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PROCEEDI NGS
* * * * * * *

MS. ANDERSON: Mary is calling in to
the bridge and letting people know that if they
need to |l et us know anything or have questions,
al t hough we haven't had many questions fromthe
bri dge even when we could hear them that they
can call her phone.

Al so speaking of cell phones, if
folks could turn their cell phones off today
and pagers, as well, that would be hel pful. W
had quite a little nedley going on yesterday.

Well, | think we are going to pick
up where we left off yesterday. 1Is there
anyt hing el se before we get started.

W will have a break this norning,
[unch, then we will be breaking at 3.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Good norni ng,
folks. W will start with the two questions
from AT&T for Test 24.8.

Question nunber 1 is a request for
clarification around the term"Tier 0" support.

First, the statenents in the report
only apply to the I SC and not the whol esal e

systenms hel p desk for Test 24.8 as the | SC was
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the subject of that test.

In terns of the Tier 0, Tier 1
di stinctions, Tier 0 is the first |evel of
Qnest's | SC i ssue resol ution process. The
Tier O issues are handled in Sierra Vista,
Arizona and if the particular issue being
called in is not resolved in Sierra Vista, it's
typically escalated to the next tier, which is
Tier 1.

The Tier 1 issues are handled in
Denver and M nneapolis or Cheyenne.

MR, CONNOLLY: Tim Connolly, AT&T.

We are trying to get a clarification
on what is in Test 24.7. It seens that the
first tier of support there, entry point, is
identified as Tier 1.

MR. WEEKS: That's correct. 1SCis
Tier O.

MR, CONNOLLY: Is there any
di fference between --

MR. DELLA TORRE: It's initia
support in both cases. Different |abel

MR, VEEKS: It's initial Iine of
def ense.

MR, CONNOLLY: These are Qnest's
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terns.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: And not -- thanks.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 2: What
procedures are utilized in the I SC to determn ne
the si variety level to assignh to a
CLEC-reported probl em

By what neans can see variety levels
be changed on previously-reported probl ens?

This is simlar to a question we did
address yesterday but for the ISC. The
response tine or severity level is assigned to
an issue based on the reason for the inquiry.
Each reason falls under a specific severity
code.

The reasons and severity codes are
docunent ed on Qnest's whol esal e web site.

As for changing severity |levels,
they can be adjusted on a case-by-case basis.
And this is typically in conjunction with the
escal ati on process. However, those are two
separate and standal one processes.

MR, WEEKS: So it's simlar in
operation to the -- it's simlar in operation

to the way that the whol esal e system hel p desk
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operates with respect to severity and with
respect to escal ation.

MR, CONNOLLY: Did KPMG get an
opportunity to | ook at the operation of the |ISC
hel p desk for the type of situation where there
became problens with a certain type of LSR
certain product, or certain activity type, that
was being reported in by several CLECs? Wuld
that sort of occurrence, of a comon problem
bei ng voiced by many, be reacted to differently
than you know, a problemthat just seens to

have a single source?

MR. VEEKS: | think the answer is
yes, but we will have to talk for confirmation
with our people that did that work. | vaguely

recall a conversation along those |lines with
the fol ks during our hearing preparation
things, that if there is a pattern here that is
devel oping, that is evolving, |ooks |like we
need a patch or change or sonething, where we
are beginning to see a pattern across multiple
calls, that there is alittle swat team

organi zed or mobilized to figure out what the
problemis and fix it. That is ny recollection

subj ect to check
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MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.
Appreci ate your getting back

MR. DELLA TORRE: | will turn it
over to HPC for Test 10.

MR MAY: Geoff May. Actually, we
have a couple followups fromyesterday. Does
anybody need copies of Test 10 questions? Jeff
Crockett has copies of Test 10 if anybody needs
t hem

MR, PETRY: Good norning, this is
Don Petry, HP. W would like to go through a
few clarifications.

First is to clarify the pre-order
order integration follow up question AT&T
present ed.

H-P's final report, addendum HP-B
contains release 7, pre-order and order
integration analysis, as well as the pre-order
and order -- pre-order to pre-order and
pre-order to order integration that the P-CLEC
actually performed in its systens.

That begins on page 38, section 5.

The H- P final report addendum HP-C
contains release 8.0 pre-order and order

i ntegration anal ysis.
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Because this was used with the
vol une P-CLEC we did not do, you will not see a
simlar section in that report, because we did
not do the systemintegration for the volune
P- CLEC.

Additionally, | just would like to
state that the infornmation that you see
docunented in the release 7.0 or H-P B
Addendum H-P B, was al so perforned for | MA EDI
rel ease 6.0 when the P-CLEC was first
est abl i shed.

Second foll owup. Test 12 A
Wor I dCom question 15. H- P previously answered
yes to this question. W would like to just
give a further clarification for the record.
LSRs are not used by Qwmest for UDF pre-order
and order functions.

Additionally, H-P as the P-CLEC
received no error nessages in the course of our
portion of the UDF testing.

Third, just general comment in
response to sonme follow up questions that AT&T
had raised. HP wll be in our final rel ease
of our reports making revisions to the business

process sections to explicitly identify the
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activities or itens that the P-CLEC did in
rel ati onship to general business processes.

Also, followup for -- from VTC
nunber 2, it was an AT&T question 24 regarding
exception 2075 and contacts with the Qwest help
desk.

After March 8th, the P-CLEC had 56
addi tional instances of contacting the Qmest
hel p desk. And in all of those instances, HP
was satisfied with the results.

And | ast but not |east, was a
foll owon to a Wrl dCom question regarding --
aski ng whether or not the -- when we contacted
the hel p desk, whether or not we had to go to
escal ati on.

Goi ng back through our records, over
50 percent of the tinme the contact to the Quest
hel p desk was resolved with one contact, that
initial contact.

Any questions?

MR. CONNOLLY: Was the second
contact from (i naudible).

MR. PETRY: No, | think it was on
section 24.8.

MR, CONNOLLY: Don, Tim Connolly.
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Is it true -- when you tal k about
the Appendi x B, H-P Appendi x B, where you said
the work on 6.0 to do the integration was
performed. But it is not reported in that HP
Appendi x B; is that right.

MR, PETRY: Correct. The reports
that are appendix H-P B and Cis a pre-order
order integration analysis performed on rel ease
8.0 and 7.0.

At the tinme that was perforned 6.0
had al ready sunset, so there was no -- we did
not do the pre-order order integration analysis
for 6.0. But our -- the P-CLECs' experience
was we did the same activity in ternms of the
pre-order to pre-order, pre-order to order
integration in 6 as what we have docunented
for 7.

MR. MAY: Ckay. Geoff May with HP.
We are going to proceed with Test 10, AT&T
guestion nunber 1: Please identify each of the
nine (9) Qmest-issued Addenda that were
publ i shed in response to Observations and
Exceptions rel eased during the OSS test.

Qnest | MA EDI 7.0 disclosure addenda

3 through 9 were cited by Qwvest in response to
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observations and exceptions referenced in Table
10- 1. 26, test cross-references 10-1-2, 10-1-4
and 10-1-5.

Question 2: Please identify each of
the fourteen (14) Qmest-issued addenda that
were published in response to Cbservations and
Exceptions rel eased during the OSS test.

Qnest | MA EDI 8.0 Addenda 1 through
14 were also cited by Qmest in response to
observations and exceptions referenced in the
sanme tables referenced in our response to
question 1, which are test cross-references
10-1-2, 4 and 5.

Additionally, since the draft fina
report rel ease, Qnest has issued |MA EDI 8.0
di scl osure Addendum 15, | MA EDI 9.0 disclosure
Addenda 1 and 2 in response to, or they have
been cited in response to H-P observations and
exceptions.

Question number 3: \What notice did
Qnest provide to the industry when it made the:
I MA EDI Corrective Procedures and Error Codes"
docunent avail abl e?

Pl ease identify the | MA rel eases

that this docunent addresses for error codes
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and j eopardy codes.

Qwest provided industry notification
via e-mail channels on Cctober 2nd, 2001, and
March 12th, 2002, that identified the changes.

It is the P-CLEC s understandi ng
that this docunent applied to all current
rel eases.

Question 4.

MR, CONNOLLY: Excuse nme, Ceoff. |Is
it correct to describe the corrected procedures
and error codes as being a cumrul ative docunent
t hat addresses the releases that are in effect
and, as new ones cone up, Or new error codes,
they are provided in the docunent?

MR, PETRY: Don Petry, H-P. No, the
docunent ed corrected procedures and error codes
is a generic or high Ievel error code docunent
that applies to all the current | MA ED
i mpl enentations that are supported by Qnest at
that tinme.

The individual error codes are
contained in a rel ease-specific error list that
is provided by the Qvest EDI inplenentation
teamto CLECs that use EDI.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.
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MR, MAY: Question 4: 1In Table
10-1.6 HPC lists the rel ease date for each of
the versions of the I MA inplenentation
gui del i nes.

What is the neaning of HPC term
rel ease date?

In what formwas each of these
gui del ines noticed to the industry?

H P uses the termrel ease date to
reflect any of the follow ng i nformation:

The Qnest-specified version rel ease
or nodification date listed in a change | og or
revi sion history of the docunent.

The date that appears on a header or
footer of a Qmest docunent.

The date a document was distributed
or published to a web site

These were noticed through the Quest
whol esal e custoner notification process.

This answer al so applies to AT&T
questions 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13 and 16.

This brings us to AT&T question
nunmber 9: In what ways are the | MA Rel ease
Not e References related to | MA Di scl osure

Docunent s?
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In what ways are the | MA Rel ease
Not e References related to | MA Di scl osure
Docurent Addenda?

The Qmest | MA rel ease notes are
applicable to the IMA GU systemonly, and are
not related to the I MA EDI system |MA ED
di scl osure docunents or their addenda.

Question 10: Provide H-P' s neaning
of the term "Custoner” in this section.

H P defines the custoner in this
section as a CLEC

Question 12: Please confirmthat
there is no Qrest technical publication
reference that HP reviewed that provides
product and service information for
line-splitting.

Line splitting is covered in the
shared | oop tech pub nunber 77406.

(Reporter requests clarification.)

Question 14: In Table 10-1.6 H-P
identifies the resale Product Database.

VWhat is the source data from which
the Resal e Product Database is devel oped?

VWhat information is redacted to

provi de the Resal e Product Database?
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H-P has no insight into how the
resal e product database is devel oped or
redacted and woul d defer to Qmest on this.

MS. NOTARI ANNI:  Yes. Lynn
Notarianni. W are going to need to defer
that. We didn't realize it, until Loretta Huff

comes. And she is supposed to be here this

nor ni ng.
MR. MAY: We can come back to that.
MS. NOTARI ANNI:  You bet.
MR, MAY: Question nunber 15. | am
sorry.

VO CE: Nunber 13?

MR, MAY: 13 actually was one of
those covered by --

MR. PETRY: The answer to nunber 4.

MR. CONNOLLY: The third part of
guestion 13 was not covered by your responses
to the other questions.

MR, PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

Prior to that document beconi ng
avai |l abl e, the P-CLEC obtained instructions on
how to prepare -- | will just read the question
first: Prior to this docunment beconi ng

avail abl e, by what means did HP, inits role
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as a P-CLEC, obtain the instructions necessary
to request directory/DA listing information
associated with particular listed tel ephone
nunber ?

The P-CLEC obtained this information
t hrough a nunber of different avenues. One was
attending Qeest directory listing training
cl asses.

Two is the I MA GUI user guides that
cover directory listing requirenents for
resale, and the facility-based directory
listing docunentation which covers directory
listings for unbundel ed or facility-based, as
wel | as the disclosure docunentation, the PCAT
and LSOG, other docunents published by Qamest on
their web site.

MR. CONNOLLY: Tim Connol ly.

Can you tell wus, if you know, what
the reasons were for Qunest to separately
publish that user guide for directory listing
i nquiry systenf

MR. PETRY: W have -- no -- and
woul d defer that question to Quest.

MS. KING This is Beth King with

Qnest .
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The reason that is published
separately is it is a unique GQUI interface. 1In
addition, it is a very conplex, our directory
listing systens are conplex, so it warrants its
own docunent .

MR, CONNOLLY: But it didn't require
a separate docunment until January of this year?

M5. KING The GU itself, | need to
check that. The GUI itself, | would have to
check when it becane avail able, the actual DLIS
GQUI, which is a unique interface. So | defer
that to finding out when that becane avail abl e.

MR. CONNOLLY: Also, sane questions
for the directory listing inquiry Qwest
preparation guide, which has a first rel ease of
February of 2002. Can you tell us why that was
separately published and --

M5. KING | think we can defer
t hat .

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you very rmuch.

MS. KING We can research that.

MR. MAY: Question nunber 15: HP
identifies the Universal Service Order Codes,
(USCCs), and field-identified (FID) Overview.

It states: The USOC/ FI D Fi nder tool contains
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all USCCs/ FI Ds approved by Tel cordi a.

Pl ease explain the authority of
Tel cordia to approve/ di sapprove Qwest's product
and service USCCs/ Fl Ds.

H P woul d defer this question to
Qnest .

MS. LUBAMERSKY: Telcordia is the
admi ni strator of the USOC and FIDs. By
agreeing to have Telcordia play that role the
participants agree to their adm nistrative
rules. So USOCs and FIDs have to foll ow
certain protocol for all users.

Tel cordi a does not approve or
di sprove, but by agreeing to admn nister and
keep track of themall, we agree for exanple,
if USOC XYZ is available in 30 states as purple
dial tone, we won't try to use it as cal
wai ti ng.

So it's not, again, it's an
oversi ght process, not a punitive process.

MR, CONNOLLY: The descriptions in
the various tables in HHP s Report 10, are
t hose descriptions -- your understandi ng about
what the various tool nanes and documents are

as a product of your analysis and use of those?
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MR. PETRY: Yes.

MR MAY:  Yes.

MR, CONNOLLY: Unlike yesterday when
we tal ked about paraphrasi ng what Qmest's
description or user guides and so forth -- what
the Qvest web site says, yesterday you tal ked
in terms of Test 12 paraphrasi ng the Quest
remarks.

These are the products of HP's
eval uation of how these various docunents do
what they do to enable a CLEC to work with
them is that correct?

MR, PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

The tool nanes, the URLs obviously
are statenent of fact as we know them from

But the tool nanes and descriptions
are either exact from Qanest docunentation or
maybe a paraphrase of Qaest docunentation
especially in the description process, what
either H- P through the P-CLEC s understandi ng
of what the product or tool did, as well as any
Qwest - publ i shed docunentation regardi ng that.

MR, CONNOLLY: But if HP as it used
these technical publications, tools and so

forth, docunents, if you found that a docunent
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didn't contain the information that Qwest said
it would in its description, what would have
been HP's actions in that case?

