that correct?

MR, VIVERGCS: Chris Viveros for Quest.
Yes, | believe that is correct. There are errors that
are detected, beyond the Business Process Layer
executing the validations, that would be, quote,
unquote, a business rule violation, that would result
in a reject back to the CLEC.

MR. WEEKS: M ke Weeks. Is it fair to
say, if | had received a FOC, that there are no errors
in the LSR?

MR. VIVEROCS: | think it would be fair
for you to say that, yes.

M5. ANDERSON: Perhaps it's a -- if a SOC
was received.

MR, WEEKS: That was ny first answer.
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You can actually get a reject after FOC, is ny point.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Typically not from an
LSR.

MR. VIVERCS: That's true. At one point
intine inthe -- at one point in tine, that situation
was experienced during the test. Since then, we have
wor ked t hrough the Change Managenent Process, and we
have changed the circunstances where that woul d occur
but I do think it's fair to say that, if you got a FOCC,
under most normal circunstances, there's no errors on
that LSR. We're going to be able to successfully
provi de the service that you request.

MR, MAY: Okay. Question No. 7. |
believe | have read the question | believe it's been
answered in AT&T question No. 14, which Chris Viveros
provi ded sone clarification on.

Wor I dCom 8: Under what circunstances
woul d a nonfatal error be generated after a FOC? HP' s
understanding is that Qwmest could generate a nonfata
error, if an error was detected after the service order
was created.

MR. VIVERCS: This is Chris Viveros from
Qnvest. And | think it's accurate to say that that's
what HP experienced during a good portion of the test,

as | referenced a nonent ago. That process of using
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errors has been nodified through the negotiations with
the CLECs in the Change Managenent Process. If we
detect errors after having generated a FOC, Qwest's
current business process is to issue a jeopardy.

MS. OLI VER: Thank you.

MR, MAY: Question No. 9: Verify that
HP, acting as the P-CLEC, discontinued tracking of the
LSR after a SOC was received, such that any WCN or BCN
notice that followed the SOC was not eval uated.

Verify. Correct.

MS. OLIVER: Thank you. Becky diver,
Worl dCom  Was that, per scope of the MIP, that BCN
noti ces woul d not be validated in sone way, other than
what we already tal k about with the PID?

MR. MAY: Correct. Question 10: Does
the scope of the followi ng evaluation criteria, "Quest
provi des conpl ete responses to CLEC preorder
transactions,” include the sufficiency of preorder
responses for translation to, and integration wth,
ordering scenarios? The answer is, yes.

Question 11, and the response here is
going to apply for Questions 11 through 15, except for
there are different products which I will note. Did

HP' s eval uati on, which found that accurate and cl ear

153
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error nmessages were returned on resale orders, include
i nstances where nultiple error messages were returned
for one LSR, so that HP confirned that the returned
error nmessages reflected all errors included on the
LSR. And the answer is, yes.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Oiver, WrldCom And
when that happened, was that the result of
uni ntentional errors on the LSR? Did | understand,
fromearlier discussion, that orders were not
intentionally submtted with nmultiple errors?

MR, MAY: Yes, except for perhaps sone
test-bed-related i ssues. So, again, the answer is yes.
For Question 12, referring to UNE-P and UNE-C orders;
13, 14 and 15 for UNE-L, line-sharing and shared | oop
orders and UDF orders.

That brings us to Montana State
Commi ssion, Question No. 1. The third sentence in
Section 2.1.1.1, should this sentence be revised to
read, "If the custoner address on LSR does not match.”
Yes, HP will revise its report. Ckay.

Moving right along to the questions on HP
report Test 12B, on Test 12B. First question: HPC
reports, "CLECs do not need to migrate to new rel eases
i medi ately." Please explain whether this statenent is

true for all ED interfaces enployed by Qnest, i.e.,
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preordering, ordering and billing. The statenent is
true for all IMA EDI functions. This statenment was in
reference to the IMA EDI interface for preorder, order
and post-order functions only.

Question 2 --

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connolly. Do you
know, for billed, if there's a requirenent to mgrate
to new rel eases i Mmedi ately?

MR. MAY: Wth regard to CRIS -- it's our
understanding, with regard to CRIS 811, that, yes, you
have to migrate.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR, MAY: Question 2: Please provide the
basis for HP's statenments on the standal one test
information. The statenents are based on Qnest's | MA
EDI i npl enentati on gui deli nes.

Question 3: Please provide HP's
under st andi ng of the differences between Qnest bills
and invoices, if any. There is no difference.

Question 4: Please provide the nunber of
whol esal e bills received by the P-CLEC from Qnest
during the course of the OSS third-party test. 1In the
case there is a difference between bill and invoice,
provi de the nunber of whol esal e invoices received by

the P-CLEC from Qvest during the course of the 0SS
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third-party test. The nunmber of wholesale bills
recei ved by the P-CLEC was 44, 430.

Question 5: Please provide the nunber of
whol esal e bills received by the Volunme P-CLEC from
Qnest during the course of the OSS third-party test.

We received none. No CRIS 811 bills.

Question 6: Provide the nunber of bands
that Qwest assigned to the P-CLEC during the course of
the OSS test. Indicate the number assigned per state.
During Test 12, Qmest assigned 78 bands to the P-CLEC
All states have five, except |daho, which had el even;
Oregon, six, and Washi ngton, six.

Question 7: Please -- | amsorry.
Provi de the nunber of bands that Qwmest assigned to the
Vol ume P-CLEC during the course of the OSS test.

I ndi cate the nunber assigned per state. During the

vol une test, Qwmest assigned 72 bands to the Vol une
P-CLEC. Al states have five, except Oregon, which had
si X, and Washi ngton whi ch has si Xx.

Question 8: Please explain the reasons
HP provides for no description of the DUF interface.
Daily Usage Fee, DUF, was covered in Section 8.2 of
HP's interimreport.

Question 9: Pl ease --

MR. FI NNEGAN: John Finnegan with a
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followup on the interimreport. Should that be
consi dered an adjunct or a part of HP's final report?

MR, MAY: It's a -- | would say, no. Qur
interimreport is our interimreport. It was issued
March 31st, 2001. And our final report is our fina
report.

MR, FINNEGAN: But it appears that sone
of the responses, in order to get a sense for
activities that HP performed, would not be found in the
draft final report. It would be entirely separate
sections in the interimreport.

MR, MAY: Based on chronol ogy and the
requi rement for us to issue an interimreport.

MR. FINNEGAN: |Is there any way to map
whi ch portions of the interimreport would be only
found in the interimreport and not found in the draft
final report?

MR. MAY: Again, it's a chronol ogica
i ssue, and | believe we noted the tine franes or the
chronology in our draft final report. In other words,
the interimreport covered through March 31st of 2001
The final report covers everything el se.

M5. ANDERSON: This is Denice Anderson
fromMIG | think, also, would it be fair, Geoff, to

say that the interimreport focussed on the initia
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creation of the interfaces, and then other things
utilizing those interfaces, or upgrading themto the
next rel ease, or whatever, would be covered in the
final report?

MR, MAY: HP would concur with that. In
Section 2.4 of our Test 12A report, it states that,
"during the period from March 2001 to April 2002."
We're just checking for that reference to chronol ogy.

MR. FINNEGAN: If so, if | am
under st andi ng you, you really need to |ook at both. |If
you want to understand what HP's findings were, prior
to March 31st of 2001, you need to look at the interim
report.

MR. MAY: Yes. And, in general, as
Deni ce explained, the interimreport covers the
bui l di ng of the pseudoCLEC, whereas our draft fina
report describes the experience during transaction
testing.

Question 9: Pl ease expl ain whether HP
considers recertification to be a part of the migration
activities that it conducted in the Rel ease 7 and
Rel ease 8 activities. The answer is, yes.

Question 10: Provide a definition and
description of the scouting activities conducted by the

P-CLEC. | believe this question was covered yesterday
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by KPMG.  Anything el se, Joe?

MR, DELLA TORRE: No. | will just revisit
it, as promised yesterday. This was one of those very
snmoot hly presented question and answers, fromthe HP
section, on scouting activities. This is a testing
principle that we have applied in many of our test
areas, where we will conduct, if you will, a QA test,
where we send a small nunber of representative
transactions to determine that, in fact, our
transactions are well-formed; that connectivity exists;
that we can receive and understand responses. Those
are the, quote, scouting activities.

MR. MAY: Ckay. | believe that brings us
to Worl dCom questions for test -- for HP Report 12B

MR, CONNOLLY: Don't you wi sh

MS. ANDERSON: Yes, we do.

MR, CONNOLLY: Earlier this norning, in a
di scussion of AT&T's questions on Test 12, specifically
No. 2, we asked which of the preorder inquiries can be
integrated into ordering transactions by HP. And you
referred us to your reports. And | | ook at Footnote 3,
in Report 12A, and it says, "The results of HP's
anal ysis on integration capability issues are
docunented in Appendices HP B and HP C respectively."

Are these the appendi ces you are tal ki ng about?
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MR. MAY: Yes, sir.

MR, CONNOLLY: Can you tell ne where, in
Report B, you see anything about integration?

MR. MAY: You nean Appendices B? Is
that --

MR. CONNOLLY: You said, when | asked
you, you said that's this report that we were just
tal ki ng about.

MR. VEEKS: | think the confusion is over
12B versus Appendi x B

MR. MAY: Yeah. Those are two
separate --

MR. WEEKS: Two separate docunments. Both
have a "B" in it.

MR, CONNOLLY: So, Report 12B does not
describe interface.

MR. MAY: That preorder to ordering
i ntegrati on was covered in the Appendices B and A --
mean B and C, sorry.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay. Thanks for that.

It seens to nme that Section 2 of Report 12B is sort of
general i zed background information. And we don't get
to find out what HP really did, until we get to Section
3. Am reading this properly?

MR, MAY: Yes.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

161

MR. CONNOLLY: VWhy are there no
eval uation criteria agai nst which you | ooked at the
proceeds of the work of the pseudoCLEC, and in 12B?

MR. MAY: This is because, by agreenent
between the parties, the vendors, and with the
concurrence of the steering commttee, those activities
that the pseudoCLEC engaged in, other than those
covered in our assigned, discrete reports, the
preference was to have themintegrated, if you will,
into the KPMG draft final report. And, so, Test Report
12B and 12C are intended to provide that description of
the so-call ed pseudoCLEC experience.

MR, CONNOLLY: Not subjected to any
evaluation? Just iteration of fact.

MR MAY: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: That's different from 12A?

MR. MAY: Correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: Which is a report that
conveys a certain |evel of your evaluation of how those
interfaces work.

MR, MAY: That's correct. And anything
el se?

Wor | dCom Question 1 on Test Report 12B
Clarify what is involved for a CLEC to, "Verify the

transport configuration paranmeters,”" and why that is
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necessary for transactions that do not require
recertification. Qwest's trading partner |.D. has
changed with each | MA EDI release. Trading partner
checks need to be conducted when conpleting a new | MA
EDI release, even if the transaction does not require
recertification.

Question 2. Does Qaest's 811 Transaction
set contain any variances from TCIF 811 guidelines? |If
so, are those variances identified in the, quote,
Billate Billing EDI Custonmer Guide, unquote, for
CLECs' use. The answer is, yes. Yes, in both
i nst ances.

Wor |1 dCom Question 3: Does the RCE User
Cui de define which product services qualify as
nondesi gned and for which RCE woul d be used? The
answer is, no.

Wor I dCom 4: For each new CEMR/ RCE
rel ease, when are the rel ease notes provided to CLECs?
(i.e., before, upon, or follow ng inplenentation of the
rel ease.) The answer is before.

Question 5 --

MS. OLIVER: Hold on just a second.

Becky Aiver, WrldCom Follow up back on Question 3.
Did the P-CLEC then just find out from-- through their

account managenent, or from what neans, as far as how
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RCEs shoul d be used for nondesigned services, if it
wasn't sonething that was docunented in the user guide.

MR. MAY: The RCE User Cuide does not
specifically define which products and services qualify
as nondesi gned. Qwest has conbi ned the RCE User Guide
into the CEMR User Guide, so the answer to your
guestion is the CEMR User Guide as opposed to sone
ot her source.

Question 5: What source or sources does
a CLEC use to obtain one of the four formats of the
circuit I.D. needed to subnit a designed-service
trouble ticket via CEMR? There are two sources. One,
CLECs use the format that is provided on the FOC;, or
two, CLECs use the format for the type of circuit that
Qnest provided to the CLEC

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WrldCom |
didn't follow the No. 2. CLECs use the format
provi ded - -

MR. MAY: CLECs use the format for the
type of circuit that Qemest provided to the CLEC

M5. OLIVER Well, where did -- how did
Qwest provide that circuit format?

MR. MAY: Through the circuit ordering
process.

MS. OLIVER: So, is that really the sane
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as the first response that's provi ded back on the FOC
and then it's up to the CLEC to keep track of that for
any future time that they want to submit a trouble
ticket?

MR. MAY: We're going to take that back
and try to provide a clarification for you.

MR. PETRY: Can you restate the question
that you are | ooking for?

MS. OLIVER: Sure. This is asking, from
what source or sources did the CLEC use to obtain one
of the -- or the correct format to use for the circuit
|.D. which is needed to be used to subnmit a
desi gned-service trouble ticket via CEMR

MR. MAY: COkay.

MR. VIVEROS: This is Chris Viveros from
Quvest. | think part of the problem that the question
initself, to some degree, infers that there's a
choice. And | think HP"s answer is trying to convey
that there really isn't a choice. Circuit I.D.s are
assi gned based on type of circuits. So, if |I have a
point-to-point circuit, |like an unbundled loop, it's
going to get a common | anguage circuit identifier
format, a private-line type of format as opposed to a
nmul ti pl ex high-capacity facility, which gets a common

| anguage facility identification format. The formats
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are different. So, based on what you see, by product,
you will always see a single format for that type of
product .

To your earlier question, yes, once you
have asked for an unbundl ed | oop, we will assign a
circuit 1.D. and that circuit I.D. for that unbundl ed
| oop should be treated just |ike a tel ephone nunber for
finished service. You would maintain it, once you
receive it on FOCs, or subsequent order activity, for
mai nt enance and repair purposes, for bill validation
pur poses.

MR, MAY: Does that clarify it for you?

M5. OLIVER: Yes, thank you.

MR. MAY: Good. Questions 6 and 7, we
bel i eve KPMG has covered yesterday.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Would anyone like a
recap of those?

MS. OLIVER:  Yes.

MR, DELLA TORRE: The answer is, yes.
Great. Question 6 fromWrldCom One of the Quest
representatives verifies CLEC ownership of a line for a
manual |y submitted trouble ticket. 1Is Qwmest able to
identify instances where the line recently mgrated to
the CLEC, i.e., the SOC has issued but the order has

not conpletely processed through Quwest's back-end
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systens. And this is a question of ownership rules,
and Qnest enpl oyees do have the ability to contact
busi ness offices, and other groups, to verify the
ownership in question. And we discussed yesterday how
a ticket could be put in, even if the RSIDis not --
the m gration has not happened yet. However, this
woul d need to be assessed, really, on a case by case,
and the specifics of the timng of the mgration, the
timng of the trouble ticket, and what type of
nm gration was happening, the type of trouble being
ent er ed.

So, generically, the answer is that there
are rules of ownership that Qmest enpl oyees can enpl oy.
But, specifically, we do not know, in any particul ar
case.

And Question 7: Wen a Quwest
representative assigns a trouble ticket nunber, and an
appoi ntnent tinme for the conpletion of repairs for
manual Iy submitted trouble tickets, does the
appointnent time reflect the same conmtnment tine that
woul d have been returned if the trouble ticket had been
el ectronically submtted? And the answer is, we do not
know. We did not do a validation or a conparison from
one subm ssion format or interface to the other

MR, MAY: Question 8: Confirmif the
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limted to identification of any ED nmappi ng/format
i ssues and did not involve an analysis of the content
or accuracy of the CRIS 811 invoice. This is correct.

Question 9: Disregardi ng scope
di fferences between | MA Rel eases 6, 7 and 8.0, was the
P- CLEC s experience with workl oad and chal | enges
involved to migrate to a new | MA rel ease consi stent
with each I MA rel ease? The answer is, yes.

Question 10: Did the P-CLEC conduct its
mgration activities for IMA releases 7.0 and 8.0 at
the sane tinme that the rel eases became available in
production? The answer is, yes.

Question 11: Based on the P-CLEC s
experiences with establishing access/connectivity to
CEMR, approximately how nuch tinme is needed by an
i ndi vi dual CLEC user to conplete CEMR s browser and
digital certificate requirements? Digital certificate
assi gnment fromthe account manager takes a m ni mum of
48 hours. Downl oadi ng Netscape 4.51 takes 15 to 20
m nutes per user. Loading the digital certificate
takes 15 to 30 mi nutes per user.

M5. COLIVER: Becky Oiver, WrldCom A
coupl e of followups, back on Question 10. The

response, yes. |Is that apply to both IMA, EDI and GU

167
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VR.
V5.

foll ow-up on Question 9, because

MAY: Yes.

OLIVER. And | would like to

is kind of the general question, the

Because | am sayi ng,

bet ween the I MA rel eases, did -- the

have sone -- which

nature of it.

di sregardi ng scope differences

P- CLEC didn't

necessarily find that any inprovenents or changes or

| essons | earned were hel pful

in maki ng i npl enentation

of releases after, you know, they had one or two done;

that none of those types of things contributed to

making it an easier process. It was

consi stent, the sanme chall enges.

MR.

pretty much

MAY: Yes. We stand by our answer

that it was consistent. |It's, | guess, sort of a

difficult question to answer,

gi ven that the

168

pseudoCLEC, or any CLEC, woul d be gaining experience in

goi ng through the certification process with each

certification it

2 5 % 3 3 B

undert ook.
OLl VER:  Ckay.

MAY:  We have.

CONNOLLY:  And Don's proud of that.

MAY: We have done four

OLlI VER:  Thank you.

MAY: Wi ch brings

us to just a
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followup on TimMs question on 12B, Question 8,
regardi ng coverage of the interfaces in the interim
versus HP final report sections. W do have a
reference in Test Report 12B, in Section 1.0,
description, the second paragraph

MR, CONNOLLY: Well, our Question 8, as |
recall ny records, is, explain the reasons that there's
no description of the DUF interface. That's mnmy 8.

MR. MAY: Right. W said it was covered
in Section 8.2 of HP"s interi mreport, which then |ed
to the di scussion of what was covered where. So we're
just trying to provide a reference point to the point
that we made during that discussion

MR. CONNOLLY: So, paragraph 1 does not
provi de a description of the DUF interface?

MS. ANDERSON: (Shaking head in the
negati ve.)

MR. MAY: | apol ogize. The reference is
not so nmuch Question 8, but the ensuing discussion

MR, CONNOLLY: About the interimreport
and its relationship to the --

MR. MAY: Correct.

CONNOLLY: -- draft final report.

MAY: Correct.

2 3 5

CONNCOLLY: | amglad you asked nme to
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foll owup. One short question for followup. |
remenber | asked you this norning, about HP's
experience in integrating pre-order functions with
order. \What did HP do to integrate, and you referred
me to Appendices B and C.

And Appendi x C, which | couldn't open at
the tinme we were tal king about that, says that the
purpose of the evaluation that's portrayed in Appendi x
Cis to analyze Qmest's OSS guidelines and its
adherence to industry standard LSOC 5 i ssue guidelines,
further analyzing Qwest's conformng to pre-order
order and post-order processing. All discrepancies in
their perceived inpacts and CLEC s ability to integrate
are docunented

There's nothing in here that says what
did HP integrate, which pre-ordering functions did HP
integrate with order. That was ny origi nal question

MR. PETRY: Appendix B, Section 5, page
38.

MR, MAY: Appendi x B, Section 5, page 38
provi des the Table 5.1. ldentifies that those fields
that were integrated in pre-order to pre-order
processing. We did both preorder to preorder and
preorder to order.

MR, CONNOLLY: So, it's in Appendix B and
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not C.

MR, MAY: Well, B describes the ability
of the pseudoCLEC to integrate pre-order and order for
Rel ease 7. And in Appendix C, describes the sanme for
Rel ease 8.

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay. Can we nove on now?

MR, MAY: Test 12C, AT&T Question 1 --

MR, VIVERCS: | amsorry to interrupt.
Before we | eave B, Qmest would just |ike to make a
poi nt about Worl dCom 12B/7, which has to do with the
time commtnents. W wanted to point out, this topic
was di scussed yesterday. And M. Sinopns had indicated
that criteria for determning the cormmitnment time is by
product. That is the only criteria. So, the nethod of
submtting a trouble ticket does not inpact the
comm tment tine.

MR. VEEKS: Sane tables that are used in
both cases; that are by product?

MR. VI VERCS: Exactly.

MR, MAY: AT&T Question No. 1 on Test
Report 12C. Please explain the di screpanci es between
the HPC description of the conposition of a Quest
Service Team and that provided by KPMG in its Test 24.3
report. HP inadvertently titled the service director

as senior director, in one instance. HP revised the
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report to correct this. HP also described two higher
| evel escal ation points, as comrmunicated to the
pseudoCLEC, by Qwmest, which are executive director and
vi ce president.

Question 2: Please indicate the location
of the docunented "P-CLEC expectations." Copy of
P- CLEC expectations will be provided with the fina
version of HP' s report.

Question 3: Please confirmthat the
P- CLEC was not assigned a Sal es Executive. This is
confirmed.

MR. FI NNEGAN: John Finnegan. Can | ask
a followup. In the account managenent arena, there
was reason and approval fromthe TAGto cite certain of
the fol ks that were involved with the account
managenment rel ationship. Do these findings at al
di stingui sh between pre- and post-citing of the folks
that were subject to the evaluation?

MR, MAY: No. They were -- the Qmest
account teamwas cited fromthe beginning.

MR. FI NNEGAN: So, these findings would
i ncl ude concl usions, after the fact, for the accounts
t hat were being evaluated. They knew HP was the OSS
tester.

MR. MAY: That's correct.
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MR, FINNEGAN:. Did HP attenpt to di scount
that at all, or factor it into any of its conclusions?

MR, MAY: Andy?

MR. CRAIN: | guess | would want to
clarify that the whole issue of how the account teans
ought to be treated was addressed at the start of this
test. And to prevent favorable treatnent, we agreed
that, rather than naking those people blind to who the
pseudoCLEC was, we would cite them but the process
woul d be open, so that CLECs could attend and watch and
make sure they weren't getting favorable treatnent.