MR, PETRY: If HP -- take an
exanple. If there was a technical publication
for interconnection unbundel ed | oop and you
opened it up and it was the repair instructions
for a 1965 Mercedes, we woul d have opened an
observati on or exception on that, indicating
the docunent did not purport to be what it was.

MR, CONNOLLY: For exanple on the
resal e product database, the description you
provi de says the RPD, which stands for that
resal e product database, is a conpressed
archive of HTM.L files accessible through the
product dat abase hone page.

If you went to that database and
found that it was inconplete, what would you
have done? Would that have been sonething that
woul d rise to an observation?

MR. PETRY: We would have opened an
observation or exception on that. And
believe there were sone instances where
i nformati on, we were directed to the RPD

i nformati on was not posted there, and Qmest in
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response to the observation and exception did
update the RPD, as well as any other associated
docunent ati on.

MR. CONNOLLY: So for sonething |ike
the PIC/LPIC verification tools, where that
says CLECs can subnit and receive batch files
containing PIC and LPIC data, you wouldn't have
verified that it allows those things by your
provi ding batch files or receiving batch files,
woul d you?

MR. PETRY: In this case we did not
receive batch files for PIC and LPIC
docunentation. We were describing and
docunenting the on-line tools that are made
avail abl e. Dependi ng upon the scope of the
test and test cases we may have used sone of
the items in our verification

MR. CONNOLLY: So you have a kind
of, excuse nme, a mx of information that Qnest
suggests are in these docunments and tools, and
in sonme cases you were able to verify that they
do have that information?

MR. PETRY: Qut of the tools that
are listed in Table 10-1.16, the only tool that

the P-CLEC did not verify or use was the
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PIC/ LPIC, submitting and receiving of batch
files.

MR. CONNOLLY: So for all of the
other tools identified in that table, the
description is information that you provided
based on your evaluation of the content or the
practice of that tool.

MR. PETRY: It's based on our
under st andi ng or use of the tools and/or the
Qunest -- Qmest's own description of that too
or site.

If you go to sone of the sites they
may have an overview or statement on themas to
what this specific web page or series of web
pages is going to address.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR. MAY: This brings us to question
17: Please explain the reasons H P applied no
"tinmeliness of document availability"
eval uati on neasurenents to any of the processes
or subprocesses.

Pursuant to the master test plan
Test 10 was an adequacy eval uati on and not a
timeliness eval uation.

MR, CONNOLLY: So if the docunents
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weren't there when you needed it, that would
not be sonething you would report in Test 107

MR, MAY:  No.

MR. PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

If the docunment was not avail able
when we needed to use it, we would have
identified that in an observation or exception

The Test 10 report covers the
adequacy of the docunentation, not the
timeliness of it.

MR, CONNOLLY: The third part of our
gquestion on 16, the -- this is a question about
the formof notice to the industry on the LSRs
eligible for flowthrough docunents.

MR. PETRY: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: This is an e-nai
notification also?

MR. PETRY: That is correct, Tim
it's an e-mail notification.

MR, CONNOLLY: Custoner
notification?

MR. PETRY: Notifications are
provi ded t hrough Qwmest's whol esal e cust oner
notification process.

And if you go to -- let nme get you



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

the cross-reference -- Table 10-1.18 where it
defines or describes the versions and rel ease
dates of those documents, you will also, can go
back through the custonmer whol esal e
notification process and find a comruni cator
that came out either on that day or the day
foll owi ng describing the publication of that
docunent .

MR. CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR, MAY: That brings us to question
18: Please explain the Carity standard and
the manner in which H P applied it for purposes
of Test 10.

H P evaluated for clarity with a
usability nmeasure. |f a person could
successfully understand the task or process for
whi ch the docunment was witten, the docunent
was judged to be clear

Where the information prevented the
subj ect from understanding a task, the docunent
was determi ned to be uncl ear.

Incorrect information was addressed
and eval uated as part of the accuracy
eval uation criteria.

MR, CONNOLLY: So is the clarity
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usability standard, is that an HP fornmalized
eval uation criteria?

MR. MAY: Yes, it is.

MR. CONNOLLY: To what extent does
that standard rely on scientific training of
the person who is evaluating that particular
docunent ?

For exanple, for EDI docunentation
what sorts of people, what training do those
peopl e have for you to apply this clarity and
usability standard?

MR. PETRY: Don Petry, HP. Taking
the exanmpl e of the EDI docunentation, the
docunent ati on was used by individuals who were
experienced in the subject matter of EDI and
the X-12 standards.

So based upon, as we describe in our
evaluation criteria in terns of the "intended

audi ence," the docunments have different
i nt ended audi ences. And many of the docunents
actually identify who the intended audience is
for that docunent.

The expectation is that you would

not give an EDI docunent to the janitor and

expect themto understand it. And so we used
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our (inaudible) -- | amsorry.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay. | understand
t hat .

Now in terns of a document such as
the I MA user guide, what sort of background or
experience, training, would that sort of
person's qualifications be, for which you
applied the clarity usability standard?

MR. PETRY: The intended audi ence
for the I MA user's guide and clarification, you
are referring to the | MA GU user's guide?

MR, CONNOLLY: Yes.

MR. PETRY: Thank you. The intended
audi ence for that is for service
representatives who woul d be entering
t el ecomruni cations orders for
t el ecomruni cati ons products. So individuals
who have a, some degree of background in that
ar ea.

MR, CONNOLLY: So in your evaluation
team you woul d have service representatives,
for example, who are famliar with placing
orders and pre-order queries through a GU
they woul d | ook through the user guide

docunent ati on and gi ve you their assessnent of
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clarity usability?

MR. PETRY: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: | wouldn't be --
would it also be the types of people that you
have on your team who deal with the | oca
service ordering guidelines? Wuld they have
access to the user guide and give you an
opinion as to usability?

MR. PETRY: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR, MAY: Question nunber 19: H-P
listed the identical evaluation measures for
on-line tools and web-based training
applications as it did for all other fornms of
docunent ati on.

Pl ease explain how the eval uation
nmeasures were applied to these interactive
resources.

The information the P-CLEC used from
Qnest's web site was not true interactive or
web- based docunentation and resources. It is
better described as electronic resources or
docunentation. That is, Qwest uses its web
site as a warehouse for its electronic

document ation, but this docunentation is
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| argely produced in Adobe PDF, Mcrosoft Ofice
docunents, or web-based docunent formats.
Consequently, the evaluation neasures applied
to traditional print-based docunentation are
equal |y applicable here.

MR. CONNOLLY: How about in the
training realm where we have got web-based
trai ning applications and instructor-led course
material? Aren't those interactive?

MR. PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

The web-based training, while it
is -- you may conduct the web-based training in
a seenmingly interactive node, it is a
predefined scripted docunent that is avail able
on the web site that, as the user goes through
the training, they are nmoving through a series
of predefined and prefornmatted screens and
pages.

So that is why we apply the sane
nmeasure here

For instructor-led training, the
mat eri al s that are handed out or presented on
the screen are, again, a static type docunent.
It is the interaction or the dialogue with the

i nstructor that would be the only truly
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i nteractive portion of that.

MR. CONNOLLY: So the web-based
training is not the same sort of static data,
PDF files and parts of the instructor-1led
course materials are both sonewhat interactive
and sonewhat static, is that right?

MR. PETRY: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: Am | understandi ng
right?

MR. PETRY: Just clarification on
t he web-based. The reason why we distinguish
between interactive, the responses and the
screens you get on the web based training is
not necessarily based upon you input a specific
pi ece of data and it's going to cone back with
a variable type response.

It is a presentation of a static
type of document or training materials. It's a
matter of how you navigate through that, and
the on-line tool that nmnages the navigation
t hrough that.

M5. OLIVER: | would like to clarify
t hat .

Becky diver, WorldCom

Fol l ow up on question 19. So the
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application of the evaluation neasures were the
same for the paper docunentation and el ectronic
docunent ati on, does that inply that HP did not
include in their scope of this clarity or
usability evaluation how actually maneuveri ng
through the web site inpacted the usability of
t hat docunent as far as that, if the

i nformati on was easily found, you know, you had
to junp right around, or was that part of the
scope?

MR. PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

The training and -- the on-line
training that was conducted was docunented in
H P s interimreport published March 30th --
31st, 2001. And our results, evaluation of the
training i s docunented there.

We additionally opened observations
or exceptions or raised issues and observations
and exceptions regarding the training as it
pertained to if there was a specific training
course or on-line docurment that was nade
available or cited in Qmest's response to HP
observati ons and excepti ons.

MS. OLIVER: Maybe | am asking this

question, then, in the wong place. But | was
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actually trying to get an understandi ng of the
evaluation criteria of clarity, or usability as
it's been defined, for whether it was on-line
training or the rel ease notes or the ED
devel oper work sheet, you know, any of the
el ectronic versions of the documentation that
H- P evaluated, did their clarity eval uation
criteria include aspects of being able to
mgrate efficiently and easily to that
docunent ati on?

(Pause.)

MR. PETRY: Becky -- Don Petry, HP
W will go back and take a | ook at our interim
report results again, but, when we eval uated
the training, we evaluated the training for
content and clarity, not necessarily for
navi gation. And if we found issues regarding,
say, navigation or difficulty in getting to a
specific course or getting through a course, it
woul d have been cited there or, as | nentioned
earlier, in observations or exceptions where
Qnest woul d have cited this training as part of
their response and we reviewed it in resolution
of those observations and exceptions.

MS. OLI VER: Ckay, thanks.
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MR, MAY: Okay. | believe we are on
gquestion 20. H-P reports the |ogs,
docunent ati on and question, were a catal yst for
Qwest internal change requests, ICRs or CRs
that resulted in changes to current or future
rel eases of | MA EDI disclosure docunentation or
rel ated Qmest docunents.

Pl ease confirmthat the P-CLEC was
not required to devel op change requests and
submt these to Quvest to effect changes to
current or future rel eases.

This is correct.

Now - -

MR. CONNOLLY: So as you were
wor ki ng through this, you would identify the
probl ems, concerns that you were having, |og
those in, share those with Qvest. Qwest would
peel off the ones that needed to go into the
systens devel opnent area, wite their CRs and
of f they go?

MR. MAY: Correct.

Question 21: Please explain the
i nconsi stency between the nunber of Pre-Order
functions inplenmented (13) and those H- P clains

it inplemented in its Test 12 report (12) and
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that KPMG Consulting claims in its Test 12
Report (14).

14 is the correct number. We will
update our report. There was sone di scussion
of this yesterday. And it has to do with
whet her you di saggregate one or two functions,
so we will clear that up.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

In that particul ar paragraph is that
di scussion regarding I MA 8?2 And by that
paragraph | nean the one, two, three, fourth
par agraph in test cross-reference 10-1-2.

MR. PETRY: It would be reference to
| MA rel eases 6, 7 and 8.

MR. MAY: Question nunber 22:

Pl ease explain the basis for the H P statenent:
“In | MA releases 5.0 through 9.0 Quest

i mpl ement ed numerous changes to inmprove the
format, content, clarity, and conpl eteness of
the I MA EDI disclosure docunentation as it
pertains to H P s understandi ng of the changes
in |IMA release 9.0.

HPwIll revise its final report to
reference I MA releases 5 through 8 in this

cont ext .
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H-P reviewed the Qwest | MA ED
di scl osure docunentation for release 9.0 only
to verify Qrmest's resolution of open itenms from
the P-CLEC s EDI question and docunentation
| ogs and H P observations and excepti ons.

MR, CONNOLLY: When you | ook at the
changes that were being inplenented, did it say
that those were being inplenmented to inprove
the format, content, clarity and conpl et eness?

MR. PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

No.

MR, MAY: Question 23: Please
explain the ways in which the evaluation
criteria for this evaluation were applied, in
light of the H-P conment that indicates that
I MA di scl osure docunentation is not easily
under st ood.

H- P notes that AT&T is correct when
it suggests that the | anguage is not the sane
as that used for other satisfactory eval uations
of the docunentation.

However, H-P maintains that
docunents -- that the docunents in question are
easily understood and that the intent of the

| anguage states this sentinent.
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HPwll nodify its final report
accordi ngly.

MR. CONNOLLY: Let's -- Tim
Connol ly, again -- talk about this evaluation
criteria, because there is a nunber of these
that we pointed out that H-P in certain cases
said that, in your coments, that your
eval uati on was that they, the docunment was
easi |y understood, and easily understood was
your standard.

So in certain cases it appears that
you net the docunmentation -- the docunentation
met your standard, in other cases it didn't
nmeet your standard.

So, can you hel p us understand what
your standard is for this "easily understood”
criterion?

MR. MAY: We woul d have issued not
satisfied if sonmething didn't neet our
standard. So we are acknow edgi ng that the
semantics need to be adjusted to reflect that,
in all cases, the test objects nmet the
eval uation criteria.

MR, CONNOLLY: Well, maybe -- why

don't you explain what this criteria is. Then
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we can perhaps, then | can perhaps answer ny
own questi ons.

MR. PETRY: The easily understood
criteria is that the target audience for the
docunentation could take the docunments, read or
revi ew them and understand the content or
functions that were being described in the
docunents for use.

| think it's a matter of, as we have
stated previously, there is just sone
i nconsi stency in the | anguage that we use.
Specifically here to test cross-reference
10-1-3, the criteria says, "Can be easily
under st ood by the intended audi ence."

Qur comment says that the P-CLEC was
able to use and understand these docunents.

We will clarify and make the
| anguage consistent. In all of these cases
this question, as well as the additional AT&T
questions, H P felt that the criteria were net.

MR. CONNOLLY: | don't understand
why -- what you nmean by easily understood in
your criteria.

MR. PETRY: The individual, the

targeted audi ence for a docunment could pick up
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the docunent, read through, understand the
steps or the topics that were being covered
there, and be able to then act based upon that
i nformati on.

Again, that criteria covered from
technical publications to product information.
It was applied to all of the docunentation
cited in our Test 10 report.

MR. CONNOLLY: Wwell, if the IMA
di scl osure docunentation for a particular
targeted audi ence, which | believe we have
tal ked about is people who are going to program
EDI systens, work with the GUI's in devel oping
met hods and procedures for service reps and
that sort of technical staff, if they were
ot herwi se conpetent and they found these things
hard to understand, what woul d have been your
resul t?

MR. PETRY: We would have issued
observations or exceptions or, as also cited,
we, through our question and docunentation
| ogs, would have noted those issues, raised
t hose issues back through the process, to the
Quwest EDI inplenmentation team

And we did cite where there were
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i nstances where the documentation -- there were
revisions to the docunentation in response to
observations or were cited by Qunest in
responses to observations and exceptions.