And | would state that there's no reason
to discount the fact that these -- discount these
concl usi ons, because people were cited, because other
processes were in place to ensure that they were not --
that the pseudoCLEC, indeed, would not be receiving
favorabl e treatment.

MR. MAY: | do think it's an interesting
question. You mght -- another way of looking at it is
if they can't give answers or can't point us in the
right direction, even while they're cited, that m ght
be an indication of a problemarea. And we did
i dentify such through the observation-and-exception
process, as we would any problem we encountered. So,

woul d agree with Andy's characterization.
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The account managenent neetings were open
to the TAG They were noticed to the TAG The m nutes
were distributed to the TAG

MR. FINNEGAN: Did HP notice any
difference, pre-and post-citing, in the treatnent that
it was receiving fromthe cited enpl oyees?

MR, MAY: No. They were cited right from
the start.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Were they cited right from
the start? M recollection is they were blind until it
appeared they had figured it out.

MR. MAY: They were cited fromthe
begi nni ng.

MR, CRAIN:. | think you are m xing up
Arizona and the ROC

MS. ANDERSON: How coul d that be?

MR. CRAIN: W discussed this issue first
in Arizona, where it became apparent that people
figured out, very quickly, who the pseudoCLEC was. And
so, as a result of those |earning experiences, | think
citing was in place fromthe start here.

MR. MAY: Moving on to Worl dCom questi ons
on Test Report 12C

Question No. 1: Please clarify what

service is being referenced in the follow ng statenment:
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"The Account Team al so ensures that the quality of
service provided to its CLEC custoners is maintained."
(e.g., the account team service? O Qwmest's overal
whol esal e service.) The statenment in this question
refers to Qunest's whol esal e service as the Quest
service teamis a single source of support for al

i ssues regardi ng ordering, provisioning, naintenance
and repair, as well as being responsible for
provi si oni ng and mai ntai ning the CLECs' service for
mexi mum per f or mance.

Question 2: Wat actions did P-CLEC
observe its Account Teamtaking to ensure the "quality
of service" being provided to the P-CLEC? The P-CLEC
observed that the Qwest account team participating on
weekly conference calls to address questions and
i ssues, escalating issues internally, responding to
phone calls, pages, and E-mail communi cations in order
to ensure that service quality was delivered to the
P- CLEC.

Wor I dCom Question 3: Did HP, acting as
the P-CLEC, interact with its Account Team for itens
out si de the scope of what an actual CLEC woul d, given
the nature of the P-CLEC s testing requirenments? The
answer is, no.

Question 4: Please identify the

175
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di fferences between Service Manager and Account
Manager, to clarify footnote 5, which states, "In the
P- CLEC s experience, the same Qmest individual filled
both the Account Manager and Servi ce Manager titles."
HP's report explains the differences understood by HP
based on Qmest's docunentation and the P-CLEC
experience. The P-CLEC has one service teamthat
answered for all products and services; and, therefore,
HP woul d defer to Qwest for further clarification.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Odiver, WrldCom |
t hought there's service managenent and sal es
managenment. So, here it's saying service nanager and
account manager. Are those one and the same?

MR. MAY: The titles were used
i nt erchangeably, and they evol ved over tine.

M5. OLIVER: So, the footnote that is
sayi ng, "The sanme Qwest individuals filled both the

Account Manager and Service Manager titles,"” that was
actually the sanme position?

MR, MAY: Yes. The title began with
account manager and evolved to service manhager

Question 5: Wiy did the P-CLEC s Service
Manager and Service Managenent Team al so act as the

P-CLEC s sales tean? And this is due to the paraneters

of the test. There was no need for sal es support.
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Servi ce support was necessary.

Question 6: How many individuals made up
the P-CLEC s Service Account Teanf? The answer is
three. And that concludes HP's Test 12 report.

MR, DELLA TORRE: | would like to go back
to something fromearlier in Test 12. They were,
bel i eve, AT&T Questions 33 and 35, where there was a
request to disaggregate the results for PO 4A and PO 4B
into PO-4A-1 and 2, PO-4B-1 and 2. So we can run
t hrough sonme nunbers for you real quick, if folks want
to scribble these down. | would break theminto
regi ons.

The first one is for Question 33. PO 4A,
eastern region, 4A-1, total of 16; 4A-2, total of 34.
For the central region, 4A-1, a total of 13; 4A-2,
total of 14. And for the western region, 4A-1, tota
of 9; and 4A-2, a total of 26. And as we were
directed, one of the appendices -- | believe, K --
those were aggregated intentionally. So we are not
di saggregating those in the report, as we were not
supposed to begin with this information, one, being
provi ded to respond to a question

And for Question 35, which is PO 4B.
Again, for the eastern region, 4B-1, 186. And 4B-2,

933. For the central region, 4B-1, 189; and 4B-2,
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1,129. And for the western region, 4B-1, 172; and
4B- 2, 810.

MS. ANDERSON: Joe, do you think --

MR. FINNEGAN: This is John Finnegan. |
amfrantically scranmbling through papers. Does that
provide sufficient information to back-in the specific
manual |y rejected percent of orders and autonmatically
rej ected percent of orders? 1Is the denoninator
sonmewhere in the --

MR, DELLA TORRE: Well, the nunbers | just
gave you were the split of the total. So, the 34 and
the 16 would be the 50 that we provided.

MR. FINNEGAN: That woul d be the
nunerator. It looks like it is on 12.5.5. 197 LSRs
subm tted. Thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Thank you. Okay. Good.

MS. ANDERSON: Yes, Joe.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Denice, | was just going

to say, | think Test 13 would be pretty -- |I'm al npst
afraid to say this, guys -- in conparison to what we
have done already this norning, this will be nore
brief.

MS. ANDERSON: Yes. So, why don't we go
ahead and | aunch into that. The break is schedul ed for

three. W might be able to get through sonme of this.
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MR. DELLA TORRE: Start with Test 13,
Washi ngton State.

MR. WEEKS: Yes. 13 is the order
flowthrough evaluation. This test is alittle bit
different than many of the other tests in the sense
that this was on a single evaluation criteria that was
in sone formof satisfied, not satisfied, or whatever.
And there were actually ten of the eval uation
criterion, which were in diagnostics, so, it feels and
looks a little bit different in terns of results. So,
there are no not-sats in this. And you can browse
t hrough the diagnostics and make of those what you
will.

There were, even though they were
di agnostic in nature, certain observations and
exceptions that were culled out in the various coment
sections for those -- where we saw things during the
course of the test that caused us to raise a question
or raise an issue with Quest about flowthrough itself,
but those are all now closed. And there are no
out st andi ng observati ons or exceptions, and there
really isn't a flavor of any state-specific kinds of
informati on that are enbedded in these results with
respect to the flowthrough. Any follow up questions

from Washi ngt on?
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Ckay. Let's junp right in. AT&T
Question No. 1: By what neans did KPMG Consul ting
deternine that orders did and did not fallout from
manual handling? And our process in this test was to
conpare our expected flowthrough performance with the
actual flowthrough results, which we understood or we
gai ned that know edge froma Qwmest report of detailed
flowthrough activities for ordering. And that is a
test-specific report. It's not sonething typically
gener ated by Qwest.

Question 2: Please provide such a figure
for the retail anal ogue of this system flow for retai
mechani zed orders from subm ssion through service order
generation. There was no parity conponents to the
process in the flowthrough orders for Test 13;
therefore, we do not have that figure to provide.

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connolly. The request
was not for a number. The request was for a comparable
di agram attune to -- akin to Figure 13.

MR. DELLA TORRE: We don't have that.

MR, WEEKS: We didn't have any reason to
have it.

MR. DELLA TORRE: (Question 3: Pl ease
provi de the ULR of the Qwmest Website that contains the

Qnest Order Business Rules. And the Wbsite is
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Qnest . com di scl osures/ netdi scl osure409. htm .

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connolly. Joe, is
this a precise docunent title, do you believe?

MR, WEEKS: This is the URL to get you to
the Web page.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is the document titled,
"Qnest Order Business Rul es"?

MR, DELLA TORRE: W can actually direct
you to it. The rules are |ocated under the follow ng
l'inks: That would be, the first is, quote, devel oper
wor ksheet/order -- or hyphen order. And, quote,
devel oper worksheet hyphen ot her order

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 4: Pl ease
confirmthat there is no Quest USOC, "NFT," that can be
i ncluded on an LSR that would prohibit the order from
bei ng processed as FT or flowthrough. And we wanted
to make sure that we clarified that our use of the
"NFT" was an acronym for nonfl owt hrough.

The next several questions, | think, are
around the sanme idea. NFT, to the best of our
understanding, is not a USCC. It is not a FID. And
nor is it a data element. It is sinply an acronym t hat
we use to identify nonflowthrough

MR, FINNEGAN: | want to go back to the
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third question. [If | was hearing Qwest correctly --
it's been a long couple of days. Did you say it was
the EDI devel oper's worksheet in the business rules for
flowthrough eligibility?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Qwest Order Business
Rul es are on the Qwest Website disclosure address. And
the actual rules are located under |inks entitled,
"devel oper worksheet-order" and "devel oper
wor ksheet - ot her order."

MR. FI NNEGAN: Wbuld that al so include
the GQUI, since there's no devel opnent, as we have
previ ously discussed, with GU use?

MR. DELLA TORRE: It's the same.

MR. FINNEGAN: At one tinme, there was a
docunent attached to the PIDs that put in place the
rules for the orders for -- types of orders that would
be flowthrough eligible. Upon agreenment of the TAG
that was taken out. M understanding was it was going
to go sonewhere in the Standard Interval Guide, is the
docunent that --

MR. WEEKS: This is what we used.

MR. FI NNEGAN: That you used. Is that
the only document?

MR. VIVEROS: This is Chris Viveros from

Quest. | think we're tal ki ng about different
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docunents. As | understand KMPG s answer, they are
tal ki ng about docunentation that expressed Qwest's
Order Business Rules, not unique to flowthrough, but
t he actual Order Business Rules. The docunent that
John is referring to, the LSRs eligible for
fl owthrough, is a docunent that, at one point, was
appended to our PID by agreenent. W renoved that,
added a note to the PO 2 neasure that says, "Subsequent
versions of this docunent will be managed through CwP."
That is how we publish the flowthrough -- the LSRs
eligible for flowthrough. 1It's sent out through the
CMP process, generally associated with a new version of
| MA, because that's when we woul d have updated the
rul es.

MR, FINNEGAN: In the draft final report,
there's a reference, as the orders pass-through the
Operation Support Systens, OSS, as descri bed above, the
eligibility is determ ned using rules described in the
Quvest Order Business Rules and if the LSR s eligible
for flowthrough docunents.

MR, DELLA TORRE: W do cite that, if you
ook at Criteria No. 1311, you will see those -- the
exact docunents that you just referenced as the
docunent sources that we used to set our expectations.

MR. FI NNEGAN. So, when the docunents
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observations, were both of these docunents corrected

such that they were consistent?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Not necessarily, because

they provide different information and they're

di fferent docunments. One is telling you what LSRs are
flowthrough eligible. Another is providing you with
busi ness rul es information.

MR, VEEKS: | think we nmay have m sl ed
you with our answer. \When we had fl owthrough-rel ated
observations and exceptions, and Qwest decided to
update its docunent to describe what flowthrough it
didn't flow through, then it wouldn't necessarily have
to update the business rules docunent. It mght only
have needed to update the other one, the eligible
fl owthrough docunents.