MR, CONNOLLY: Is there a bright
line between easily understood and hard to
under st and?

MR. PETRY: Clarification, please?

MR. CONNOLLY: Is there a nunmber of
guestion log entries that would cause you to
say, there are too many of these problens, so
this is hard to understand. And there is
anot her nunber that is less than that that
woul d nake them easy to understand. | amjust
trying to grasp what this criteria neans.

MS. ANDERSON: This is Denise
Perhaps | could just interrupt here.

It sounds |ike maybe H P would Iike
to take away this -- we have been tal king on
the sane issue here for quite a while. And
perhaps give it a little thought out of the
limelight, cone back and say whether the |ight
is bright, whether it's dark, whether it's
clear, whether it's nuddy, cone back with

sonmet hing. Wuld that work?
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Is that agreeable, Tinf

MR. CONNOLLY: Sure. But 1'd like
to point out that after we had submitted our
guestions and got sone e-mails back fromH P
saying they didn't quite understand what our
guestion was. The question was howis it that
there is evaluation criteria applied in one
case, it's easily understood and the response
isit's easily understood and that is a pass.

Anot her one, it's the sane criteria,
easily understood. And the result is not
easi |y under st ood.

MR. MAY: And that is what we are
going to correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: Your comment is not
that it's easily understood and the result was
satisfied. W tried to get sone understanding
of this.

MS. ANDERSON: | think perhaps they
mssed it on their first pass with all the
paperwork and stuff getting ready for this.
I'"d like to suggest they go away, | think they
have the essence of your question now, your
many questi ons.

Do you, Geoff and Don, think you
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figure out what you are going to correct or
nodi fy or explain and conme back --

MR. PETRY: Yes, Denise.

MS. ANDERSON: -- or we can have a
conference call or have it on the next TAG
cal | .

MR. PETRY: Yes, we do understand.

I want one question. |In going back
we did go back to AT&T for clarification. Just
to Tims comment, we did not state anywhere in
the report that it was not the easily
under st ood.

It was AT&T's, as Tim responded
back, the inconsistency of the |anguage. But
we did not state anywhere in here in one
i nstance that we gave them a satisfied, but
then said that it was not easily understood.

So | just want that for the record.

MS. ANDERSON: You disagree with
t hat ?

MR. CONNOLLY: | do. | do.

MS. ANDERSON. Do you have your
citation?

MR, CONNOLLY: Yes, | do.
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MS. ANDERSON: Just to be clear that
they address that, in case there is sone -- and
then I think, once we get that citation, we can
maybe nmove al ong, although this is a very
i nportant area. It's just that we have sone
others to cover and we have a very inportant
function tonight.

MR. MAY: The other thing is
actually this response applies to several other
guestions, so --

MS. ANDERSON: Yes. | understand.

MR, MAY: That will help us nove
al ong once we get through this.

MS. ANDERSON: | don't want to rush
past anything inportant, don't get me wong.

But we have to divide up our tine.

MR, MAY: Tim you have a reference?

MR, CONNOLLY: | am going to read,
for the benefit of the other folks, citations
that | had sent to H-P in response to your
questi on.

For exanple, 10-1-9, evaluation
criteria is the EDI inplenentation guidelines
may be easily understood.

HP's comment: The P-CLEC found it
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to be readily used and understood. It says
not hi ng about easily understood.

MR, MAY: That is what we are going
to correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: But what we are
trying to understand, the application of your
criteria and the result. |If upon our question
your reaction is to go and change your
conment - -

MR. MAY: No, the intent of the
| anguage that is there in the comment section
was to indicate that it was easily understood.
It's not that we are changi ng our eval uation
it's that we are clarifying our report.

MR, CONNOLLY: And we say in
contrast, for exanmple, 10-2-3, |MA user guide
can be easily understood.

H P's comment, the P-CLEC could
easily understand the information in the guide.

We have no dispute with that. But
we see that remark and we contrast it with
10-1-9 and they are different. W are trying
to understand what the standard was, how you
applied it and what nakes two different

results, two different coments achi eve the
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same result. That is what we are trying to
under st and.

MS. ANDERSON: Thank you, Tim

You guys got that, right.

MR, MAY: Yes. Take it back

MS. ANDERSON: They are going to go
away and figure out what is m sworded or what
their original intent was and get back to us.
Thank you.

MS. ANDERSON: Qur response here
al so applies to AT&T questions 27, 28, 29, 32
and 33.

VWi ch brings us to question 24: It
is HP s position that each of the observations
and exceptions identified in its coments
identify that H- P found inconsistencies between
the I MA disclosure documentation and ot her
ref erences necessary to place pre-order and
order transactions?

The question is, is it HPs --

No. This is only one scenario.

Question 25: Please confirmthe
P- CLEC was not required to devel op change
requests and subnmit these to effect changes to

rel ated docunents.
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Confi rmed.

Question 26: The last sentence in
the H-P coment appears to be a fragment.

HP will correct that typographica
error inits final report rel ease

This brings us to question 30:

HPwll -- question 30, |ast
sentence: The |ast sentence in the H P coment
cont ai ns typographical errors.

H-P will correct the typographica
errors inits final report rel ease

Question 31: Please provide the
standard applied by HP to determ ne
conpl eteness of the technical publications.

H P | ooked for om ssions or
i nconsi stencies in the docunments and identified
those gaps as appropriate.

H- P al so conpared the technica
publications to other Qwmest docunentation and
to industry standard information, which brings
us to Worl dCom question 1:

Descri be any observations H-P nade
of a process whereby docunentation provided on
Quest' s whol esal e website was updated as a

result of e-mmil whol esal e notifications which
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provi ded additional information, clarification
or changes to information provided on the
whol esal e website.

The P-CLEC regul arly observed Quwest
publishing information via Qwest whol esal e
customer notifications.

The information was sinultaneously
or subsequently posted on the Qwmest whol esal e
websi te.

Question 2: Does the --

MS. OLIVER: Excuse nme. Becky
Aiver, WrldCom

The latter half of your response,
H- P observed that as well?

MR MAY: Yes.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay, thanks.

MR, MAY: Question 2: Does the ED
di scl osure docunmentation identify instances
where Qmest differentiates fromthe industry
gui delines for EDI mapping, (TCIF), and
busi ness rules, (LSOG ?

The answer is yes.

Question 3. ldentify which Quest
QU systens are included in the I MA rel ease

not es docunent.
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It is Qvest IMA QU system O
Quwest | MA.  The enphasis should be on | MA.

Question nunmber 4: How nuch of the
PCAT website information is also available in
ot her busi ness process/rul e docunentation.

H P did not determnine how nuch
duplication is present.

Question nunber 5: Does an updated
version of the LSRs eligible for flowthrough
becone avail abl e before, at the sane tine, or
after inplenentation of actual flowthrough
changes that are made?

H- P defers this question to Qmest or
KPMG. It's possible we may have covered this
at sone point yesterday.

MS. LUBAMERSKY: | believe Chris
Viveros is on the bridge and would be in a
position to answer that.

Chris, can you hear us?

MR, VIVERCS: Yes | can hear you
off a nd on.

MS. LUBAMERSKY: This is question 5,
Wor | dCom , about "LSRs ELigible for
Fl ow- Thr ough" becone avail abl e.

MR. VIVERCS: The intent is to cover
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t hat docunentation in advance of the | MA review
that is causing the change. There have been

ti mes when the docunment was not published unti
followi ng the rel ease. For the npbst part those
i nvol ved -- docunents refl ect exceptions or
exclusions that --

MS. ANDERSON: Chris, this is
Deni se.

(Pause.)

MS. ANDERSON: W are good to go.

We have got Bob hol ding a m crophone up to the
speaker. Start over again, please, Chris.
Sorry about this.

(Di scussion to inprove sound
quality.)

MR, VIVERCS: No problem In answer
to WorldCom 10-35, the intent is to publish the
LSR eligible for flowthrough docunent before
an | MA rel ease where in fact the | MA rel ease
is driving changes. There have been cases
where the docunment was not published in
advance.

There have been occasi ons when the
docunent was not published in advance. To

ensure that that doesn't happen again, we are
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actually making a change, we will continue to
use the change nmanagenent process to notify
CLECs of changes to the docunent, but the
docunent is actually going to be incorporated
into the product catal og on order and will flow
into the process of making all the necessary
PCAT changes associated with the release. So
that on a going-forward basis, the docunent
wi || always be published in advance of an | MA
rel ease.

MR, MAY: Okay. Thank you, Chris.

Wor |1 dCom question 6: Did H-P
eval uate the ease in which updates to the ED
di scl osure docunentation, as provided in
addenduns, could be identified and understood
by CLECs that are in the process of devel oping
an EDI interface?

The P-CLEC reviewed and used the | MA
EDlI di scl osure addendum docunents for | MA ED
release 6, 7 and 8.0. The P-CLEC found it
coul d understand and i npl enent the changes
docunmented in the addenda.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WrldCom
Foll ow up on that.

Just to nmake sure that nmy -- the
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gquestion is clear, that your response applies
to -- per the P-CLEC s experience, that when

t hese updates cane out and you were in the
process of devel oping, you know, an ED
interface, you are in the mdst of devel opnment
and an update cones out, your answer applies to
that situation?

MR, MAY:  Yes.

MS. OLIVER:  Thank you.

MR, MAY: Question 7: Carify with
the EDI inplenentation guidelines docunent
identifies the TCIF/ ANSI version and rel ease
nunbers that Qmest's |IMA EDI pre-order and
order interfaces use.

The answer is yes.

Question 8 Did HP --

MS. ANDERSON: Geoff, just let ne
check here.

I's anyone on the bridge?

VO CE: | am

MS. ANDERSON: Hi, Peggy. Can you
hear okay?

VO CE: No. Wen you nade the
adjustnent for Chris, it changed everything.

MR. MAY: But can you hear me wel
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enough?

VO CE: No.

(Pause.)

MR, MAY: Question 8 Did HP find
that the | MA user guide identifies system
requi renents and dependencies for effectively
using the I MA GUI ?

The answer is yes.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Oiver, WrldCom
I'd like to go back to question 6, if | may for
addi tional foll ow up.

MR, MAY: Okay.

M5. COLIVER: Can H-P provide any
nmore informati on about the P-CLECs' experience,
because | nmean | would just think it would be
fair that, given the circunstance of you are in
the m dst of devel opnent and updated
document ati on comes out, how did the P-CLEC
deal with that and why specifically did you
find no problens with that?

MR. MAY: There is absolute -- there
is a massive record on our certification
efforts. All of our question and docunentation
| ogs have been nade public. All of our

nmeetings with the EDI inplenmentation team were
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publ i shed and noticed to the TAG There is a
| ot of detail.

The interimreport | think, it
covers all of our experiences with 5 and 6 in
great detail. That of course, the interim
report was intended to describe the building of
t he pseudo-CLEC, so that woul d cover the
i nterface devel opnent in great detail

However, our inplenentation of 7.0
and 8.0 also went through the regul ar ED
i mpl enentation team project plans, weekly
nmeeti ngs, question and docunentation |ogs and
they are covered in 12 B of the, of our fina
report.

Question 9, | believe: What
evidence or data did HP use to determnine the
conpl eteness of the I MA rel ease notes.

VWhen the P-CLEC used the rel ease
notes in conjunction with other rel ease
docunents the P-CLEC could successfully use the
new rel ease functionality that it was tasked
with using. Therefore the release docunents as
a set were deened conplete.

Question 10:

MS. OLIVER: Excuse nme. Becky
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Aiver, WrldCom Can you specify what other
docunents you are referring to in that answer?

MR, PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

Becky, the rel ease notes come out
prior to the actual rel ease being inplenented.
When the actual rel ease cones out, the users
guide that is associated with that release is
al so made avail abl e.

The rel ease notes kind of highlight
the changes that are going to be inplenented in
the upcom ng release. The user guides that are
publi shed with the rel ease describe the ful
functionality of the system

So we viewed the rel ease notes as an
advance of what is coming that we would be able
to use or changes in functionality.

And then when a rel ease was
i rpl ement ed, we used the then-current version
of the systemin conjunction with the user
gui des and were able to utilize the IMA GU
system

MS. OLIVER. Ckay.

MR MAY: Question 10: In
determining the accuracy of the |IMA rel ease

notes, did H P performa conparison eval uation
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to other I MA rel ease documentation.

The answer is yes.

Question 11: Did H-P's assessment
of the ease with which the PCAT website
information is understood include the ability
to maneuver through the website and find
speci fic information?

The answer is no.

Question 12. For what purposes did
the P-CLEC need to regularly reference the
P- CLEC website?

The PCAT was used for product
descriptions, valid forms, activity types,
valid types of service, valid req types,
product training information, inplenentation
i nformati on, provisioning information, business
procedures, resale information, optiona
features and USOCs and FI Ds.

Question 13. \When would
fl owthrough changes resulting in an update to
the LSRs eligible for he flowthrough docunent
occur outside of an I MA rel ease.

I think we have covered this in the
AT&T questi on.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WorldCom
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| guess | nmissed that. Can you provide a
response?

MR. MAY: That was the response
Chris gave, | believe.

MR VI VERCS: Yes.

MS. OLIVER: This, the response
received previously from Chris was about when
an updated flow-through docunent woul d be
avai |l abl e.

Here this is asking when would fl ow
t hrough changes occur outside of a schedul ed
| MA rel ease.

MR MAY: We would defer this
question to Qnest.

MR. VIVERCS: This is -- | think we
tal ked about this a little bit yesterday in
rel ationship to an AT&T question

Changes woul d occur outside of a
normal schedul ed rel ease when, in fact, sone
type of a problem associated with flowthrough
was detected, either internally by us through a
call froma CLEC questioning why answers
weren't com ng back in 20 m nutes as expected
or in the case of the test through the

observation and exception process.
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Qur flowthrough changes are
generally associated with | MA rel eases. So
outside of an IMA release it would be to
correct sonething.

And in turn, we may have to update
the docunent along with that change.

MS. OLIVER: Thank you.

I'"d like to go back just a couple to
ask a followup on question 11.

H-P's response indicated that no
assessment was done of the ease with which the
P- CLEC coul d maneuver through the PCAT website
to find information being sought after

I was just wondering if there was a
reason why that was the case, because | would
expect that the ease of finding this nmultitude
of information that you listed in the response
to question 12, that that would play a direct,
or be a direct contributor to the usability of
that information.

MR PETRY: Don Petry, HP.

Organi zations have a variety of
di fferent approaches that they can use to
publish or structure information they are

maki ng avail abl e.
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Qur evaluation did not include a --
an analysis of Quwest's website and the
maneuverability or navigation through that.

There is no industry standard to
address that, and that would be a rather
extrenely subjective evaluation in terns of
ease of use for one user versus another.