So, we were taking those together. W
shoul d have answered it separately.

MR, FINNEGAN:. Was it a mixed bag as to
what got updated, or was it, they always updated the
LSRs eligible for flowthrough docunent, and sonetines
updat ed the Qwest Order Business Rul es?

MR. DELLA TORRE: W experienced one
i nstance where the Order Business Rules were revised,

for -- related to an exception. In all other cases,
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eligible document. And | believe we do cover that in

question further on in either your set or WrldCom s

set.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Maybe | am j unpi ng ahead.

As long as we're on this train of thought,

t he

expectations as to what should flow through, is that

based on the LSRs eligible for flowthrough

document ati on?

VMR, DELLA TORRE: Yes.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Not the Qunest Order

Busi ness Rul es?
MR. WEEKS: Correct.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 4 --

MR, CONNOLLY: Excuse nme, Joe. Just to
poi nt out an area where -- | believe it was a report
that confused ne. |In the |ast paragraph of Section

2.1, the second to the | ast sentence concludes with,"

"but the inclusion of an NFT Universa

Code (USCC) on the LSR, would prohibit the order from

bei ng processed as FT."

MR. DELLA TORRE: We will

185

a

Service Ordering

revise that to

be clearer. What is intended there is that there are a

set of USOCs that are nonflow through

So,

i f one of
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those USOCs is put on the order, then, even if the
parent order is typically flowthrough eligible, if a
nonfl owt hrough USCC i s popul ated on that order, it
will drop manually.

MR. WEEKS: The USOC of tine is not
fl owthrough.
DELLA TORRE: As opposed to valid.

CONNOLLY:  That's what | thought.

2 3 5

WEEKS: We will clarify the English.

MR. CONNOLLY: You can see the cause for
my concern. Is it your understanding that all of those
USOCs, that, if present, cause an order to not flow
t hrough, are those documented on the LSRs eligible for
fl owthrough docunents?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes, they are.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: So, Question 7: Are the
3. 650 orders -- which we took to nean 3,650 orders.

MR, CONNOLLY: That's just one key away.

MR. DELLA TORRE: -- that were subnitted
via EDI, part of the order volunme submitted for Test
12? And the answer is, yes.

Question 8. Please explain the
verification that KPMG conducted of the process whereby

changes to Qnest's OSS and interfaces that inpact order
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flowthrough are communi cated to the organi zation that
is responsible for the maintenance and publication of
the Qvest LSRs eligible for flowthrough docunent. And
to use our favorite acronym this is the black box
test, and we did not assess the internal distribution
of docunentation or information internal to Quest.

Question 9: Are the 331 orders that was
submtted via | MA GUI part of the order vol une
submitted for Test 12?7 And the answer is, yes.

Wor | dCom Question 1 --

MS. ANDERSON: This might be a good tine
to take a break.

MR. DELLA TORRE: G ven personnel, and the
time on the clock, we'll take our break now.

(Recess.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: W just want to start
off with a clarification, fromour discussion noments
ago, about flow-through and nonfl owthrough USCCs. The
LSR fl owt hrough eligible docunent does not, in fact,
have a list of USOCCs that do and do not flow \What
this is is a description of order types, transaction
types, different transaction activities that could be
submtted or transmitted that either do or do not flow.
So, there are then inplications to the related USQCCs,

to those scenario types that will and will not



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

fl owthrough.

MR, WEEKS: So you take the | anguage from

the docunent and drop it into the USOC finder, and it
gives the list of one or nore USOCs that fit that
category. So, you can get to the USOCs. It's a
t wo- st ep process not one-step process.

MR, FINNEGAN: |Is there a reason why it
couldn't have been a one-step?

MR, VEEKS: Qwest woul d have to answer
t hat .

MR, FINNEGAN: Well, froma testing
perspective, the docunentation was found by KPMG to
i naccurately describe what the rules were for
flowthrough. Qwest nmade a docunentation fix and
presumably KPMG found that fix acceptable.

MR. DELLA TORRE: No, not that it
i nadequately described. W were able to establish our
expectation of flowthrough

MR. WEEKS: [t was inaccurate, not
i nadequat e.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

MR. VEEKS: There were situations that
t he original docunent led us to believe would flow
t hrough. Subsequent test activity reveal ed that that

list was not accurate. The list was revised in the
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docunent. The list was flow through. And if you want
to transl ate what appears in the docunent to actua
USOCs, there's a tool to do that that Qwest provides.

So, the activities that a CLEC needs to
perform in order to get fromthe flowthrough docunent
to the USOCs is not cunbersome or arcane or anything
else. 1t's very usable, and could there have been
one-stop shopping? The answer is, yes. There could
have been, but we didn't feel, in our opinion, that
having two steps, instead of all having to submt a
si ngl e docunent, was unaccept abl e.

MR. FINNEGAN: Did KPMG to establish
their expectation, use the two-step process?

MR. VEEKS: | think that would be a true
st at ement.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes. Okay. Let's nove
forward with Worl dCom questions for Test 13.

Worl dCom No. 1: If the CLEC order is
el ectronically submtted, and Qwmest's system
el ectronically returned a reject, with no manual
intervention, is the order considered flowthrough or
nonflow t hrough? In fact, it is nonflowthrough
eligible, because it had an error on it. So, it's not
actually categorized as a fl owthrough or

nonfl owt hrough order, because of an error



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

190

Question 2: Did flowthrough orders,
whi ch were included in this evaluation, contain error
conditions which resulted in electronically returned
reject notices? And the answer is, yes.

Question 3: Wat --

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WrldCom |
guess | expected you to say, in response to Question 2,
it was not applicable, because, if | understood the
response to Question 1, you are saying that if an order
has an error, it's nonflowthrough eligible. So --

MR, DELLA TORRE: Well, qualification or
the categorization, rather, of flowthrough or
nonfl owt hrough woul d not be relevant in an order that
has an error and is subsequently rejected. It becones
a nonfl owthrough eligible, because of the error
condition. Did we submt orders that had intentiona
errors on themto confirmthat they then, in fact,
rejected? The answer is, yes.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. Thanks.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Sure. Question 3: \What
criteria served as the basis for deternining
flowthrough in the flowthrough reports that Quest
provided, i.e., that the LSR flowed to SOC wi t hout any
manual intervention. And we feel that the order

conditioned to that question is actually the response;
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the basis for determning flowthrough in the
fl owthrough reports was that the LSR flowed to SOC
wi t hout any manual intervention.

MR. WEEKS: That's our understandi ng.
Qnest is the actual author of that report. And, so,
Chris, or soneone else, do you want to confirmthat
that's how you nmade those deci sions?

MR, VIVERCS: Chris Viveros, Quest.
That's exactly how the report was devel oped, was a
daily extract of a special run of the data that's
col l ected for producing our PO 2 neasure.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 4: How did
KPMG Consul ting eval uate the accuracy of flowthrough
reports that Qwmest provided? W verified the accuracy
of the flowthrough reports by conparing our expected
results with the actual results. And, in those cases,
where a di screpancy occurred or could not be expl ai ned,
KPMG Consul ting i ssued an observation or an exception

Question 5: Wen an order, which was
originally thought to be qualified for flowthrough
was found to be nonfl owthrough, due to an error in
Qnest' s docunentation, did KPMG Consulting oversee and
confirmthat Qwest nmade the needed corrections to the
docunentation? The answer is, yes.

MR, VWEEKS: W didn't oversee, but we did
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confirm

MS. OLI VER:  Ckay.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Good distinction.

Question 6: How often, during the course
of KPMG Consulting s flowthrough eval uation, were
corrections to Qunest's flowthrough docunentation
needed, excluding flowthrough docunentation updates
made as a result of an inplenmented business rule or
syst em change.

MR, WEEKS: Every Wednesday.

MR. DELLA TORRE: There were siXx
fl owthrough docunentation versions that had changes
and/ or corrections throughout the course of the test,
Versions 2.0 through 7.0. There's only one case in
which we can confirmthat the change was made in direct
response to an exception.

Question 7: Did KPMG Consulting take
into consideration nonflowthrough ordering?

MS. OLIVER: Excuse me, can | just --

MR, DELLA TORRE: Certainly.

MS. OLIVER: Foll owup on Question 6.
Becky Oiver, WrldCom Was -- | didn't follow the
| ast part of the response; that KPMG confirned that
just one of those six flowthrough docunentation

updates was the result of an exception. How does that
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relate to the response to the previous Question No. 5,
that KPMG confirmed that the correcti ons were nade to
the docunentation? Were those version updates, then
didn't it correlate to correction of docunentation?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Well, you have an
exclusion in your question. And we would respond by
saying that all of the other docunentation updates,
ot her than the one that we cited here, were the direct
result of system updates or business rul e changes that
occurred during the course of the test, which is the
exclusion that you have in your question.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. | don't think
said -- probably didn't do a good job of explaining the
exclusion there, because | amreading it now, and | can
see where it's confusing. What | nmeant to exclude was
docunent ati on updates that were the result of, say, a
new | MA rel ease, sonething outside and separate from
t he order flowthrough eval uation.

MR, WEEKS: Yeah. | think the way we
took the question to nmean, was the sole reason for the
new docunment was the observation or exception. And, in
ot her cases, there is nore than one reason why that
docunent rel ease came out. So, sone of those other
reasons you included in your exclusion there.

MR. DELLA TORRE: We can confirm as |
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said originally, that there were six docunentation
versions. How many specific changes were contai ned
wi thin each version? W do not have that nunber.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. That's fine. Thanks.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 7: Did KPM5
Consulting take into consideration nonflow-through
ordering scenari os when determ ning the accuracy of
Qnest's existing flowthrough docunentation? The
answer is, yes. W established our expected
flowthrough results for all of our test scenarios and
LSRs subnitted as a result.

Question 8: Did KPMG Consulting eval uate
how t he percentage of orders submtted via | MA EDI
whi ch did not flowthrough, inpacts CLECs. The answer
is, no.

Question 9: Carify if the inaccurate
fl owthrough indicators, which caused sonme resal e UNE-P
and UNE-L and standal one | MA EDI orders, which were
expected to flow, to drop out, refers to flowthrough
indicators within Quest's docunentation. And that is
not exactly correct. The flowthrough indicators that
we're referencing here are the daily Qwest flow-through
reports that we received as part of the test design.

MR, WEEKS: It's just -- there's

i ndicators on that special report that you would
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receive. And sonetinmes, what Qmest reported to us in
those special reports, was not accurate. That's what
we're referring to in that section of the report.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 10: Howis it

deci ded when to inplement system changes to provide | MA

EDlI resale flowthrough, as indicated on Quest's
docunent ati on, and when to update Qwest's docunentation
to correct flowthrough as docunented. And, in fact,
we have no insight into Qwvest's deci sion-maki ng process
for selecting or inplenenting fixes to identify
probl ems, whet her they chose to change docunentation or
systems. We would only know as an end result. W
woul d not know why they made that decision initially.
And, in fact, that answer applies to -- that answer
applies to Questions 10, 12, 14, 19, 21, and 22. There
will be a quiz at the end.

MR, VEEKS: Want us to go through those
nunbers again, so you can keep track as you go?

MR. DELLA TORRE: | would take them off as
we go through

For Question 11: Did KPMG Consulting
identify the root cause for the errors included in the
Qnest flowthrough reports for the I MA EDI resale
orders? |If so, what was the root cause. |In fact, we

did not do any root cause analysis of errors contained
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on the Qmest flow-through report. And, again, that's a
repeating question for -- the sane answer would apply
to Questions 11, 13, 15, 16, 20, 23 and 24.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WorldCom
What was the reason for just saying there's an error
and leaving it at that, rather than investigating it
and deternmining the root cause? It seenms |ike an error
on the flowthrough report would indicate sonme error or
problemin how Qrmest is capturing and tracking
fl owt hrough.

MR, WEEKS: It's not how they capture and
track flow through, per se. |It's how they report to us
what -- how a particul ar order behaved, since that was
kind of an ad hoc report; that was created especially
in -- dynamically to the test. It wasn't a systematic
part of Qwest's normal reporting. W wouldn't have
held it to any kind of standard |ike that.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Additionally, there may
be sonme assertions nade by Qnest as to what the
underlying root causes nmay have been for the problens
encountered with the flowthrough report. W're
attenpting to uncover an observation or exception
nunber that would point you to Quaest's response as to
identifying potential root causes. So, let's just get

into an accounting, while we are | ooking for that, of
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the followi ng questions. Thirteen was covered.
Fourteen was covered. Fifteen and 16 were covered.
Seventeen and 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and | think we m ght
be done with 23 and 24.

MR. DI XON: M ke, Tom Di xon. Can you
just run through the cross-reference questions? | know
you said they are done, just so we can --

MR. WEEKS: Let's take themall.

MR DELLA TORRE: We'Il go through that
again. The answer provided to Question No. 10 was that
we did not have insight into Qvest's deci sion-naking
for determ ning whether it was a system or
docunentation error. Those relate to Questions 12, 14,
19, 21, and 22.

MR. VEEKS: So those 10, 12, 14, 19, 21
and 22 are all the sanme answer.

MR, DELLA TORRE: And the sanme process is
true for Question No. 11. The response that we did not
assess inpact to CLECs is also true for Questions 13,
15, 16, 20, 23, and 24.

MS. THI ELEMANN:  That | eaves 17 and 18,
right? |1 was circling when you were saying those.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes.

Question 17: Did KPMG Consulting

eval uate how the percentage of orders submitted via | MA
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GUI, which did not flowthrough, inpact CLECs? Answer
is, we did not. And 18 --
MS. THIELEMANN: Is it still the same as

other earlier questions? There was a different earlier

guesti on.

MR. DELLA TORRE: We covered 17 and 18 as
wel | . Just back to that other issue. As a reference
poi nt, Exception 3119. | believe there was a

di scussion there for inaccurate flow-through reporting.
Ot her questions on Test 13?

Okay. Gve us a monment to switch up

personnel, and we'll nove to Test 23.
(Pause.)

M5. ANDERSON: Ckay. So, | think we're
ready to roll.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Okay. Folks, we want to
get started with Test 23. So, let's start with the
Washi ngton questions for Test 23.

MR, WEEKS: Test 23 pretty much kind of
split half and half and half. Five of the evaluation
criteria were in the report as unable to determ nes,
and al nost all of those are recommended to be concl uded
as closed inconclusive on 3110, 3111, or closed
unresol ved on 3094. That was stated at the tinme we

produced the draft final report.
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Subsequent to that date, 3110, 3094,
Qnvest asked us to reopen those, and they are stil
open, as we speak. So, the results there could nove
fromunable to some other state, pending the outcone of
the retesting activities. And there are not
state-specific results to report in this particular
test. Any follow up questions on this?

MR. DI XON: M ke, Tom Di xon from
Worl dCom  When did you anticipate conmpleting the
retesting of those two exceptions?

MR. VEEKS: It will be this week.

MR, DI XON: |If you know.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Qur |ast opportunity is
this Friday.

MR, DI XON:  Thank you.

MR, WEEKS: By conpletion, | amkind of
hedgi ng my bet here. W're going to cut it off as of
Fri day, and whether we're conplete or not, it gets cut
of f.

MS. TRIBBY: Can you give the
observations or exceptions again?

MR. WEEKS: 3110 and 3094.

DELLA TORRE: Both exceptions.

WEEKS: Both Es.

2 3 5

DELLA TORRE: We will begin with the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

200

Wor | dCom set of questions.

Question No. 1: Has Qwest accepted the
Col orado deci sion that PID/ PAP changes are excl uded
fromthe regul atory change definition for all 14
states? The answer is, yes.

Question 2: Are regulatory and industry
gui del i ne changes now subject to prioritization by
CLECs? The answer is, yes. |f so, please describe
KPMG Consul ting's understanding of the prioritization
process for regulatory and industry gui deline changes.
Regul atory and i ndustry gui deline changes are subject
to prioritization with Qvest, and CLECs, under certain
conditions, as specified in the draft CMP document.
Addi tional detail only if the change is not nmandated to
be inmpl emented in the next release, and there is sone
flexibility for when the change is required or
recommended to go into effect.

In addition, either a CLEC or Quwest may
initiate a regulatory or industry guideline change,
with substantiating material. That cones from Section
5.1 and 10.1 of the nmaster red-line CMP docunent.

Question 3: Please describe KPMG
Consul ting' s understandi ng of the SCRP, and how is it
an exception to the prioritization process. SCRP

refers to the Special Change Request Process. It is
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our understandi ng that Qvest and CLECs have agreed that
if a system CR, deened critical to either Qwest or
CLEC, has not been ranked high enough during the
prioritization process, a party may choose to pay for
the cost of hiring additional resources so that the CR
will be inplemented with our prioritized CRNA upconi ng
software rel ease

Question 4: Has the SRCP or SCRP, been
used during your evaluation of CMP? The answer is, no.

Question 5: The answer to the previous
question is, no; and, therefore, not applicable.

Question 6: Did KPMG Consulting observe
t he, "packagi ng" process used by Qmest after CRs were
prioritized? The answer is, yes.

Fol | ow-on question: |If the answer is,
yes, what did KPMG Consulting observe and did Qnest
conply with the identified process? Qwmest conducted
packagi ng activities for I MA Rel ease 10, prior to Quest
and CLECs conpl eting the di scussions and negoti ati ons
about the prioritization process. Hence, KPMG
Consul ting was unable to observe Qumest's adherence to
the conplete end-to-end prioritization process for
maj or systemrel ease as defined by the redesi gned CMP
So, there is packagi ng, but we have not seen it, start

to finish.
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Question 9 -- actually, Question 8. D d
KPMG Consul ti ng observe the process for changing an
exi sting EDI interface? The answer is, yes.

Fol | ow-on question: What did KPMG
Consul ting observe and did Qaest conply with the
i dentified process? KPMG Consulting observed that,
prior to April 2002, Qwest did not consistently conply
with the identified process. As a result, we raised
Exception 3110 for results around IMA 6.0 and 9.0
i nterval adherence. And, as discussed by Mke earlier
Exception 3110 renmi ns open; and, therefore, we have
not conpl eted our evaluation of the issues identified
in this exception.

Question 10: Did KPMG Consul ting
eval uate the WSHD activities in support of production
support? And the answer is, yes.

Fol | ow-on question: Wat did KPMG
Consul ting observe, and did Qrmest's WSHD conply with
the identified procedures and processes? WSHD
activities were evaluated as part of Test 24.7,
al t hough specifically the production support issues
were considered as part of change managenent or Test
23. We did identify issues related to the production
support and issued Exception 3112, Observation 3073 and

bservation 3103. bservation 3073 and Exception 3112
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are actually closed. Observation 3103 was cl osed as
i nconcl usive, as we were unable to verify the steps
that Qwmest took to address the identified issue.
Question 12: Did KPMG Consul ting
eval uate the interimprocess inplenented on April 1,
2002, that governs Qwest's initiated product process
changes? At the tinme the draft report was rel eased, we
had not evaluated the interimprocess. However,
begi nning April 25, of 2002, we did evaluate the
nodi fied interimprocess as part of the Exception 3094
retest activity, which is ongoing. That is also the
answer for Question 13.
Question 14: Please summarize any CLEC
comrents about Qwest's redesigned CMP that KPMG
Consul ting eval uated? W have not summarized any CLEC
comments, but we would refer any interested party to
the work paper set for additional information on
i nformati on provided to us by participating CLECs.
Question 15: Please sumuarize any HP
comments about Qwest's redesigned CVMP that KPMG
Consul ting eval uated? KPMG Consulting did not seek HP
comments about Qwest's redesigned CMP, as HP is not an
active participant in the CMP redesign activities.
Question 16: \What essential conponents

did KPMG find are mssing from Quvest's CMP? And as
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that question is fairly high level, we would prefer to
refer you to the observations and exceptions listed in
each of the criteria of this report section.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Oiver, WrldCom Can
I go back and ask a follow up on Question 14? The
response refers parties to work papers, and said that
no summary was done on the CLEC comrents. Does that
mean that we will -- let nme just put it this way: How
did KPMG then use the CLECs' comments that exist in the
wor kK papers?

MR, DELLA TORRE: As part of our testing,
we interviewed a nunber of CLECs with regard to the
Change Managenment Process. However, as this scope of
t he Vendor Technical Conference is the draft fina
reports, and we have, in fact, different questions that
relate to specific CLECs and their input, as that is
really a confidential piece of information -- in fact,
I don't recall the question

I recall a question from Montana
yesterday, | believe, where we are willing to provide
that information specifically to the Montana staff and
commi ssion off-line. WrldCom has every right to
review the work papers and assess that. But as that
information is not contained in the draft final report,

it's not a question to be addressed in this technica
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conf erence.

MR, WEEKS: | can give you a genera
answer as to how we use that information, and there are
several places in our report where we describe that
use.

Fundanental | y, what we do when we
interview CLECs is try to understand what questions or
i ssues or problens or concerns that CLECs have with
what ever docunment or process or interface that is under
review. And we take that under advi senent and factor
those things into the work that we do, and the
eval uations that we nake, and the types of questions
and investigations that we do. So, there's not a
specific reliance in the sense that our result is based
upon that input in a direct way. |It's nore of a, what
sort of things should we be thinking about as we go
through this. And, you know, it's an attenpt to nmke
sure we haven't missed ny issues or mssed any topics.

MR DIXON: Is this on? GCkay. This is
Tom Di xon. Wth respect to Question 15, which you were
just on, you have indicated you did not seek any
conmments fromHP. And that caused ne sonme confusion
because, in the |ast paragraph of Section 2.4, under
eval uation nethods for this test, it says, "KPMG

consulting also interviewed Hewl ett Packard Consulting
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representatives who were know edgeabl e about Qnest's
cwP. "

So, it seenmed to nme that your answer is
i nconsistent with what's stated here.

MR, DELLA TORRE: The difference being
that's the redesign, where that -- the interviews that
we're referencing are much earlier in the process.

MR. DI XON:  Thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: And just as a matter of
point. For the CLEC participation in the redesign
effort, those are contained in publicly avail abl e
m nutes, and | can't reference the Website, but | am
sure Andy can.

MR, CRAIN. Actually, | am sure Judy can

MS. SCHULTZ: It's
HTTP: / / ww. Qaest . conf whol esal e/ CMP.  And then if you
go -- if you click on "redesign," that's where the
i nformati on resides.