MR, MAY: Question 14, | believe:
Was an H-P exception or observation opened for
the lack of a change log in the LSRs eligible
for flowthrough docunent?

No.

Did -- | amsorry. Question 15:

Did HP s assessnent of the accuracy
of the LSOG docunentation include a conparison
to OBF LSOG document ation?

The answer is no, with the exception
of manual orders.

H P did validate this for nanual
orders due to the nunerous observations and
exceptions opened on the Qwmest manual ordering
process.

Question 16: Are updates nade to
t he LSOG docunentation other than in

conjunction with an | MA rel ease upgrade?
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This -- H-P would say, we don't
know. However, it had been the P-CLEC s
experience that updates were nmade in response
to our observations and exceptions. W would
defer that to Qnest.

MR. VIVEROS: |It's nmuch like the
LSOG docunent ati on whi ch communi cat es Qaest
busi ness rules not just for IMA but for all LSR
or deri ng.

So to the extent that a business
rule change is nade or there is need for a
correction, the LSOG docunentation would be
updat ed, not in conjunction with an I MA
rel ease.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Oiver. Just to
foll ow up on that.

So, if | amunderstanding correctly,
any time a -- an error in the LSOG
docunent ati on woul d be di scovered, it would be
corrected and a new version rel eased?

MR, VIVERCS: | don't think you
woul d be conpletely correct to say "any tine."
I think it would depend on the error. |If there
were mnor errors in the docunent,

t ypographi cal errors or pagination issues or
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sonmet hing that was easily communi cated through
a notice to the CLEC, the potential exists that
t hose types of changes woul d be aggregated and
i ncorporated into the next version associated
with the I MA rel ease

MS. OLIVER: Thank you.

MR. MAY: Just to address the state
of Washington's standi ng question. There were
no state-specific results and all of HPs
observations and exceptions were cl osed
resol ved.

That would bring us to the
concl usion of the Test 10 questions. And
will pass the mc.

MI. MAY: Okay. Let's roll

MS. LUBAMERSKY: | believe there was
one we deferred, and our expert is here.

MS. HUFF: This is Loretta Huff from
Qnest .

On question 14 from AT&T there was a
guestion about the resal e product database and
the source data fromwhich that is devel oped.

And the RPD is devel oped fromretai
MWPs associ ated with products that are

avail able for resale. And the information that
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is redacted fromthe RPD is only infornmation
that is considered not necessary for the CLEC
to have to be able to place a successful LSR

So it's only internal Qmest system
i nformati on that would be redacted. Any
information required by the CLEC is left in.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | think we are al
set. First, I'd like to share with everyone,
saw on the cover of USA Today that enployees
are starting to sue enployers for stress.

(Laughter.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: In response to a
question fromthis nmorning, from AT&T as a
follow up to 24.8, you had asked a question
about comon problenms. And we did assess and
observe sort of the structural elements of the
process.

Qnest does do, they have a form
called Perform ng Trend Analysis that they go
through on a weekly basis. The coaches and
team |l eads will assenmble information and are
| ooki ng specifically for comon probl ens
encountered across different |SC reps. They
will go through this reviewin an attenpt to

sort of detail what the problens were and issue
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ei ther MCC conmunicators to the reps internally
or potentially communicators out to the CLECs
to identify the particular comon problenms had
been not ed.

But we did not see that in action.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR, WEEKS: Do you want to break?

MS. ANDERSON: Why don't we start
and go 15 minutes at least. Then we will
br eak.

(Pause.)

MR. CONNOLLY: Excuse me, 24.37?

MR. DELLA TORRE: 24.3 will be next.

Why don't we get going. We will
start with the Washi ngton state questions.

MR. VEEKS: Shall we wait for Tomto
get back? Would you like us to wait?

VO CE: It's okay.

MR. WEEKS: In 24.3 the -- there is
only one unable to deternine. One that is not
satisfied. It happens to be an unable to
det er m ne.

This was a situation where there was
a Qwest process that was changed very late in

the gane and we actually didn't have an



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

63

opportunity to nmake observations after the
process had changed. So we're really not able
to say whether or not, from our own experience
or fromour ability to watch this process work
whet her it works or not.

W saw the process, we see that it's
well forned, all of that stuff froma design
perspective. W couldn't make any observations
of it in action. So we couldn't say it's
adhered to or followed. That is why the unable
is in there.

So there are no outstanding or open
observations and exceptions in this area at
this point. And there are not any
state-specific kinds of results for this
particul ar test.

MR, DELLA TORRE: We will start with
Mont ana. One question from Montana. Then we
will move to WorldCom then AT&T.

So the Montana question: Please
identify in which exception(s) or
observation(s) KPMG formally raised the issues
of deficiencies in the Service Managenent
procedures for |ogging and tracking CLEC

correspondence and problens with tracking
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Qnest' s adherence to response tine interva
gui delines for service managers.

That was in observati on 3093.

Wor | dCom question 1: Do the Account
Teans support CLECs doi ng business with Quest
for both LSR and ASR | ocal requests?

The answer is yes.

Question 2: Please clarify the
Sales Teami s role of initiating and conpl eting
the sales cycle with the CLEC. Specifically:
Is the referenced "sal es cycle", the cycle of a
sal e between Qnest and the CLEC or between the
CLEC and its customer?

What products/services are
applicable to this "sales cycle"?

And that sales cycle is the cycle
bet ween Qwest and the CLEC, not the CLEC and
its custoner.

And all products and services that
are available for sale to any whol esal e
custoner are applicable.

Question 3. Please clarify the
Sal es Teaml s role of generating sales
proposals. Are the sales proposals types of

agreenents that fall outside the scope of
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existing ICAtariff or as SGAT provisions?

The process of generating sales
proposals is for the sales teamto address the
CLEC neetings for pricing and selecting the
various products that are avail abl e through
Quest' s whol esal e operati on.

However, we did not conduct any
exam nati on of the sal es proposals.

(O f record coll oquy; |aughter.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question nunber 4.
Pl ease clarify if the service teanis role of
serving as an escal ation point for
pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning,
mai nt enance and repair includes both
OSS-rel ated and order-rel ated issue.

That's correct. The service team
can serve as an escal ation point for both OSS
and order related issues.

Question 35. \What on site
denonstration of Qwest's |nfoBuddy systemdid
KPMG att end?

This was not a publicly noticed or
publicly -- nmade available to the public as a
denonstration. This was specifically created

and caused and executed for KPMG Consulting as
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part of the test.

Question 6: Wat Qwmest products and
services were the CLECs who provi ded KPMG
Consul ti ng Account Managenent feedback using?

We are not aware of the entire |ist
of products and services that each of the CLECs
may have been using.

However, during the interviews, at
| east the follow ng were di scussed. EELs,
unbundel ed network el ements including | oops and
UNE- P, resale, collocation, line splitting and
line sharing and trunks.

Question 7: Does Qnest assign
multiple CLECs to a single account team nemnber?

And if so, how does an account team
menber that has responsibility for multiple
CLECs prioritize his or her work | oad.

The answer is yes, Qwest does have
the opportunity or makes use of assigning
multiple CLECs to a single account team nenber.

That account team nenber is
responsi ble for prioritizing his or her work
| oad based on the severity and number of the
i ssues raised by the CLEC and/ or escal ations

they receive.
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Question 8: Associated with KPMG
Consul ting observations of the P-CLECs account
manager transferring issues to an alternate
servi ce manager, did KPMG Consul ting nmaeke
observations of the account service manager
inform ng the P-CLEC when its alternate service
manager shoul d be contacted?

The answer is yes.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Odiver, WrldCom
Fol | ow- up.

Were those observations of this
occurring consistent with every instance of it
occurring?

In other words, were there tines
when the alternate service nmanager shoul d have
been contacted but when the notice wasn't
provi ded?

MR. DELLA TORRE: \What we saw
specifically was the primary service nmanager
inform ng the P-CLEC of when the alternate
servi ce manager should be contacted. And al so
the primary service manager providing the
contact information for the alternate service
manager .

MR. W\EEKS: In each case where we
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observed that it should have happened, it did
happen. There may have been cases where it
shoul d have happened where we weren't around,
we weren't making observations at that time and
it didn't happen. W couldn't comment on that.

But when we were observing it, in
each case where they should have, they did.

MS. OLI VER: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 9: Was
an evaluation of the effectiveness of Qumest's
customer contact information tool conducted.

If so, what were the results?

The answer is no, we did not

eval uate the custoner contact information tool

Question 10: Did KPMG Consulting
use any evi dence other than the P-CLEC s
experience, such as Qmest's interna
docunent ati on or issues database, to validate
Qnest's account teans' adherence to the
gui delines for issue closure?

The answer is yes. W reviewed the
entries made to the issues database and this
was -- this, in addition to the P-CLEC s

experience, give us the evidence to state that
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Quvest is followi ng the guidelines for issue
cl osure.

MS. OLIVER: Becky Qdiver.
Wor | dCom

The i ssues database review that you
conducted, did that include | ooking at issues
that were related to live CLECs?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes, it did.

MS. OLIVER:  Thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 11: Did
KPMG Consul ting use any evidence other than the
P- CLEC s experience to validate Qmest's account
teanms' adherence to guidelines for escal ation
cl osure.

The answer is yes. It was the sane
experience, that we observed entries being nmade
into the issues database for both the P-CLECs
and comerci al CLECs.

Question 12: For what situations do
service managers facilitate direct
comuni cation between a Qmest subject matter
expert and CLEC as opposed to interacting with
the CLEC separately on behalf of the CLEC

And di d KPMG observe any of these

situations?
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We are not aware of any specific
rul es of docunentation that govern
comruni cati on between Qwest SMEs and CLECs.

However, we did observe exanpl es
wher eby Qnest's SME was in direct contact with
the P-CLEC and where the service nmanager
interacted with the SME on behal f of the
P- CLEC.

Question 13: Did KPMsG Consul ting
include in its evaluation of Qunest's ability to
provi de updated docunentation to CLECs the
di stribution of docunentation through neans
ot her than the whol esal e website?

The answer is yes. |In addition to
di stribution through the website, we noted
distribution directly through e-mail, as wel
as other comunications that were sent directly
by the account team

And you can find additiona
information on this in Test 23, the change
managenment process.

MR. OLIVER: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: AT&T. Question
nunber 1: Please explain the discrepancy

bet ween KPMG s description of the conposition
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of the Service Team and that provided by H-P in
its Reports 12-A through 12-C.

Answer. We believe the discrepancy
is that HPC described the two service team
positions as executive director and vice
presi dent, whereas our titles for the role the
are service director, senior service manager
and servi ce nanager.

And we believe that this discrepancy
was based on a change nmde to that organi zation
partway through the test and it was just a
matter of timing and titles of the roles.

Question 2: Wat were the nunber of
CLECs that were interviewed by KPMG for Test
24. 3?

The answer is 3.

Question 3: Please describe the
CLEC i nput that was the cause of nore in-depth
intervi ews.

And ny response will cover both
guestion and question 4.

We believe that the concept of
i n-depth may have been taken a little out of
context in that the report discusses in-depth

revi ews, not interviews.
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Qur process is that we will go out
and conduct interviews with Quest and
interviews with CLECs, observations on site.

We will then conplete our analysis

or in-depth review of that information. |If
subsequent activity is required, we will do
t hat .

In this particular case there was
nothing that came fromthe first round of
interviews fromthe CLECs that required us to
go back out and do a second round of
intervi ews.

MR, CONNOCLLY: So, | guess -- |
notice that the part of your discussion about
the way you gathered the data fromthe various
resources, the only tinme that it nmentions
specifically that facts caused you to go back
and | ook hard, nore in-depth as you say, is the
par agr aphs that deal with the CLEC --

MR. VEEKS: No, | don't think that
was intended to be that way.

It's anything we cone across that
causes us to sort of raise our eyebrow or
guesti on whet her we understand sonet hi ng

properly or whether an issue has been raised,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

73

either as a direct result of what we saw or
what soneone represented to us they know about
or saw, we would dig in.

MR. CONNOLLY: So it's on the whole
body?

MR, WEEKS: On the whole body. That
is what we were trying to comruni cate. And
maybe we slightly msled you.

So, there are various sources of
information. We synthesize those sources of
i nformati on, we analyze all that information,
and we nake deci sions about what to follow up
on and what areas to dig deeper into based upon
t hat synt hesi zed i nformati on.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 5:

Pl ease describe the relationship between the
account establishnment and managenent

responsi bilities defined in InfoBuddy and those
defined at the whol esal e website.

The internal Qwest | nfoBuddy
docunent ati on essentially expands on the
account teamresponsibilities that are listed
on the Quwest whol esal e website.

It provides nore detail around the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

74

operating nmethods and procedures and defi nes
speci fic functions of the account teamin a
greater |level of detail

MR. CONNOLLY: Would it be correct
to say that the whol esale website is -- would
set the CLECs expectations about what account
establ i shnent and managenent is and | nfoBuddy
woul d be nore of an internalized view of
what - -

MR. WEEKS: That's correct.

MR, CONNOLLY: O account
establisher would --

MR, VEEKS: Yes. | would say the
external is kind of a "what" and the interna
is kind of a "how'

MR, CONNOLLY: But within InfoBuddy
it's also very clear the expectations being set
are the same or have a relationship to those on
t he whol esal e website?

MR. VEEKS: | think the one
anplifies on the other. Had there been
i nconsi stenci es between roles and
responsibilities and accountabilities and
deliverabilities and the |ike between the two,

we woul d have known that and raised it as an
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i ssue .

MR, DELLA TORRE: For questions 6, 7
and 8 the followi ng answers will apply.

Pl ease descri be the eval uations
conducted by KPMG in which it exam ned the
responsi bilities assigned to the -- assigned to
manage the Qamest account establi shnent
function.

The difference between 7 and 8, the
Qwest account managenent furnishings and Qnest
servi ce managenent function.

MR, CONNOLLY: Quite. 6 is account
establishnment, 7 is account nmanagement and 8 is
servi ce nanagenent.

MR. DELLA TORRE: In each of those
cases though our review consisted of a simlar
approach. Furthernore, just for point of fact,
in section 2.4, the evaluation methods of the
report do identify the eval uation nethods that
we enpl oyed.

We interviewed the Qmest personne
i nvol ved in the account establishment function
we exam ned the |InfoBuddy system and rel evant
docunentation pertaining to that system

We reviewed internal Quwest
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docunent ation, including organizational charts,
job aids, process flows and MWPs.

We reviewed the publicly avail able
informati on fromthe Qwest whol esal e website.