MR. WEEKS: That's a useful
clarification, because a |ot of what we perceive CLECs
t hi nk about the Change Managenent Process has been
derived, not from private conversations in back roons,
but fromsitting and listening to the CLECs in this
open forum

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 18: Describe
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t he di sagreenent between Qnest and CLECs regarding the
scope and effective date of increnental changes

i mpl enented through the redesign neetings. And, again,
this really isn't the subject of the report, but,
rather, is a subject for the redesign sessions, and we
woul d refer folks to that same forum

Question 19: It is WrldConis
under st andi ng that KPMG Consulting is conducting a
retest of matters addressed in Exception 3094. If so
pl ease provide the extent and any results of the
retest. As nentioned earlier, this is ongoing.

Question 20: |Is KPMG conducting any
retesting of matters raised in Exception 3111? If so,
pl ease provide the extent and any results of the
retest. And the answer is, we are not conducting any
retest activities for Exception 3111. It renmins
cl osed, inconcl usive.

Question 21 is the same question, but
regardi ng Exception 3110. And, again, the retesting
efforts are ongoi ng.

Question 22: To the extent KPMG
Consulting is retesting any matters relevant to Test
23, did KPMG seek any further CLEC input? And to
expand on or enphasize M ke's point nonents ago, we

continue to incorporate CLEC positions on these natters



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

208
t hrough the public forum of the redesign sessions, but
we have not sought any additional independent neetings
or interviews with the CLECs; therefore -- that covers
Question 23.

Question 24: To the extent KPMG
Consulting is retesting any nmatters relevant to Test
23, did KPMG Consul ting seek any further HPC input?
And the answer is, no, which covers, also, Question 25.

Question 26: |Is KPMG Consulting
conducting any other retests of matters relevant to
Test 23? The answer is, no.

Turning to AT&T Question No. 1: KPMG
states, "The above four change types becane effective
inlate 2001." 1Is it correct that the four change
types were defined as CMP change type categories in
| ate 2001? And the answer is, yes. The four change

types were defined as CMP change type categories in

late 2001.

MR, WEEKS: Septenber 20th is |ate.

MR, CONNOLLY: We're looking for, you
know, that sort of tine frame. | guess, part of the

question is that it's our understanding that CLECs
woul d make requests for change along these lines. They
may not have been categorized as those as far as

di sci pline of the CICVMP went, but, nonethel ess, the
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questions canme forward. So, direct, formalized
categori zation of those; that occurred with the --

Sept enber 20017

MR. WEEKS: | think the formalization of
the four categories was roughly Septenber 20t h.

MR, CONNOLLY: Great. Thanks very much.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 2: Please
provide the list of the parties that stipulated to the
CWP requirement for procedures to contact the CLEC when
Quest declines a CLEC-initiated CR.  Again, we would
refer folks to the Qwvest whol esale Website, and the CMP
redesi gn sessions, which are recorded and distributed
via E-mail, also made avail able on the Wbsite.

MR, VEEKS: The public records where
we're going to reference you to, we don't have that
list.

MR, CONNOLLY: It is it your
understandi ng there was a stipul ation anong the
parties?

MR, WEEKS: (Nodding in the affirmative.)
That's our understandi ng.

MR, YEUNG  Yes.

MR, WEEKS: By stipulation, we don't nean
that in the | egal sense. W neant agreement.

MR. CONNOLLY: And this statenent here
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nmeans that that is docunented -- that procedure is
documented with the CMP?

MR. YEUNG Yes.

MR. VEEKS: Yes. That's our
under st andi ng.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 3: Please
explain the testing that KPMG Consulting conducted to
verify that changes are not nade to Qwest's OSS that
have i npact on CLEC systens and operati ons where no
notice is provided to CLEC. W did not conduct
exhaustive testing activities to specifically uncover
unnoticed or nonnoticed CLEC inpacting changes. W did
beconme aware of such changes through CLEC reports, and
by observing the P-CLEC, and review ng HP observations
and exceptions related to this type of condition.

KPMG formal Iy identified an Observation
3066; that Qwest did not consistently inform CLECs of
CLEC-i npacting changes in the point rel ease versions of
IMA. W also identify an Cbservation 3074; that Quest
did not notify CLECs of changes that resulted fromthe
bill rate validation.

MR. WEEKS: Look at 23/6, criteria. W
outlined sone of that.

MR. DELLA TORRE: However, we did not
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val i date non or unnoticed conditions in any exhaustive
way.

MR. DI XON: Joe, what was the first cite?
The first exception --

MR. DELLA TORRE: (Observation 3066 and
Observati on 3074.

MR, DI XON:  Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: O her questions on Test
23? Thank you all.

MS. ANDERSON:  Well --

MR. VEEKS: Shall we start on tonorrow?

MS. ANDERSON: | was just going to
suggest that, because we have a full day tonorrow.
Wul d HP be prepared to naybe knock off Nunber 24.8?

MR. DI XON: How about 24.67?

(Di scussion off the record.)

MS. ANDERSON: G ve us a mnute here.
Okay. W have a plan. Unfortunately, Tom we are
short a body that would be required for this, and, so,
we won't be able to conply with your request.

MR, DI XON: Maybe | will just listen in
by phone tonorrow.

M5. ANDERSON: So, what we can do is
24.7. So, KPMGis going to dive into that here, in a

nonent .
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MR, DELLA TORRE: COkay. We'll get started
with Test 24.7. And | suppose we can start with AT&T
questions for 24.7. | hear a |ot of paper shuffling,
so |l will wait a couple of mnutes while people get
squared away.

Okay. You know, we can probably get
started on 24.7, with the Washi ngton questi ons.

MR. WEEKS: 24.7, all of the criteria are
satisfied, so there's nothing that falls into any of
the categories. | think you are interested in having
us talk about, if they existed. There are not any
Washi ngton specific rules as -- to report on this. And
there aren't any open observations or exceptions on
this.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Okay. Great. AT&T
Question No. 1: AT&T notes that there are severa
appearances of "WHSD' in the section that should be
changed to "WSHD." We will make that change.

Question 2: In what way does the
escal ation of a trouble ticket affect the severity
| evel originally assigned to the trouble ticket? And
it's our understanding that those are two i ndependent
activities, the assignnment of a severity |level and the
escal ation. The escalation can be initiated by either

the call rep or the CLEC. But it is the handler of
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are, in fact, two independent activities.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is it the case that a
severity code -- a severity level can be changed by
subsequent handl ers of that trouble ticket?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes. Question 4:

Pl ease descri be the Hel p Desk Managenent Revi ew Proces
t hat was observed by KPMG Consulting. Provide KPMG
Consul ting's evaluation of the adequacy of the Help --
| skipped 3.

MR. CONNOLLY: Back to 3.

MR, DELLA TORRE: M apol ogi es. What
processes and procedures are involved in the changing
of the severity level of a trouble ticket? And, durin
the initial trouble call, if the HDP confuses the
assigned severity level, with the caller, Qunest will
change the severity level of that trouble ticket, if
the HDP nmade a mistake in categorization

MR. WEEKS: The CLEC can also initiate a
request to have the severity level nodified as well

MR. CONNOLLY: So, in the case of --
let's take the escal ati on process, because that's
probably fairly typical for this scenario; that the
service problemis such that CLEC calls and rai ses the

tenperature. During that interchange, CLEC says,

213
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what's the severity level that you have on the ticket.
And insists that it be raised to increase that
recognition within the Qvwest system That could, in
fact, happen?

MR. VEEKS: It could happen
Fundanental | y, what that severity level is intended to
do is comunicate the inpact on the CLEC for the
problem as it's reported, at the tine it's reported.
And, usually, escalation is because the CLEC doesn't
believe they are getting the response they need on a
timely basis. Those two can nobve together, as you are
suggesting, as Joe said, can be orthogonal, as well as
i rpact on business is the same. And what | said,
sai d, change the severity, but we're not changing the
severity. W want to escalate. W don't feel I|ike
we're getting the |l evel of the response that we want.
It can nove together or nove independently.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is it your understanding
that severity level is -- has sone inpact or has
some -- Qmest has a way of treating all severity levels
essentially the sane. As the water level for this one
rai sed to a higher severity level, would it also be a
Qnest factor, not just a matter of how inportant it is
to that CLEC?

MR, WEEKS: | think you are asking if
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there's a triage process, where the patients that are
nore term nal get handl ed before the ones that are just
kind of slightly sick. |Is that the question?

MR, CONNOCLLY: Yes.

MR, WEEKS: | think the answer is, yes,
that they do. They work the higher severity probl ens
on a -- nore aggressively than they work the | ower
severity probl ens.

MR, CONNOLLY: I'mjust trying to clear
up -- you had said that the severity level reflects the
i mportance or significance of that trouble to the CLEC
It also has an --

MR. VWEEKS: -- inplication as to how it
gets handl ed inside Qnest.

MR, CONNOLLY: How they work it. Great.
Thanks.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That woul d be by
referring it to different personnel, nore so than
putting it higher in the queue for the sane personnel

MR. CONNOLLY: Under st and.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 4: Please
describe the Hel p Desk Managenent Revi ew Process that
was observed by KPMG Consulting. Provide KPMG
Consul ting's evaluation of the adequacy of the Help

Desk Managenent Review in ternms of contribution to
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quality-of-service principles, in general, and to neet
KPMG Consul ting's reasonabl e standards for process
conpetence. We would refer you, in Section 3.1 of the
report, to criteria 24.7.8, 24.7.11, and 24.7.13.

MR. VEEKS: These are various aspects of
sort of the managenent controls that we saw, or we were
| ooking for, as we went through it. So, 24.7.8 says
the process includes procedures for tracking status
management reporting and managenent intervention. And
in the comment section there, it talks about Qwest Help
Desk Managers utilize call managenment reports fromthe
ACD, and so on. That's one of the criteria, where we
| ook at the -- sort of what managenent controls exi st
on top of the fundanmental baseline process that's in
place. So that's 8.

El even tal ks about process performance
nmeasures are defined, nmeasured and reviewed. This is
where | hate to call it, "standard," but expectations
are set for how the process needs to operate. And
there's control feedback | oops where the nanagenent
teamis | ooking at how the process operates to nmke
sure that the process is nmeeting the goals.

And 13 tal ks about process inprovenent
responsibilities are assigned and applied. So, this is

sonme sort of commitnment, on the conpany's part, to
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conti nuous i nprovenment nmechani sns so the process gets
better and better. So, those are the aspects that we
specifically evaluated, that we think address the
qguestion you asked. |s there sonething beyond that?
MR. CONNOLLY: No. What | was trying to
get at was an understandi ng of the managenent nodel,
the paradigmthat you had structured. And it seens
what you suggested was, going through your eval uation

criteria gives the reader an --

MR. WEEKS: Appreciation.

MR, CONNELY: -- an appreciation of what
that --

MR, VEEKS: Kind of a managenent
par adi gm

MR, CONNOLLY: All right. Thanks.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 5: Please
explain the reasons the CLEC receives a new trouble
ticket nunber in the case of a need to seek further
resolution of an earlier reported trouble ticket. |If
the CLEC i ssue reported on the initial call was not
successfully resolved, the CLEC is given a trouble
ticket number to reference for a requesting trouble
status. And the issue here is, really, whether the
ticket is open or closed. |If a trouble ticket is

closed, then any future calls that may relate to that
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issue raised in the original trouble ticket, because
the first trouble ticket was closed, a new trouble
ticket will be issued. If, however, the origina
trouble ticket that was opened is not closed, then that
certainly continues to be the reference. And the
closure of that initial ticket is nmade in conjunction
and agreenent with the CLEC during that call

MR, VWEEKS: In other words, Qwest doesn't
unilaterally close the tickets.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Once it's closed, you
will get a new nunber, if you call again |ater

MR. CONNOLLY: | was concerned about the
circular nature that's conveyed by this statenent; that
if the CLEC calls to escalate or inquire about an
existing ticket, why would there need to be another
ticket issued?