We interviewed and observed H-P
acting as the P-CLEC through their experience
and interactions with the Qvest account team

It's slightly nodified for 7 and 8
in that we did our interviews with Qumest
personnel that were specifically involved with
t he account establishment function, but we
still -- InfoBuddy is the same. The interna
Qnest docunentation is the sane and the
publicly avail able information fromthe
whol esal e website is also the sane.

And finally, we conpleted our
interviews and observed H-P interacting with
t heir account team

MR, CONNOLLY: Would it be your
opinion, or is this the case, that with your
anal ysis of the internal processes, procedures
and so forth, you have an idea about what
Qnest's managenent focus is for these
functions?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Elaborate alittle
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on managenent focus.

MR. CONNOLLY: \What are the
day-to-day sort of expectations of problem
managi ng, problem resolution, interacting with
your CLECs, cycles for followup questions and
answers, all those various types of
manageri al / supervi sory i ssues.

MR, VWEEKS: Let nme clarify because |
heard a couple different aspects and | want to
make sure we're answering the question you are
aski ng.

Let's say there is an account
process that has to do with nanaging the
relationship of the CLEC. That is the ongoing
activities you described that are things |ike
foll owing up on problens and so on.

Then we woul d describe that there is
a managenment control feedback |oop that sits on
top of that that are what | would call
managenment responsibilities, where you are
| ooki ng down on that fundanmental process and
you are trying to nonitor whether that process
is working properly and it's neeting its
obj ectives and all that stuff.

Are you aski ng about the underlying
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rel ati onshi p managenent activities or are you
aski ng about this managenent control and
feedback that is kind of the sal es nanagenent
rol e?

MR, CONNOLLY: | am | ooking nore at
t he hi gher |evel.

MR, WVEEKS: Okay.

MR, CONNOLLY: Did you get a sense
or observe that there is that presence of that
manageri al function | ooking across these
t hi ngs.

MR, VEEKS: Okay.

MR. CONNOLLY: To say these --

MR, WEEKS: Account teans are doing
what they are supposed to be doing?

MR, CONNOLLY: Exactly.

MR. WEEKS: Okay, let me check

(Pause.)

MR, WEEKS: The answer is yes, Tim
we | ooked at both aspects. Both how does the
account team manage its relationship with the
CLEC and how do the nmanagers that sit over the
top of those people nanage their people doing
account managenment, account rel ationship

activities.
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MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you. The sane
wi th servicing manager?

MR. WEEKS: Yes, exactly.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 9:

Pl ease confirmthat CLECs can access

i nformati on about their own account team using
t he custoner contact information tool and no
ot her CLEC s account team

The custoner contact information
tool on the website is intended to provide the
CLEC with its own account team information and
its own account teaminformation only.

However, given the -- another CLEC s
i nformati on you certainly could find out
sonmeone else's. But | suppose that is true
with any security system |If you have
sonmeone's user | D and password, you can access
soneone el se's account.

MR, CONNOLLY: | guess ny question
arose fromthe third paragraph in 24.3-3 where
it says, in addition, CLECs are directed to
refer to Quest's custoner contact information
tool to identify the Qmest sal es executive and
servi ce manager assigned to each conpany.

MR, WEEKS: |Inplication being there
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is alist of conpanies and contacts, you can
see everybody el se's.

MR. CONNOLLY: That was the
inmplication. | wanted to nake sure that wasn't
t he case.

MR, DELLA TORRE: No. The
information is specific to the CLEC, because
you need to use your own conpany name and
acronym

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR, WEEKS: We were just pointing
out the obvious, that that information about a
conpany's nane is reasonably public
i nformati on, one could get access to that
information if one wanted to.

MR. DELLA TORRE: But it's not
desi gned that way.

MR. VWEEKS: But it's not designed to
do that.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 10:

Pl ease identify the Qvest nmmil-out that was
used to informthe CLECs of the tine franes by
whi ch the CLECs can expect to receive a
response and a status update.

That was an April 4, 2002 mail -out
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with a subject |line of "Methods and Response
Ti mes When Contacting Qwmest Service Managers."

And the document nunber -- PROCS. --
PRCS. 04. 04. 02. F.

There is nmore to that. Sl ash
00418. Servi ce, underscore, managers.

MR, CONNOLLY: | amglad you were
very patient going through that so we know
exactly howto find it.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's true.

Question 11: Please clarify what is
meant by the service nmanager role "Potentially
assign issues to an account able Qwnest SME. "

This is fairly straightforward. |If
a service manager is presented with an issue
froma CLEC that he or she is not able to
answer, that service manager will contact the
Qnest subject matter expert to assist in
answering and resol ving the issue.

In some cases that escalation is not
required if the service manager can answer the
guesti on.

MR, CONNOLLY: To assign as
necessary is the sane as potentially assign?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct. Correct.
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Question 12: KPMG Consulting
reports that it is unable to determne if
custoner calls were returned per the docunented
i nterval s.

Is KPMG able to make a determ nation
that a percentage of customer calls are not
returned at all?

The answer is no.

Qnest established the comruni cation
response interval near the end of the test.

And we did not do any real nonitoring or
eval uation of that.

Question --

MR. WEEKS: This is the item!]
tal ked about earlier, the unresolved or unable.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 13. \What
is the Qmest organi zation that manages the
docunent specialist function?

Docunment specialists are actually
menbers of the account management group. They
are just responsible for the -- that specific
task of docunmentation. So it's a specific
function within the account management group

MR, WEEKS: It's a role, as opposed

to a person or title.
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MR. CONNOLLY: Sort of there is a
staff set of functions that support the various
account teans, service teans that are assigned,
line functions if you will, contrasted --

MR, WEEKS: Yes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct.

In fact we felt the | anguage wasn't clear
enough in the report and we will nake a
revi sion.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 14: \hat
activities trigger the docunent specialist work
activities which are to nake changes to, quote,
"external service managenent and sal es
executive docunments and process descriptions?

What inputs are provided to the
docunent specialist work in this area and which
organi zati on provi des thenf

When the account managenent team or
organi zati on has changes or updates to nake in
its external docunentation, including the
website, the information to be changed or
updated is provided to the docunent specialists
wi thin the account team

There are a nunber of possible
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i nputs that would include e-mail and verba
requests fromthe account team managenment and
potentially as a result of CMP directives.

MR. CONNOLLY: So if there were a
new product that needed to be incorporated into
the service managenent portfolio, that would
get released sonmehow i nto the account
managenment staff organization and there is a
conmuni cations link that ultimately gets it to
the docunentation specialist who would then
docunents specially and posts it?

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct.
In fact, we saw an exanple that when the
response tinme intervals needed to be added to
t he Qunest whol esal e website, the account team
passed those updates on to their interna
docunent specialist who then went and mede the
changes.

Question 15: Pl ease describe the
eval uati ons conducted by KPMG Consulting in
which it exam ned the responsibilities assigned
to manage the docunent managenent function

The techni ques we used again are in
the eval uation methods. It was a review of

Quest's account managenent M&Ps, interview with
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Qnest personnel, as well as sort of artifacts
of the test and verification of outputs to the
docunent managenment function, i.e., changes to
t he actual documents.

And in fact we raised an observation
inthis area early on in the test when we felt
there was a di sconnect between what was bei ng
represented in the docunentation on the website
and what was actually occurring operationally
internally. That was around the split between
the sales team and service team That was
subsequent |y fixed.

Question 16: Please nore fully
descri be the nature of the managenent noted in
KPMG s statenent, "senior managenent foll ow
production and distribution procedures."”

The seni or managenent personne
referenced here are the sales director and
service director. Those fol ks have the
ultimate responsibility of ensuring the
docunents are properly updated and distributed
to the relevant parties and to informtheir
respective CLECs of updates to web sites and/or
ot her documentati on.

| believe that is it. Oher
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guestions on Test 24.3?

Deni se?

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay. | think it's
time for a break.

(Recess.)

MR. DELLA TORRE: We will start the
di scussion of Test 24.6 with the Washi ngton
state questions.

MR. VEEKS: The topics is OSS
interface Devel opnent Review. And this is
where we sort of | ooked over the shoul der of
the P-CLEC and others and tried to figure out
how t hat process worKks.

There are two not satisfieds in the
report. Those not satisfieds have to do
fundamentally with the exi stence of a separate
test environnent that is separate from
production and the existence or |ack of
exi stence of a test environment for MEDI ACC.

The first is evaluation criteria
24.6-1-8. Qmest chose to take a cl osed
unresol ved on exceptions 3077 and 3095, which
caused us to then evaluate as not satisfied,
because the issues didn't get resol ved.

The other evaluation criteriais
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24.6-2-9 that was a closed unresol ved on
Quest's part for exception 3109.

I think the record is real clear
We' ve tal ked about these issues over and over,
the O & E calls and project managenent calls
and TAG calls and so on. | won't go into nore
details unless Qnest wants to say anything.

That is where we sit on that. There
are no state-specific results that are rel evant
inthis particular test. These processes and
things work across the entire (inaudible) for
Qnest .

I think that is it for Washington
state-specific questions. Any follow up?

Okay.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Okay. We will
start with AT&T, but before junmping into the
actual questions |I think there is a concept 1'd
like to talk about that | think mght help us
as we nove further into the questions.

And that is the notion of regression
testing. There are there are sort of two
different uses of the word regression or
concept of regression testing.

The typical industry use of
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regression testing is the notion that you do a
conplete test of a particular application after
a specific fix has been put in.

So a fix may only be designed to
af fect or inpact one particular elenment of an
entire application but you still test the
entire application to ensure that no other
changes or breaks occurred.

That is an industry sort of
definition of regression testing.

Regression testing | suppose with a
capital R or in quotes, as used by Qwest, is
really this idea of a separate set of testing
activities that a CLEC can request at their
di scretion where they have the opportunity to
test, off line, if you will, for new rel eases
or even just to validate their own code if they
change systens, there is this sort of separate
type of testing that Qmest refers to as
regressi on testing.

There is another concept that Quwest
uses or another title called integration
testing which is an internal test that Qwmest
conducts that is an end-to-end test of an

application to ensure that the whol e app works
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together, that each of the el ements, when put
t oget her as a package, works.

So that -- the -- there is really
nmore simlarity between the Qwaest-defined
integration testing and the industry-defined
regression testing than there is in the
Qunest -defined regression testing.

So I know that is a bit conplex, but
that led to sone questions and comrents. So |
wanted to try and get that information out
there to begin with and you will see where that
comes up as we go forward.

MS. OLIVER |I'mnot -- can | ask
you a foll owup? Becky Oiver, WrldCom

| am not sure | amclear yet on how
you descri be Qmest describes or defines
regressi on testing.

| followed that integration testing,
what that nmeans, and that is correlated to what
the industry might typically define as
regression testing. But all | -- | got that
regression testing is a separate test --

MR, VWEEKS: It's a negotiated scope
of predefined set of features and functions

that are going to be tested between the CLEC
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and Qunest, and it can be done for a variety of
reasons. It can be done, as Joe said, because
either a CLEC has had changes on their side of
the fence and they want to test that their
software works vis-a-vis -- | said Qunest, |
meant CLEC. CLEC has initiated changes on
their side of the fence and they would |ike to
just check out their software and make sure
it's still conpatible and working with Qnest's
current rel ease

It could be in anticipation of a new
rel ease that Qmest is making of software on
their side and CLEC wants to make sure that
their software syncs up with Qunest's software.

It could be a variety of reasons
that trigger that test activity, if you will.

It's alnost like a recertification
I know t he pseudoCLECs tal ked about a
certification process they go through. But
it's kind of |ike making sure the software
rel eases synchroni ze with each other between
the CLEC and the ILEC and it's a negoti ated
scope.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Let ne be clear.

There is the formal recertification process.
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And that is actually progression testing. So
the word is a bit different there. That
progression testing is required of a CLEC to
beconme recertified for a new rel ease or to
become certified as an initial entrant.

So that is progression testing.

Regression testing is, we had sort
of an informal |anguage that we were using
where it is sort of a CLEC playground. There
is an opportunity for themto go in and test
and fool around with the app to nmake sure they
are working, connectivity is established, et
cetera. That is how regression testing is used
and defi ned.

MS. OLIVER: That hel ps. Thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: COkay. AT&T
question nunber 1

W t hin which Qwest organization do
the EDI inplenentation teans report i.e. for
pur poses of accountability?

Does the reporting change upon
assignment of an EDI inplenentation teamto a
new entrant CLEC and does the ED
i mpl ementati on team beconme accountable to the

CLEC s service teanf
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There is a hierarchical structure
within the interconnect center of excellence
for the I MA EDI inplenmentation team

There is no change after the
assi gnment of an EDI inplenentation teamto a
new CLEC in terns of reporting and
accountability and the EDI inplenentation team
does not subsequently becone accountable to the
CLEC s service team

MR, CONNOLLY: Qur understandi ng was
that the EDI inplenentation team becones
closely attached, if not anal gamated sonehow,
within the service team during the period of
time that the CLEC is going through its
devel opnent and i npl enentation

MR, VWEEKS: | think they
col | aborate, coordinate. The distinction is
adm ni strative reporting purposes of payrol
benefits, enployee policies, those kinds of
things. Those official formal reporting
rel ati onships remain intact as part of the
excel | ence team

Cbviously, there is going to have to
be a | ot of coordination and cooperation

between the EDI team and the account team j ust
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because they are working together to try to
satisfy the CLEC custoner.

MR. DELLA TORRE: But it's not a
formal reporting relationship

MR. CONNOLLY: And we wanted to
focus nore on accountability than who approves
whose expense accounts.

In terns of the EDI inplenentation
team we perceive that there is a bench that
the EDI inplenenters are avail able for
assi gnnment and then when a project cones up
they get attached through a service team

Is that a fair --

MR. DELLA TORRE: There is not a
formal attachnent.

MR. VWEEKS: W think it's |ooser
than that. Does Qaest want to comrent on this?

MS. NOTARIANNI: This is Lynn
Notarianni. You are right. Organizationally
they don't report in, once they are assigned.
There is a bench of IT people that are assigned
out to the CLECs and there is a relationship
between the IT team and servi ce manager. The
service manager will be involved, to varying

degrees, dependi ng upon the work | evel of
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activity that has to occur.

The service nmanager is accountable
for maki ng sure that their CLEC i s supported.

The IT teamis account able for
meki ng sure they as well are available to the
CLEC.

Where we typically see a
rel ati onship there where you use a broad
definition of accountability as in situations
where if the CLEC feels they need to escal ate
sonmething, that will be escalated to the
servi ce manager to deal with.

So | think in AT&T's case at |east,
past history, when |I have been around in
working with the EDI team the service manager
has been very invol ved.

And it really just depends on what
that CLEC s needs are and how much they need to
get invol ved.

MR. CONNOLLY: Is that |SC, center
for excell ence?

MR. DELLA TORRE: I nterconnect
Center of Excellence.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 2:
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Pl ease explain the neaning of the term
Requi renents Review as it is used in this
secti on.

And the Requirenents Review is the
stage in the devel opnent process where the CLEC
conpletes a review of all of the specifications
and rel evant docunentati on.

This termis defined by Quest in the
EDI inplenmentation guidelines for |IMA

As an exanple, if a CLEC were
undergoing certification for I MA EDI, they
woul d conplete a review of the disclosure
docunent and the EDI inplementation guidelines
for | MA

This particular phase, neaning the
requi renents review, nmay run concurrently with
ot her phases in the process such as the actual
establ i shment of connectivity.

Question 3: Howis it that the
Qwest service manager can send the CLEC user
guestionnaire which includes necessary profile
i nformati on?

Is not one of the purposes of the
guestionnaire to obtain profile information?

That is correct. It is a mstake in
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the report that will be revised.

Question 4: Please provide the
nmeani ngs attached to "point release," as it is
used in this subsection

Point releases are actually defined
in the definition of ternms section of the
master red |ine CLEC Qwest CMP redesigned
framewor k docunent .

MR. CONNOLLY: You mean the sane
here as defined in there?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

Question 5: At what vol une of
internal CRs is the interface devel opnment
process initiated?

It is our understanding that there
is no set volume of internal CRs that initiates
the interface devel opment process.

Those rel eases are schedul ed and
what ever particular internal CRs have been
processed up to that point will be reflected in
t he rel ease

MR. CONNOLLY: So we shouldn't read
alot into the word "initiated," as it's used
in the third sentence there in, quote, Quest's

i nterface devel opnent process is initiated by
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the submi ssion of internal CRs by Quest
per sonnel ?
I want to clarify that --

MR. VEEKS: Probably not. But we

will --

MR. CONNOLLY: That doesn't mean a
trigger, if not -- there are no CRs, there is
no --

MR, VEEKS: | think it would be fair
to say ever in the history there was a
schedul ed rel ease and no one wanted any
changes, that that release wouldn't be made. |
think that is a fair statenment. | can't
conceive of a situation where that would ever
happened, but theoretically it's true.

MS. NOTARI ANNI: This is Lynn
Not arianni for Qmest. Tim the interface
devel opnent process is triggered anytime a CR
i s issued.

So if you look at the interface
devel opnent processes, the end-to-end life
cycle of proper devel opment and we need to dea
with all CRs whether we end up actually
produci ng software out the door or not, it's a

constant cycle of |ooking at CRs as they cone
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in the door, whether it's internally Quest
generated or generated by CLECs and starting

t hat busi ness requirenment cycle and deternining
what we need to do with it.

MR, DELLA TORRE: In fact, that is
confirmed by the | anguage we have used and
under st andi ng that we have, that the interface
devel opnent process which is not necessarily
i ndi cative of the fact that the release wll
happen tonorrow, but rather that the
devel opnent process is initiated by the
submi ssion of internal CRs, each and every one.

MR. CONNOLLY: Isn't it also
initiated, if you will, by CLEC CRs?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes.

MR. WEEKS: The answer is yes. It
wasn't intended to be an exhaustive list --

MR. DELLA TORRE: Right.

MR, WEEKS: -- of the ways in which
a software devel opnent activity gets initiated,
it's trying the linkage between internal CRs
and the developnment |life cycle is what that
sentence was intended to --

MR, CONNOLLY: So they are a key



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

99

i nput to the process?

MR, WEEKS: One of the triggers.

MR, CONNOLLY: They are not the
means by which it's triggered.

MR. VEEKS: It's not the sole
trigger, correct.

MR. DELLA TORRE: In fact, the new
rel ease itself is dependent upon a nunber of
factors including changes to industry standards
or regul atory changes, the need for additiona
functionality. So there are several other
factors that inpact the decision for a new
rel ease.

MS. TRIBBY: Mary Tribby with AT&T.

I am not sure, Mke, your followup statenent
is absolutely accurate. | mean | think at

| east historically Qwvest has issued releases to
create inprovenents in their interfaces

regardl ess of whether those were triggered by a
CLEC CR. And there may be rel eases schedul ed
sinmply for inprovenents that have cone
internally from Qnest.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Absolutely.

MS5. TRIBBY: Even if there has not

been any CLEC CRs that will be reflected in
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that rel ease since the |ast release cane out.

MR. VEEKS: | woul d have to read
back nmy comments, but as | said what | was
saying, ny mnd was thinking that nothing
said conflicts with what you just said. So
guess | ama little confused as to what you
think | said , but --

MS. TRIBBY: Ckay, just so the
record is clear what | thought you said is, in
the absence of a CLEC CR there would not be a
new rel ease.

MR, WEEKS: No, | say in the absence
of no changes of any type.

MS. TRIBBY: Okay including --

MR, WEEKS: |ncluding internal CRs.
If there was ever a case where there was a
schedul ed rel ease, Qwmest didn't want and
changes, there weren't any bug fixes, there
weren't any regul atory changes, there weren't
any CLEC CRs, there was no change necessary to
the interface. |If that ever happens in the
hi story of the world, my guess is that it would
be cancel ed.

A VO CE: One woul d hope.

MR, VEEKS: One woul d hope.
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 6: KPMG
Consul ting asserts the external CMP CR process
is subject to the processes, procedures and
pol i ci es governed by the whol esal e change
managenment process.

What controls the internal CMP CR
process within Qwest?

Qnest's internal process for
tracki ng and managi ng changes i s governed by
i nternal processes and procedures.

We did in fact review this process
as described in their internal nethods and
procedures.

MR, CONNOLLY: And these are
docunented and fully described?

Did you observe that they are being
foll owed or practiced in the normal routine of
t hi ngs?

MR. DELLA TORRE: We didn't see the
live adherence to the process.

However, in lieu of that, we
exam ned artifacts of that process to confirm
that the process was in fact being adhered to
appropriately.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay.
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MS. TRIBBY: Mary Tribby from AT&T.

Wth respect to the first part of
Tim s question, that these internal practices
and procedures are well docunented, is that the
case?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes.

MS. TRIBBY: All right.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 7: CMP
i nterface devel opnent-rel ated CR may be
initiated by Qvest or by a CLEC and is
prioritized via the Qwest whol esal e change
managenent process framework.

We agree with that and will revise
our report appropriately.

Question 8: During which stage(s)
of the software developnent |ife cycle is the
work performed to plan for the CLEC
docunentati on to be devel oped?

Test plans for CLEC docunentation
are created during the code and UNE test phase.

MR, CONNOLLY: What about key CLEC
docunent ati on such as EDI inplementation
gui des, user guides and such as that?

MR, WEEKS: The tim ng of the

rel ease of those is governed by the change
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managenment process.

Is that the question, or is it when
do they start working on it?

MR, CONNOLLY: It was ny expectation
that you would be able to identify for us that
there is a task soneplace that says | have to
i ssue the EDI inplenentation guidelines
corresponding with this rel ease.

And sonewhere in a previous project
life cycle is the statenent, there is a task to
assenbl e the information necessary to |ater
perform that publication step.

So where in the life cycle are those
activities done to recognize that there is
docunentation required and what do | have --
what does a person have to do in order to
gather that factual data to ultimately prepare
t hat documentati on?

MR, DELLA TORRE: The inplenentation
or the execution of the docunentation creation
is defined within the task pl an.

But | don't believe that it is
defined as a rigid point in tinme throughout the
life cycle, because the life cycles are |onger

and shorter in different cases.
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So there is a task plan assenbl ed
that defines roles and responsibilities, tasks
and time lines for each individual case. In
the early part, | believe the, they called it
UNE task phase, but then that task plan
i dentifies which groups are responsible for
what, including docunentation creation. And
the varying conplexity of the docunentation
updates will inpact the precise tinng of when
that docunmentation is actually created or
updat ed.

MR, WEEKS: The life cycle calls for
the plan to be built during code UNE testing
and it's the specifics of what, how nuch, what
ki nd and how many dictate the contents of that
pl an.

Then when those docunents have to be
avail able, the end date of those is
particularly for the public CLEC docunments hy
the -- process.

So it's right to |l eft scheduling and
the planning for all of that is done at code
unit testing.

MR, CONNOLLY: Is it KPMG s opinion

that that is an appropriate tinme, appropriate
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stage in which to do that CLEC docunentati on,
at the code UNE test |evel?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Just to clarify
facts | would like to defer that question at
| east for the task plan assenbly to Quwest.

MS. NOTARI ANNI :  Lynn Not ari anni

Qnest actually starts and builds
into a project plan the information or the
tasks that need to be done to start devel oping
t he docunmentation. After the candidates are
defined, that step you all defined on Page 575
of ny docunent, anyways, called package and
initiate a release, because that is the first
opportunity the technical team has where there
is some sort of senblance of what is really
going to go into a rel ease.

So they begin it at that phase. O
course, it's significantly, it's shaped and
further defined with nmore granul ar detail as
you nove through the steps.

So certainly coding and unit task is
going to give you another view of how the
system actual |y works and, therefore, you can
refine that docunentation and start assuring it

at a very detailed |level.
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But we in fact started at package
and initiate a rel ease and i ncorporate that
into the technical teams work plans.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thank you, Lynn.

MR, WEEKS: To answer the question
whi ch you asked, is what we have just described
to you deened by us to be appropriate, the
answer is yes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 9:

During which stage of the software devel opnent
life cycle is the work perfornmed to plan for
the CLEC communi cation packages, e.g., release
notifications, devel oper work sheets, et
cetera, to be devel oped?

Pl anning for the CLEC comruni cation
package is not associated with a specific stage
of the software devel opnent |ife cycle.

It's actually dependent upon the
duration of the entire devel opnent.

MR, WEEKS: Again, it's kind of a
right to left scheduling exercise. As Lynn
i ndicated earlier, the thinking about it starts
early. Depending on what that activity yields
as being how big is the breadbox, they then put

that into the plan in the right to left



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

107

schedule so it starts when it should start so
it comes together at the end as it shoul d.

MR, DELLA TORRE: The devel oper work
sheets are drafted at the beginning of the
devel opnent process but they are refined
t hr oughout .

Question 10: Are "Rel ease Team
| eads" senior nmenbers of Qmest's technica
staff that |ead the devel opnent of technica
conponents of the software rel ease

The answer is yes.

Question 11. Once coding is
finished and the unit testing is conplete, the
conplete I MA systemis prepared for integration
and systemtesting.

Does this integration and system
testing involve both the EDI and GU
i nterfaces.

We believe it involves both, ED and

And - -

MR. WEEKS: We are distinguishing
here, Tim between |IMA, which is the back end
common piece fromthe interface conponents that

are | MA EDI and | MA GUI
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So when one tests IMA, and | am not
sure if we -- we interpreted | MA without any
suffix on your part as neaning that centra
core, comon back end that is the commopn piece
fed by both EDI and GU

So there is -- by testing that, by
definition you are testing its functionality
and that functionality applies to both of the
mechani sms, EDI and GUI, by which I MA the core
is --

If you neant sonething different, we
wi |l answer that question

MR, CONNOLLY: | was trying to
determine in terns of the integration nature of
the testing, which | will rely on Joe's erudite
description of the industry standard, which
certainly understood, that the | MA changes
bei ng made may have consequences uni que to ED
or GUI.

But let's take this one exanple.
Let's say there is sonething unique to EDI.

That there would be a need for in the
performance of the I MA integration testing.
Quvest would internally enulate EDI transactions

comng into | MA and determ ne that whatever the
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changes are were appropriately handl ed.

MR. WEEKS: That is our
understandi ng, is that when -- whatever
conponents need to change with the part of the
release, there is an integration test done to
make sure that the things that were working
continue to work and the things that are new or
di fferent work as described or as needed to
change. And that that is the whol e objective
of the integration test, is to start and test
all of the pieces and parts that it takes to go
fromthe CLEC giving us an order to, you know,
it's in SOP

MR, CONNOLLY: Can we contrast that
with an | MA change that also nmanifests itself
in a nodified GU screen that perhaps displays
a different page or different formthan it did
prior --

MR. WEEKS: It would be the sane
way, that you, in order to finish your
i ntegration test, consider that you have done a
valid integration test, if there are
conponents, either in the QU itself or back in
the core IMA, that need to be tested in an

i ntegrated way, that there would be a thorough
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and conpetent integration test of the graphica
user interface flow, if you will, to the I NMA
back in-house systens.

MR. CONNOLLY: So your expectation
woul d be that there would be sone sort of user
or super-user enulating that term nal access.

MR, WEEKS: -- and going through the
process.

And again, we weren't there while
integration testing was actually going on. W
can't tell you from personal observations we
saw it happen.

But we did | ook at the artifacts
that Qwest creates as a by-product of doing
their software engineering integration testing
and saw evidence that they had conducted those
tests.

MR. DELLA TORRE: And with your
exanpl e of EDI we understand there are test
scenarios for GUI as well that will be
subnmitted to make sure that they work.

So by analogy it is the sane for
CGUI, that there are a set of scenarios designed
for the GU that will be used to test.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 12: Upon
creation of the internal CR by the tester, what
process is utilized to conmuni cate that
internal CRto the Qvwest CMP managers for
consideration for the planned rel ease or future
rel ease?

MR. WEEKS: For clarification, this
is in the situation where during the course of
testing a tester identifies that sone ot her
further change needs to take place, that
sonmething is broken or whatever.

MR. CONNOLLY: Correct. Your second
paragraph in item 6 says, if any problens are
found during integration or systemtesting the
tester creates an internal CR describing the
i ssue, so forth.

MR. WEEKS: Right. And this is to
di stinguish frominternal CRs that m ght have
been generated by other parties, |like help desk
or sonething. These are the ones specifically
generated by the tester

MR. DELLA TORRE: And those are not
communi cated to the Qvwest CMP managers as these
are internal CRs that are neant to address bugs

and that are encountered in the quality
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assurance testing, which is an interna
activity.

So it's prior to the fornal
depl oynment of that I MA code. So these are
not --

MR. WEEKS: This is not the case
where a tester is just |oafing along and says
oh, let's add this function. [It's not that
sort of situation. This is a situation where
testing is going on and the code doesn't work
the way it's supposed to work, and for
docunent ati on purposes, so we don't | ose track
of that bug, we are docunenting that bug where
the systemisn't operating the way it's
supposed to operate, the way it was designed in
t he packages to operate, and we are just
docunenting that bug fix that needs to be put
in prior, so it can be fixed, retested prior to
rel ease.

MR. CONNOLLY: | think we have all
t hose of us who have been on that side of the
busi ness know when you are testing and you run
across just plain old bad code.

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Are these CRs
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subj ected to review such that whatever was the
origin of that bad code gets pulled out of this
release in order to send it back for repair and
i npl enentation in a subsequent rel ease?