MR. WEEKS: There won't.

MR. CONNOLLY: It indicates that, where
that prior ticket had been closed --

MR, WEEKS: By agreenment with the CLEC

MR. CONNOLLY: -- that a new trouble
ticket --

MR, VWEEKS: So, | thought | had the
problem fixed. | agreed to close the problem |

subsequent|y discover it doesn't look like it's really
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been fixed, or I am seeing the sanme probl em occur again
in another context. So, | amgoing to call, and, to
me, it seens the sane, because | nechanically agreed to
close out the first ticket. Then Qwest, rather than
reopeni ng that previous ticket, establishes a new
ticket.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 6: In those
cases where a patch is issued to resolve an operationa
probl em what are the procedures that are to be
followed to record the underlying problemin a Change
Request and have that CR become the requisition for
per manent correction? Wat is KPMG Consulting's
eval uati on of the Qmest procedures that deal with
resol ving patch issues into CRs?

And there are several different reference
points that | would like to provide for you here, and
then we can go through sonme of themfor a little bit
nore color. For Test 23, Section 2.1.1. For Test
24.7, Section 3.1, Criteria 24.7-7. And in Test 24.6,
Section 3.1.1, Criteria 24.6-1-15. And there are
di fferent conponents of the patch to CR process
di scussed in each of those different areas. So we can
go through those now, if you like, or you could review
those and ask subsequent questions |ater

MR. CONNOLLY: Does KPMG see these
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patch --

MR, WEEKS: The request is closed as
pat ches go over into change nanagenent.

MR, CONNOLLY: As a patch is necessary,
and throw it into --

MR, DELLA TORRE: Internal CR, yes.

MR, WEEKS: The | eakage between we saw as
part of this test, which the heavy disposition of
trouble -- not trouble, but tickets being -- there
needs to be a software patch, a CR As part of the
Change Managenent Process, we saw those kinds of
changes coming into the Change Managenent Process.
Those requests were -- for patches were patches com ng
out of the Help Desk operations, comng into the change
managenment, in fact, are worked into the Change
Managenment Process.

MR, CONNOLLY: To apply the patch

MR. VEEKS: Yes, or to consider the patch
in the way that it would normally be considered, in
Iight of everything else that's going on

MR, CONNOLLY: Separate fromthe
i mpl enentation of the permanent fix to replace a patch

MR, VEEKS: That would come through the
ot her Change Managenment Processes that already exist.

MR, CONNOLLY: Test 237
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MR. VEEKS: Right.

MR, CONNOLLY: These sort of patch
requests --

MR. WEEKS: The handoff, if you will,
between the Hel p Desk and the change managenent people
and software engi neering people that sit behind the
Change Managenent Process, we saw all of those
handoffs.

MR. CONNOLLY: If we have a problemwith
the systemthat necessitates a patch, which has the
implication to ne that it's a quick fix, necessary for
a ticket, depending on the severity of the problem
woul d that request for patch get processed through?

MR. VWEEKS: It would be an internal CR

MR, CONNOLLY: Does it go to CMP as a
CLEC request or as a Qwest change?

MR, VWEEKS: Qwest internal CR

MS. NOTARIANNI: Tim | think the
assunption that a patch is a tenporary fix is nmaybe a
semantics issue. A patch isn't necessarily a tenporary
fix. And, in fact, in npst cases, when they say it's a
patch, it's an, essentially, a software bug they are
fixing.

So, | wouldn't make the assunption that

you started out with, that all patches are tenporary,
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and there needs, subsequent to that, to be a CRthat's
i ntroduced to nake a nore permanent fi x.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay. Thanks. To create
t he patch, my understandi ng, we have to get sone
anal ysts and programmers and sit down and wite some
codes to inplenment the change that's necessary to
resolve the problem

MS. NOTARIANNI: That's correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is the work that those --
that results fromthat, is that a dot rel ease charge?

MR, WEEKS: | n what context do they
i mpl enent those? Do they just slamthemin or do they
wait for a dot release? How does that work?

MS. NOTARI ANNI: This is the easy answer.
It could be either. It depends on what it is that is
being fixed. So, depending on the severity of it. |If
it's sonething that, you know, your systemis down and
you need to fix, and they need to put in that patch
they are going to do it immediately, and it's not
really a patch point release. There could be things
that are -- such that they go into a package rel ease.

MR. CONNOLLY: For the CRs -- for the
patches that are going to go into that package rel ease,
are those prioritized anongst all other CRs for that

package rel ease?
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MS. NOTARI ANNI :  Yes.

MR, CONNOLLY: Are they brought in as
Qnvest CRs?

MR. CRAIN: | think we need to clarify
that, for a point release, there is not a
prioritization process. And some things that end up in
poi nt releases result fromearlier prioritization
processes. Everything that goes into a point rel ease
isn't necessarily part of a prioritization process.

How t hese changes in CRs are handled that result from
these problens has been fully worked out, and the
communi cations fully worked out in the change
managenent redesign process. Parties agreed upon that
process and how these are being handl ed, as part of the
Producti on Support Process that we inpl enented.

MR, CONNOLLY: What | amtrying to nmeke
sure | understand is that a CRis a CRis a CR
There's not different types of CRs that go around the
CMP? |s that -- ny understanding correct?

MR. CRAIN: An internal -- a CR for a
change to the interfaces is not necessarily the sane
thing as changes that are made through the Production
Support Process.

MR. WOODHOUSE: Rick Whodhouse, KPMG

Consulting. Tom our understanding is that a | ow
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severity 3 or 4 patch rel ease doesn't necessarily
become a CR unless the CLECs agree to it. There is a
list that is actually provided to the CLECs at the CMP.
And if a CLEC wants to chanpi on one of those | ower
severity changes, if everyone agrees -- if they agree,
they can actually termnate the CR It doesn't
necessarily becone a CR automatically.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is it your understanding
that a patch becones a CRin all cases?

MR, WOODHOUSE: Not necessarily.

MR, CONNOLLY: Does the trouble report to
the Hel p Desk that causes a patch to be witten require
a CR?

MR, WOODHOUSE: Do you nean external CR
or internal? Because you have to define, because the
term"CR" is used at Qwest both for internal changes as
wel | as external changes.

MR. CONNOLLY: For this case, where
there's a problemthat a CLEC has detected, calls the
Hel p Desk or the right whol esale --

MR, WEEKS: Systens Hel p Desk.

MR. CONNOLLY: Needs to have a fix nade
for this problem or the Qumest technicians determ ne
that there's a need for a fix. That person generates a

CR and then the patch is witten on the basis of that
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CR?

MR. WOODHOUSE: | think the answer to
your question, if it is CLEC-inpacting, it will go
through CMP. There is criteria set for determ ning
whet her it is CLEC-inpacting.

MR. CRAIN:. Tim a lot of confusion here
is, you are throwing around the term "CR " And keep
in mnd that everything in the world that is called a
"CR' internally at Qwaest doesn't necessarily result in
a CRthat is prioritized to the Change Managenent
Process. How sone things are handl ed through the
Production Support Process is different from how things
are handl ed through the Change Request Process.

So, fixes that are handl ed through the
production support, and the comrunications that are
i nvol ved there, are handled in not necessarily the
exact same way as CRs, for the purposes of what CRs --
the term"CR' is used for in the Change Managenent
Process.

MR, WEEKS: Let nme ask a question, based
on what Rick said. |If there's a need for the patch
that is CLEC-affecting, because it changes the
definition of the interface, would there be an externa
change- nanagenent - ori ented CR generated prior to having

that patch introduced into the software?
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MR. CRAIN: To be honest, we don't have
the person here from Qwvest who really --

MR. DI XON:  Jeff.

MR. CRAIN: Jeff will be here tonorrow to
address this, if we can cone back tonorrow and address
this issue.

MR, WEEKS: |s that okay?

MR. CONNOLLY: That will be fine.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Ckay. Question 7: KPMG
Consul ting reports the Hel p Desk Standard Operating
Procedures included a defined set of procedures
avail able for HDPs to conference up to six parties on a
given Help Desk call. This option is only available if
the HDP has no other calls in the queue and has need
for additional support from other HDP or Subject Matter
Experts. Please provide an explanation for the
descri bed "queue," and indicate whether this is a queue
for each HDP

The term "queue," refers to the nunber
of calls not yet answered and awaiting HDP's answer.
The queue, however, is available for all HDPs and not
one specific HDP

MR. VEEKS: Basically, the ACDQ

MR, CONNOLLY: That's what | was thinking

t 0o.
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 1 from
Worl dCom If the HDP is unable to resolve the issue
when the CLEC calls in the trouble, is the personnel at
the time -- is the issue, at the tine, passed to Tier 2
or Tier 3 personnel, or does the HDP make additiona
attenpts to resolve the issue before transferring? The
answer is if the HDP is unable to resolve the issue, he
or she will transfer the ticket to Tier 2 or to Tier 3.

Question 2: How are Status
Noti fications, both ticket and event, provided to
CLECs, and does the Hel p Desk track Status
Notifications? HDP provides status notifications for
i ndi vidual trouble tickets through follow up phone
calls made to the appropriate CLEC trouble ticket
contact. Status notifications for systemevents are
provide via E-mail to the CLEC community.

Additionally, CLECs may call the Help
Desk and select Option No. 2 for the listing of the
current system outage notifications. These
notifications are updated with the status for system
events affecting multiple CLECs. For both cases, the
Hel p Desk does track the status of those notifications,
or, rather, does track status notifications.

Question 3: Wat Qwmest representatives

receive Hel p Desk Status Notifications? And those
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status notifications are sent to the originating HDP
Additionally, Qwest nmmintains an internal notification
systemused to distribute status updates for system
out ages via pager to various internal groups.

Question 4. Are Tier 2 and Tier 3
i ndi vi dual s dedi cated to working on Hel p Desk issues?
There are Tier 2 and Tier 3 individuals assigned to
wor k on Hel p Desk i ssues.

MR, VEEKS: But they are not dedicated.

MR, DELLA TORRE: But they are not
dedi cat ed.

MR. CONNOLLY: Sort of the laisser-faire
attitude about those people.

MR, WEEKS: No comment.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question --

MR, WEEKS: They can have other job
assignments and responsibilities many times, especially
Tier 3 people are SMEs, and get roped into solving
particularly conplex or thorny problens that they get,
either kicking or screaming, willingly, as it is, into
the resolution of a problem

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 5: Did KPMG
Consul ti ng conduct its wal k-through and observati on of
Thornton's Hel p Desk location in a manner that was

blind to the Hel p Desk personnel? The answer is, no.
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know who we were

MR, WEEKS: We had our Harry Potter
capes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: (Question 6: Did the
Hel p Desk docunentation include expectations or
guidelines for Tier 2 and Tier 3 support personnel ?
The answer is, yes.

Question 7: During KPMG Consulting's

on-site Help Desk visit, in addition to verifying that

229

Qnest supplied CLECs with the ticket nunber at the tine

the trouble was called in, did KPMG Consulting al so
verify that Qwest provided the severity |evel of the
ticket to the CLEC at the time the trouble was

reported? The answer is, yes.

MS. OLIVER: W'IIl give it a try. Becky

Oiver, WrldCom

(Di scussion off the record.)

MR. DI XON: Let Joe cal mdown. He's
about as red as a beet.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Movi ng al ong.

M5. OLIVER: Fol |l ow-up on Question 6:
Can KPMG provi de an overvi ew of what the expectations
or guidelines are for the Tier 2 and Tier 3 support

personnel in the Help Desk docunentation?
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MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes. The Tier 2 and
Ti er 3 support personnel have a reference guide, which
is -- establishes expectations and gui delines for
subj ects, such as how to go about investigating the
troubl e, providing status notifications, howto go
t hrough escal ations, how to go through the closure
procedure.

MS. OLIVER: |Is there anything in those
gui delines that tal ks about prioritization or is it
first-conme first-serve?

MR, WEEKS: The answer is yes, there is
i nformati on about prioritization

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 8: Did KPMG
Consulting's on-site Hel p Desk observati ons of periodic
status calls being provided for CLECs include an
assessnment that status calls were occurring during the
speci fied status notification intervals? The answer
i's, no.

Question 9: Approximtely what
percentage of troubles reported by the P-CLEC were
resolved by the Tier 1 HDP as opposed to being resol ved
by either Tier 2 or Tier 3 support personnel? And we
do not have the information to answer that question, as
we typically didn't generate those calls, and we did

not track who was answering those calls. | believe the
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same can be said for HPC

MR. MAY: That's correct.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WorldCom
Does the P-CLEC have sone, based on your experience,
sonme idea of -- | nean, if you don't have an
approxi mate percentage, was it your experience that a
majority of the calls were resolved by the Tier 1 or
that the majority of the calls had to be referred to
Tier 2 and Tier 3?

MR. MAY: No. The P-CLEC does not have
t hat dat a.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 10: \What
happens to IT troubles that are closed with the date
t o- be-determ ned disposition code? Specifically, does
the Hel p Desk continue to track the issues until they
are resolved? OQur answer is that the Help Desk does
not track the trouble ticket after it is closed.

M5. OLIVER: Becky Qiver, WrldCom
Fol l ow-up, then. | guess | amjust -- this question is
trying to get a better understanding of the disposition
code date TBD, and what does that really nean for an IT
troubl e being closed with that disposition code?

MR. DELLA TORRE: It is our understanding
that all troubles that are closed with the date TBD

di sposition are actually noved into the CMP process.
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MS. OLIVER: Can Qwmest confirmthat?

MS. NOTARI ANNI: This is Lynn Notarianni
That's al so our understandi ng, but we certainly can go
back again and validate that. That was our
understanding of it as well

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 11: Did KPMG
Consul ting eval uate the adequacy of the four
di sposition codes used to close IT trouble tickets?
And the four disposition codes were the result of the
CMP redesign collaborative sessions, and we did review
those disposition codes and determ ne that the coverage
of those codes were adequate.

MR. WEEKS: By that, there weren't any
ki nds of problens or issues that didn't fit reasonably
well into those four codes. That's not a statenent
that, if we were to design ourselves, we night design
exactly that or sonething different. It's just kind of
a problemissue that we were aware of, could be put
into the code, and because it had been collaboratively
deternmi ned, we said, that's good enough

M5. OLI VER: Under st and.

MR. DELLA TORRE: O her questions on Test
24.7? Thank you very nuch.

MS. ANDERSON: Okay. | have been

informed by HP that you can junp into 24.8. Want a



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

233
t wo- m nute break?
(Recess.)

MS. ANDERSON: Let's take our seats.

MR, MAY: Okay. Geoff May with HP. And
these are -- we're starting with AT&T questions on Test
Report 24.8.

Question No. 1: Please clarify the
origin of the term--

MR, DELLA TORRE: Questions 1 and 2 will
be deferred until tonmorrow. Three, we can answer.

MR, MAY: Okay. Do you want nme to read
it or do you want to read it?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Sure.

MR, MAY: Questions 1 and 2 are deferred.
Question 3: Please explain the testing that KPMG
Consul ting conducted to verify that changes are not
made to Quwest's OSS that have inpact on CLECs' systens
and operations where no notices were provided to CLECs.
HP defers to KPMG on this issue with their experience
and not only in this area.

MR, CONNOLLY: Maybe | can strai ghten out
alittle confusion here. W provided tw sets of
guestions on 24.8. One set for KPMG and anot her set
for HP and its reports.

MS. ANDERSON: 24.8 on KPMG we covered
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that in the last test, No. 23, wasn't it?

MR, CONNOLLY: We did. W had suppl enent
guestions that we provided in -- | think it was our
initial set of questions for VIC3. Page 40 of 41 are
guestions for HP. Page 41 of 41 are questions for
KPMG. | said that exactly backwards. Forty of 41 are
KPMG Consulting's. Forty-one of 41 are HPs.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | don't follow the
nunberi ng you are tal king about.

MR, VEEKS: W' re tal king about page
nunbers, not questions.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Those three were
i ntended to be sent to us, and we are not prepared to
answer Questions 1 or 2. Question 3 is actually the
same as Question No. 3 from Test 23, which was the no
noti ce question.

MR, WEEKS: W interpreted it that way.
Did we correctly interpret that?

MR, CONNOLLY: Yes, it got misfiled.

MR. DELLA TORRE: So, we can elimnate
Question No. 3 and Questions No. 1 and 2, we will do
our best to get answers for tonorrow.

MR. MAY: Ckay. | now amreferring to
the page that says, "Test 24.8, Question No. 1."

Pl ease explain whether the specific responsibilities
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listed are representative or all inclusive? If they
are representative, what neans are enployed in the |ISC
to determine the extent to which the CLEC inquiries can
be answered without the I SC, or require escal ation/
referral el sewhere. The responsibility list is from
i nformati on Qwest provides to CLECs on the Website, in
addition to a published Qvest notification. The source
of the Website informati on was the Qwmest whol esal e
customer contacts Version 7.01. The notification
i nformati on came on March 8th, 2002.

Question 2: Please explain the reasons
HP reports that system outages or connectivity issues
are to be reported to the I SC and not to the whol esal e
systems Hel p Desk? Qwest states, on its whol esal e
Website, under whol esal e systens Hel p Desk, "While not
responsi bl e for supporting functional howto questions
concerning systems or applications, our whol esal e
systems Hel p Desk is your single point of contact for
systemrel at ed questions regardi ng connectivity issues,
out puts and system outages. Qwest then provides the
| SC Hel p Desk number.

Question 3: Please provide the meaning
attached to the term "extended waiting,” as it is used
in this test cross reference? This sentence will be

revised in the final report to provide additiona
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clarification via HP

Worl dCom Question 1: Did the Sierra
Vista Call Center's responsibilities include providing
clarification for LSR business rules? HPC defers to
KPMG on this issue, for their experience and know edge
in this area.

MR, DELLA TORRE: COkay. Questions 1 and 2
fromWrldComredirected to KPMG. Does the Sierra
Vista Call Center's responsibilities include providing
clarification for LSR business rules? The answer is,
yes.

And for the second question, howis the
severity level and, therefore, the response interva
for a CLEC s ISC ticket determ ned? The response
interval is actually assigned according to the reason
for which the CLEC initiated the call to the ISC. And
t hese reasons and associated intervals are published on
Qnest ' s whol esal e Website.

MR, MAY: Question No. 3. Cdarify if the
i nstances where the P-CLEC contacted the | SC nore than
once were for escal ati on purposes, because the status
bei ng provi ded by the SDC every two hours was
insufficient. Okay. The P-CLEC contacted the |ISC for
several reasons. The circunstance identified here was

applicable in sonme, but not all cases. Were the
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P- CLEC received a call every two hours, it was due to
an escal ation. The P-CLEC operation center contacted
the 1SC only when it was necessary for a tinely

sol ution. However, escal ations regarding multiple

i nstances were usually those such as USCC table errors,
m ssing LSR conpl etion notices, or, as stated,

ti me-sensitive issues.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WrldCom So,
that sounded like a, yes; that when some urgent issue
exi sted, and a nore tinely response was required,
that's when the P-CLEC initiated additional follow up
with the |ISC?

MR, MAY:  Yes.

MS. OLIVER:  Thank you.

MR, MAY: Question 4: For what
i nstances/reasons would the I SC refer the P-CLEC to the
Qnest Service Manager? The |SC would refer the CLECs
to the service manager for situations that the |ISC
could not resolve. The situations were case by case.
The P-CLEC was instructed to contact the account
manager or service nanager, as the case nay be, 14
times. The types of issues and nunmber of occurrences
are three for USCC i ssues, two were AN SPN i ssues, one
was SPN. One was a SOC i ssue. Six were business

rul es/ process-related. And two were DLRQ circuits not
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i n Tl RKS.

Question 5: Did HP evaluate the |evel of
consi stency of know edge or ability to provide
assi stance between the nultitude of |1SC Hel p Desk
representatives that the P-CLEC contacted? The answer
is, no.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WorldCom
Fol | ow-up back on Question 4. And | didn't know note
the nunber, but you gave a nunber of instances where --

MR. MAY: 14 in total and then broke them
out by type.

M5. OLIVER: Yeah. Sone of those, where
the P-CLEC was referred to the Qmest service nanager
was related to business rules or process issues.

MR. MAY: Six.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. How does that then
rel ate back to the response to Question 1; that the
call 1lcenter responsibility includes providing
clarification on business rules? Ws this sonething
beyond that scope?

MR. MAY: Yeah. G ven the fact that
Worl dCom Question 1 has been deferred to KPMG we
couldn't relate the answers to those two questions.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. | will ask it a

different way. Were those instances -- issues having
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to do with business rules or process issues were
deferred to the Qmest service nanager, were those
i ssues related to clarification or questions about the
busi ness rules or something greater in scope than that?

MR. MAY: The answer is that they were
for clarification. And | believe, in all instances,
they were for clarifications on rarely used product
types or conpl ex products.

MS. OLIVER:  Thank you.

MR, MAY: You are welconme. Thank you
all.

MR. DI XON:  Good ni ght.

MR. FINNEGAN: | got one followup. |

understand, in response to AT&T Question 3, HP is going

to clarify the use of the term "extended waiting," in
the next version of the report, which will be the final
report. | amnot sure | can live with that void in ny

life for another three days.

MS. ANDERSON:. Maybe you need to get a
life.

MR. MAY: Okay. John, hold onto your
seat. Here it comes: The sentence will be changed to
read, "It was the P-CLEC s experience that Qwest’'s I SC
pronptly answered the P-CLEC s call, follow ng the

sel ection of the appropriate nenu option, before it was
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able to speak to an I SC representative."”

MR. VWEEKS: All that to answer one

questi on.
MR. FINNEGAN: It was worth it.
M5. ANDERSON: Do you feel whole now?
MR. PETRY: Do you have "M life?
MR, FINNEGAN: It sort of begs the
gquestion, pronptness. |s there sone quantitative

aspect attached to the pronptness?

MR MAY: We did not apply a quantitative
measure.

MR. FINNEGAN: | am sati at ed.

M5. ANDERSON: Ckay. So, | think, just
to clarify, we have a couple of questions that we wll
come back to tonorrow

(Di scussion off the record.)
(Wher eupon t hese proceedi ngs were

concluded at 4:50 p.m on May 15, 2002.)