MR, VEEKS: | think we would
characterize this -- | want to distinguish
bet ween the instance of bad code, it works,
it's ugly, versus dysfunctional code, the code
doesn't work as designed.

In other words, you put in X It's
supposed to produce Y. You put in X, it
doesn't produce Y. Literally a bug.

So bad code, if that is what you
meant when you said bad code, dysfunctiona
code, then it would be fixed in this rel ease
because it's supposed to work in this rel ease.

In the case where | am cruising down
t hrough code and it's poorly witten al gorithm
and it is inefficient and there mght be a
better way to do it, but it's functional, did
we | ook at any of those cases? Do we know what
happens?

A VO CE: W received some out put.
Agai n. Process.

In response to your question, M ke,
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we did receive the -- sone outputs of that
i nternal process.

MR, WEEKS: But did we see exanpl es,
in the course of our work, where the nature of
the internal change request that was created by
the tester during testing, the purpose of that
change was to beautify the code that was
working. It was not a bug, we ought to
redesi gn this nodule, because it doesn't run
wel |l or sonething, did we see instances of
t hose?

(Pause.)

MR. WEEKS: So the answer to our
question is we aren't sure what the underlying
busi ness purpose of any of the internal CRs we
| ooked at is. | can't say whether we saw any
of those or not.

MR. CONNOLLY: Since we are talking
here about nethodol ogy as well as your
experience, procedurally what cares for or what
part of the nmethodol ogy addresses the type of
CR detected during integration testing, the
type of problemthat's detected during
integration testing, necessitating a CR, that

has to -- that can't get inplenented in the



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

115

rel ease? |s there a procedure for that?

MR. WEEKS: | amsure there is.

(Pause.)

MR. WEEKS: So the answer to the
question is there is a nethod and process, 1
2, 3, 4 category of problens. 1 and 2 problens
have to be fixed before this rel ease can go
out. 3s and 4s can be deferred to a subsequent
rel ease.

So there is a formal process of
categorizing the CRs and disposition of that CR
in terms of when or what release it will go
into is driven off the categorization of
the CR

MR. DELLA TORRE: | think we are
junmpi ng between two different phases as well
This is not the integration phase we are
tal king about. This is prior to that, where an
internal CRis an identification of a software
problemor bug. This is a QA testing that is
sort of deeper in the organization or earlier
in the process.

MR, WEEKS: But the sane process
happens no matter what the kind of testing is.

MR. CONNOLLY: G ven that there is a
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procedural routine here, do these detected
defects, issuance of CRs, severity code
assignnments, so forth, go so far as to say, if
we have too many of these or there is one or
nmore so significant ones, | have to delay this
rel ease?

MR, WEEKS: 1s and 2s by definition
woul d delay a release if we got to that case,
because the definition of 1 or 2 is a drop dead
issue. It has got t goin this release. If it
nmeans del ay the rel ease, delay the rel ease.

MR, CONNOLLY: So within the system
there is that recognition?

MR. VEEKS: There is that
recognition.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 13: Does
KPMG Consul ting have any information as to
whet her Qwnest provided its I MA rel ease 10
di scl osure docunment according to the 73 day
schedul e described in this subsection?

The answer is yes. It was rel eased
on time.

MS. TRIBBY: This is Mary Tribby for
AT&T. Did you have any opportunity to review

other, | don't knowif it's rel eases or
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docunent ation that was supposed to be provided
to CLECs "X" nunber of days before a rel ease
came out and were you able to revi ew whet her

t hat happened or not?

MR. DELLA TORRE: That woul d have
been covered in Test 23.

MR. VWEEKS: So | think the answer is
yes. And any problenms or issues we found in
that regard woul d have been raised in Test 23.

| know there was exceptions on that.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Exception 3110 in
fact which is still open is that very issue.

MS. TRI BBY: Thank you.

MR, CONNOLLY: Did your Test 23
coverage include | MA rel ease 107

MR, WEEKS: Yes, we did go back --

MR, DELLA TORRE: But not inits
entirety. And that is part of the reason these
are still open.

Question 14: \Wat if any is the
equi val ent resource provided for CLECs that use
the IMA GU to submit orders to Quest.

The | MA users gui de contains conmon
error codes for the I MA CU

| believe we have referenced this
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and described the I MA user's guide in Section
2.1.1.5.7 of the draft final report.

MR. CONNOLLY: So the 2.1.1.5.4
correlates to 2.1.1.5.7 --

MR, WEEKS: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: -- in terms of the
error provisions, EDI versus GUI respectively?

MR, VEEKS: Correct.

M5. TRIBBY: | amsorry, | want to
backtrack for a second to the |ast question.

Test 23 | ooked at which rel eases?
And were those in their entirety, as opposed to
10?7 O was it just conponents of those?

MR, WOODHOUSE: Ri ck Whodhouse, KPMG
Consul ti ng.

Test 23 covered those conponents of
rel ease 10 that we were able to observe

It is actually still in process.
The rel ease hasn't even been inplenented yet.

Yes, we have | ooked at previous
rel eases, as well

MR. VEEKS: \Which ones?
WOODHOUSE: Rel ease 6, 7, 8.

WEEKS: Did you skip 9?

2 3 5

WOODHOUSE: 9. We didn't | ook
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at, for Test 23, this question is about?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR, WOODHOUSE: COkay. We | ooked at
all those releases for Test 23.

MS. TRIBBY: And for those rel eases
woul d they have been | ooked at in their
entirety as opposed to the conponents that you
were able to look at for 10, or would it also
have been the same conponents for 6 through 9?

MR, WOODHOUSE: Simi |l ar conponents,
however the intervals hadn't been established
for CMP for those previous rel eases.

MR. WEEKS: There were aspects of
those rel eases we did exam ne but because the
intervals were established after those rel eases
were out, with respect to this issue of
intervals, we weren't nonitoring intervals
bet ween rel eases.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | believe we are
on question 15: Please explain the basis for
KPMG Consul ting's statenents about the
i nterface devel opnent met hodol ogy for MEDI ACC
i nterface.

We fornmed our concl usions about the

devel opnent of MEDI ACC as a result of
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interviews with P-CLEC, interviews with Quest,
interview with a comercial CLEC

We al so exam ned the nethodol ogy
whi ch i s defined and docunented in the JIA
systemtest plan and the MEDI ACC EBTA
i mpl ementati on process docunents.

MR. CONNOLLY: So that is a
di fferent scope of devel opnent met hodol ogy that
Qnest provides contrasted with the devel opnent
nmet hodol ogy associated with | MA?

I's that correct?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Say that
differently pl ease

MR, CONNOLLY: No matter how | say
it again, it will be different.

(Laughter.)

MR. CONNOLLY: \When we went through
the I MA devel opnent net hodol ogy sections, there
are procedural steps, integration testing, so
on, so on, so on, and so forth.

You didn't mention that sort of
docunent ed net hodol ogy for the devel opnent of
MEDI ACC. Is it they are not sort of docunented
systens devel opnent net hodol ogy?

MR, DELLA TORRE: They do have a
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docunent ed systens devel opnent met hodol ogy.
They do differ. W did reviewthem

MS. TRIBBY: Did you say one
conmer ci al CLEC?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes.

MS. TRIBBY: Can you identify that
CLEC?

MR. DELLA TORRE: No.

Question 16: |Is it correct CLECs
woul d use a custoner questionnaire to change
previously selected options for receipt of
billing media from Quest ?

Woul d this be an existing custoner
questionnaire or would another form be used?

The answer is yes. And you would be
usi ng the existing custonmer questionnaire and
update it. There is not another alternative.

MR, VEEKS: So you would up date
what ever the rel evant sections of the custoner
guestionnaire were and resubmit it.

MR, CONNOLLY: |Is there a separate
formfor existing versus new?

MR. VEEKS: | believe it's the sane
formin both cases. You just nodify your

answers to a previously submitted --
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MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct. You
update and resubnmit the new custoner
questionnaire.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 17:

Pl ease provide nore information that nore fully
expl ai ns what is nmeant by CLECs are not
required to fornmally devel op interfaces for any
of the aforenmentioned el ectronic delivery
options.

VWhat is neant here is that the
billing interfaces, not unlike CVMR or GUI, |MA
GQUI, those are existing interfaces that
certainly the CLEC needs to understand how to
receive the information fromthem and establish
t he tel ecommuni cations connectivity as
di scussed yesterday for an HPC questi on

However, there is not a actual need
to design an interface by the CLEC as woul d be
the case with say I MA EDI or (inaudible) --

MR, WEEKS: It's fundanentally a
file transfer, so there is a protoco
established with noving the file from one
conpany to the other. W don't consider that

an interface in our definition of the word.
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Qbvi ously you have to build code on
your side to process the file, do things with
it. That is not what we consider part of the
interface. W consider that part of the CLEC s
CSSs.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Furthernmore for
billing to el aborate further, we believe that
is typically a one-way data transformation, not
a two-way communi cations vehicle as an
interface would typically be defined.

MR. WEEKS: It's our use of the
(i naudi bl e).

MR. CONNOLLY: | just wanted to be
clear. It seens what you are saying by not
requiring devel opnent of an interface is that,
that nmeans no need to sit down and wite
conmputer code to interact with Qaest on the
recei pt and/or retransm ssion of any of
t hese --

MR, WEEKS: Right. Normally the
mechani sms used to acconplish the electronic
transfers are just utilities, and systens
sof tware ki nds of nechanisns that are al ready
in place in nost operating environnents.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 18:



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

124

Pl ease confirmthat CLECs are not required to
have an EDI translator to receive and process
DUF records received from Qunest.

| believe the distinction here may
be that it's EM, not EDI

MR. WEEKS: DUF isn't transferred
via EDI.

MR, CONNOLLY: Qur question was on
the EDI 811 protocol

MR. WEEKS: 811 is for bills, not
for DUF. | amlooking at HPC. That's correct?

Ri ght .

MR. CONNOLLY: Do the EDI 811s need
to be translated |like the ED order needs to be
transl at ed?

MR. WEEKS: The whol esale bills, if
they come, if the CLEC selects 811 as the
format for receiving bills, not DUF, this
guestion was about DUF, then yes, you have to
transl ate those 811s into whatever you want for
your proprietary information.

HPC do you want to comment further
on that?

MR MAY: No.

MR, WVEEKS: Okay.
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MR. CONNOLLY: DUF comes in EM --

MR. WEEKS: -- file transfer, flat
files.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 19:
Pl ease explain the inconsistencies between the
statements that describe the | MA ED
i mpl enentations performed by H P, as described
in this section, and those described in test
report 12-B

And the discrepancy is, | believe,
primarily around the I MA rel ease 7.0. And
initially the 7.0 inplenmentati on of HPC did go
through the recertification process for 7.0,
but initially this was for volune testing only.

On March 29th of 2000, there was a
di scussion with TAG and a position paper
regarding IMA 7.0 of which I believe nost of
the parties here were participants and agreed
that the volune testing of the I MA ED
interfaces woul d be executed in version 7.0 and
| MA EDI certifications would be an artifact of
the test rather than the subject of an
eval uati on.

So there is the difference between

the need to go through that certification for
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execution of the test which H P did versus our
requi renents to evaluate that, which here we
did not.

Question 20: Please provide nore
information that nore fully explains what is
meant by once a CLEC has chosen the data
format, transport nechani sm and connection
type, they have conpleted the interface
process.

And we are actually going to be
revising the report to include an additiona
step in that series. Once a CLEC has chosen
the data format, transport nechani sm
connection type, and has received a file.
That's what the new | anguage will reflect, that
there is a step there that was not included
initially.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Joe, this is John
Fi nnegan. Could | go back to 19 for a second?
I want to nmake sure | didn't hear sonething
incorrectly.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Sure.

MR, FI NNEGAN: | thought you had
said the decision to go with 7.0 only for

vol une test, not for functionality, was an
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agreenent of the TAG Did | hear that
correctly?

MR. DELLA TORRE: There was a
position paper presented to the TAG in March
2001. Then the quote fromthat paper is,
"Vol une testing of the IMA EDI and GU
interfaces will be executed in version 7.0.
The I MA EDI certification will be an artifact
of the test rather than the subject of the
eval uation."

MR, FINNEGAN: | just wanted to nake
sure the record was clear. This was the
subj ect of an inpasse, rather than TAG

agreenent ?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Not ed.

MS. ANDERSON: But we actually
used 8.

MR. WEEKS: That's correct.

MS. ANDERSON: Ckay.

MR. VEEKS: But the difference --

MR, DELLA TORRE: It's a timng
i ssue.

MS. ANDERSON: | understand. |
wanted to nake sure there wasn't any lingering

conf usi on.
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MR, FINNEGAN: A very clear record.

MS. ANDERSON: | remenber that one
quite well.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 21.

MS. OLIVER: Becky O iver, WrldCom

A followup on the response to
guestion 20.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes.

M5. COLIVER: Can you expand upon --
you say KPMG will be adding in that after a

CLEC has chosen itens |isted there "and
received a file"?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Yes. There is a
final step in the process for conpleting that
interface process if you will, that there is a
confirmation of connectivity that a final file
is sent to confirm

And the receipt of that file, then,
conpl etes the process. W failed to specify
t hat .

MS. OLIVER: You are fully referring
to a validation which is a joint effort, which
woul d be a joint effort between Qumest and the
CLEC to verify connectivity?

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct.
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MR, WEEKS: The CLEC resellers guide
0SS interfaces articulates this process and
steps and activities and rol es and
responsibilities. W just inadvertently |eft
off the final step of the process here.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay. | guess | am
just trying to note that there is additiona
work behind it. | don't think we have any
di spute here, but | would just suggest that
maybe some additional detail be provided
between, if you are just planning to add
received a file, when in fact there is really
work that is going on to confirmthe
connectivity and that is a step establishing
that interface process.

This kind of gets back to earlier
conversation about KPMG s definition of an
i nterface maybe not including a transport
mechani sm where | amtrying to nake the point
here that setting up that transport nechanism
or verifying the connectivity is a requirenent
that needs to be acknow edged for the CLEC

MR VEEKS: | think it clearly is in
t hat docunent.

MS. OLIVER:  Ckay.
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 21: \What
is KPMG Consulting' s perspective on the
adequacy of the quality testing provisions that
fail to provide for user testing of the | MA ED
sof t war e?

We are actually going to request
that AT&T provide a little clarification on the
subj ect of the question.

MR. CONNOLLY: As we read through
your coments on 24.6-1-2, we don't see that
there is any provision at all for user
i nvol venent in testing of the -- at any point
during the interface devel opnent process.

And so our question is, is that
absence of a provision like that, does that
seriously underm ne the nethodol ogy?

MR. WEEKS: By user testing do you
mean internal users, people at Qwest sinulating
CLECs, or do you nean real people out in the
real world, real CLECs when you say users?

MR, CONNOLLY: When | | ooked through
your coments, | don't find any users are
addressed as attached to the nethodol ogy.

And | nmay have m ssed sonething --

MR. W\EEKS: | don't think we use
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t hat phrase, per se.

MR. DELLA TORRE: No, there is --
the list -- let ne see if | have this right.

Test plans describing testing
met hodol ogy, test cases and other test
conditions are created by the systemtest and
integration test teanms for the use in
respecti ve tests.

Systemtesting, integration testing

and user acceptance testing are al so perforned

on -- | amsorry, is that not --
MR, CONNOLLY: | amlooking for the
| MA user testing. | see --

MR. VEEKS: SATE is an environment,
not the system |IMA sits inside of SATE which
is an environnent with a |abel for an
envi ronnent that those systens softwares sit
in. Substitute for SATE the test environment
or test system

User acceptance testing --

MR. DELLA TORRE: There is interna
user testing prior to CLECs getting a | ook at
it for SATE and the GUI and interop. There is
user acceptance testing. | think we identify

that in the comments here
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MR, CONNOLLY: Are you saying to ne
that Qnest's internal test environnent for a
new rel ease of I MA --

MR. WEEKS: Right --

MR, CONNOLLY: -- that is also known
as SATE?

MR. WEEKS: No, that is not what |
am sayi ng

MR. CONNOLLY: \Where does that
enmbryonic systemsit as it's going through
integration testing, what environnent is that?

MR, WEEKS: Qwest, do you have a
nane for that environment?

M5. KING Yes. This is Beth King.
Those are our internal devel opnment environnents
and they mrror what will be placed eventually
into production in Interop and SATE

MR. VEEKS: There are Qaest people
pl aying the role of users as if they were
CLECs, in those test environnents, doing what |
think you are describing here, which is user
accept ance testing?

MS. KING That's correct, follow ng
the test plans, docunented test plans.

MR, CONNOLLY: Your eval uation
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doesn't address that.

MR. VWEEKS: In this criteria, is
this you are tal king about SATE? |f so, that
i s why not.

MR, CONNOLLY: | thought this was
tal ki ng about | MA

MR, WEEKS: |IMA is a piece of
software, not an environment. So IMA sits in
this integrated test environment as an
application.

SATE is an environnent used by CLECs
for testing. IMA sits in that as well.

So -- then the question is?

MR, CONNOLLY: In this section, this
test cross-reference, we are tal king about
testing the integration testing for this new
rel ease of | MA

MR WEEKS: So this is 24.6-1-2.

MR, DELLA TORRE: W distinguish
between EDI and GUI here. But it is |IMA EDI
and | MA GUI. W say Qwest conducts internal
code tests, unit tests, integration tests and
systemtests on | MA EDI software code prior to
depl oynent .

W go on to say that systemtesting,
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integration testing, and user acceptance
testing (inaudible) on SATE and further down,
Qwest conducts code review, unit testing,
integration testing, systemtesting and user
acceptance testing on I MA GUI software code.

So | think we are hitting all of the
three el enents.

MR. CONNOLLY: In the second
paragraph in this test cross-reference --

MR, DELLA TORRE: Right.

MR, CONNOLLY: -- where you are
tal ki ng about the testing done on | MA EDI
sof t war e.

MR, WEEKS: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: | don't see that
there is any user testing nmentioned.

MR. WEEKS: The phrase user testing
is not there. It is done.

MR. CONNOLLY: It's within the
nmet hodol ogy.

MR. VEEKS: Baked into the
nmet hodol ogy. So there is software pieces that
sinmul ate users. EDI by definition isn't human
i nteractive.

So there is a test robot vehicle
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mechani smthat sits inside of this environnent
that simulates the software that exists inside
of the CLEC to send EDI transactions to Quest.

MR. DELLA TORRE: For a matter of
| anguage here, systemtesting, a conponent of
systemtesting is user acceptance testing.

We can put that in there as it
identifies systemtesting, and one conponent of
that is the user acceptance testing.

MR, WEEKS: User being a piece of
software, not a hunman bei ng.

MR. DELLA TORRE: We can revise the
report to reflect that.

MR, CONNOLLY: It's a piece of
software on behal f of the CLEC

MR. VWEEKS: In an EDI environnent
there is no human bei ng, period.

MR. CONNOLLY: Under st ood.

MR, WEEKS: As the OSS CLEC | will
have systens that allow nme to interact with
human beings that will collect the requirenents
what have needs to be in the LSR

But then there is another piece of
software in that environnent that manufactures

the EDI segments that actually gets sent to
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Qnest .

So the user of the ED interface at
a CLEC is not a human being, it's a piece of
sof t war e.

MR. CONNOLLY: And there is
enmul ation of that organismon the CLEC side
that is present within the systens devel opnent
testing arena of Quest.

MR. WEEKS: Precisely.

MS. ANDERSON: Well, | amglad you
cl eared that up.

MR. VEEKS: That's al nost as much
fun as the (inaudible) concept.

MS. ANDERSON: | think now m ght be
a good tinme for our lunch break. W are not
qui te hal fway through AT&T's questions on this.
Then we have some from Worl dCom

VWhy don't we conme back at 10 after 1
and we should be able to finish in a very
timely fashion.

(Luncheon Recess.)
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON
* * * * * *

MS. ANDERSON: Jackie, you said
Qnest was prepared to do a couple foll ow up
questions before we get started, the bug fix
thing fromyesterday and sonething el se?

Any problemw th just goi ng ahead
and doing that, Joe? (Inaudible) yes.

Why don't we begin. They can go
ahead and chat over there.

Do you want to give the questions?

I think that was --

MS. DONALDSON: | am going to start
with Test 16 done Jacki e Donal dson from Qnest.

There was a question in Test 16,
question nunber 25, from AT&T.

Question: What is the band w dth of
t he connecti on between steps T-3 and T-4 and
between T-5 and T-6 in figure 16-2.

And the answer to that question is
it is a 100-base-T ethernet connection which is
a hundred nmegabits per second.

The next follow up question is from
Test 24.7. WborldCom questi on nunber 10:

What happens to IT troubles that are
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closed with the date TVD di sposition code?
Specifically what does the whol esal e systens --
does t he whol esal e systens hel p desk continue
to track the issues until they are resol ved?

And the issue is actually considered
closed from a whol esal e systens hel p desk
st andpoi nt when it's assigned this date TVD
status.

However, those itens are reported
out on a nonthly basis via the CMI process as
far as current status of whether those itens
are targeted for a rel ease

MS. OLIVER:  Thank you.

MS. DONALDSON: And then the fina
foll owup was al so from Test 24.7.

Question nunmber 6 from AT&T. And
the question was regarding in 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 becone the
requi sition for permanent correction

Tim | believe the answer to your
guestion there is that generally that Quest

woul d not install a short-term software fix,
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that typically those fixes will be installed as
part of a patch rel ease

And if, in fact, we needed to
install a different fix in a subsequent
rel ease, that that would still be tracked
through the final resolution of that open bug
fix, or that open bug.

Does that make sense, TinP

MR. CONNOLLY: If that's the way it
wor ks, vyes.

MS. ANDERSON: Be sure and capture
that. Lynn, did you have your hand up for
somet hi ng?

M5. NOTARI ANNI: Beth al so did sone
research on the directory listings issue from
this morning. |If we could cover that and get
t hat out of the way, that would be good.

MS. ANDERSON:  Sure.

MS. KING This is Beth King with
Qnest .

This is in regards to AT&T' s
gquestion 14 for Test 10. | amsorry. 13 for
Test 10. The question was in regards to the
directory listings inquiry Quwest preparation

guide and the directory listings inquiry system
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users gui de.

And t he question pertained to when
these were rel eased and why they were uni que
docunent s.

The directory listing inquiry Qwmest
preparation guide is actually a subset of the
LSOG docunentation and it was rel eased February
25th, 2002, to coincide with that functionality
being added to IMA in release 9.0. That is why
that was rel eased on February 25th, 2002. That
was new functionality at that tine.

The directory listing inquiry system
users guide is a unique GUI interface provided
by Qnest initially rel eased August 30 of 2001
And the initial release of the docunmentation
noted here was that same date. That is a
uni que interface, it is not the IMA GU
interface.

MR, CONNOLLY: Do you know why
there's different dates represented in the HP
docunent ?

MS. KING You are |ooking at the
| atest release. They were updated.

MR. CONNOLLY: Release 1

MS. KING 1.04 for the directory
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listing inquiry system user guide.

For the directory listing Quest
preparati on guide, that coincides with the
initial release January 25th, excuse ne,
February 25th.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay, thank you.

MR, MAY: | think you said Worl dCom
| believe it was AT&T.

M5. KING | amsorry.

MS. ANDERSON: She said AT&T. |
wrote down AT&T 13 when | was listening to her.

MR. MAY: Never m nd.

Anynore foll owup questions or
answer s?

MS. ANDERSON: Anynore foll ow up
questions or answers?

MR, DELLA TORRE: W left off with
guestion 22 for 24.6.

In what ways are the groups that
performthe specification devel opnment and
document ati on work for EDI interfaces related
to the groups that perform such work for the
QU interfaces.

EDI and GUI docunentation groups are

separ at e.
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There is a relationship certainly at
the back end and in the mddle are sort of
systens for EDI and GUI

Therefore, the specification
devel opnent for those is the sane.

However, the front end itself is of
course, by definition, a separate interface
and, therefore, those groups are different

Question 23: KPMG Consulting states
CLECs using the IMA GUI do not have to devel op
an interface. As such, carrier-to-carrier
testing is not required for I MA GU

Pl ease confirm Qwest makes no
provision for a testing environnent for the I MA
GUl .

That is correct.

Question 24: KPMG Consul ting
reports Qwest corrected the issue and conmitted
to training help desk personnel to ensure that
transacti ons are handl ed and processed
accurately.

Pl ease descri be KPMG Consulting's
perspective on the risks attached to the use of
interoperability testing by CLECs that they

coul d al so experience the problens detected by
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t he P-CLEC.

The issues that we encountered in
assessing interop testing were identified and
deficiencies were identified in exception 3029.
That is extent of the findings that we can
share or represent on interop testing.

MR, CONNOLLY: | amtrying to
remenber how to say this fanmous (i naudible)
quot ation about a test at a point in tinme.

But is it correct for nme to
understand the problens that were experienced
that necessitated exception 3029 were renedied
by Qmest's corrective steps?

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: But there is no
reason to believe that those probl ens or
problenms |i ke those could not recur for a CLEC
goi ng through interoperability testing?

MR. DELLA TORRE: It's our
understandi ng that the fixes, the problens and
subsequent fixes were not CLEC specific.

MR. WEEKS: P-CLEC specific. That
they were generic changes nade to the
under | yi ng process.

If a CLEC were to experience the
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ki nds of problens that the pseudo- CLEC
experienced, it would be because of a breakdown
in the process that we tested and found
wor Ki ng.

MR, CONNCLLY: That you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 25:

Pl ease provide KPMs Consulting's
perspective on adequacy of Qwest support for
CLECs conducting regression testing for ED
i nterfaces.

Is the fact that the |inmted support
for regression testing is provided exclusively
via e-mail statenent a reflection of concerns
on KPMG Consulting' s part that the support
level is less effective and efficient than that
provi ded for progression testing?

The answer is no. As we identified
earlier, regression testing and progression
testing serve different purposes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Excuse nme, Joe. |If
we were to take IMA 9 as an exanple. For a
CLEC operating under I MA 8, was recertification
required for noving to I MA 9.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes, through

progression testing, not regression testing.
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MR. CONNOLLY: That was because
there were new products nmade available in IMA 9
that were not available in IMA 8; is that
correct?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Certification is
required for any product that is being provided
in the new rel ease

MR, CONNOLLY: Well, if there
were -- was there recertification required for
resale products in IMA 9 or a CLEC operating
under resale for | MA 8?

MR. DELLA TORRE: We can not confirm
that is a yes or no answer, however it is our
understanding the P-CLEC is required to go
t hrough recertification.

MR. MAY: Recertification.

MR. CONNOLLY: Recertification is,

i nvol ves different processes than
progressive -- progression testing; is that
right?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Progression
testing is what is used to certify. And to
recertify.

MR, WEEKS: Sane process, slightly

di fferent purpose.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

146

MR, DELLA TORRE: Qwest, is there an
opportunity to clarify?

M5. NOTARI ANNI:  Not on that | ast
point. That is correct.

I just wanted to make a genera
statement on the discussion previous to that
around the recertification in 9.0, in
particular. The general rule of thunb is that
if there is a change in an existing product or
capability to where there is either a change to
t he business rules or change to an EDI nmap,
then the CLEC is going to need to recertify to
t he next rel ease.

It's my understandi ng that there was
both -- that occurred both for products as wel
as functionality between 8.0 and 9.0 and in
particul ar sone of it was for resale.

So there was recertification
required.

MR. CONNOLLY: So when a CLEC is
recertifying on an upgraded rel ease, as Lynn
said, for business rules or products, the
support provided by Qwmest for that sort of
progression testing is interactive, direct,

sort of handhol di ng?
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MR, WEEKS: Not as being described
here.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct.
It's nore robust than the regression testing
support.

MR. CONNOLLY: So that the nore
passive type of testing where a CLEC i s naking
sure its systemcontinues to function, that's
regression testing?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: Problenms detected
during that are E-mailed as a probl em and
resol ution comes back as an e-mail, sort of --
that sort of test --

MR. WEEKS: Kind of |ow tech, |ow
i nteraction.

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: (Question 26: Did
the P-CLEC experience e-mail support for its
regression testing?

The answer is no. The P-CLEC did
not conduct software testing for the ROC

MR, WEEKS: This question is being
asked within the context of SATE, which is the

basis for (inaudible).
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 27: KPMG
Consul ting advi ses SATE can support up to three
versions of IMA EDI at any given tine.

Qnest policy is to have the newest
version of I MA EDI avail able in SATE one nonth
prior to its release into production.

Pl ease descri be the eval uati on steps
taken by KPMG Consulting to verify that the
Qnest SATE conforns to these requirenents.

KPMG Consul ti ng exan ned rel ease
notifications to deterni ne when a new rel ease
was depl oyed in SATE and its production.

The notices indicated which version
of IMA EDI was installed and when it was
installed. KPMG Consulting also verified
t hrough Qamest conmuni cator notifications that
SATE was avail abl e 30 days prior to production
enpl oynent for IMA 8.1 and 9.0. KPMG
Consulting was al so available to verify I MA
versions 7, 8 and 9 were all concurrently
supported in SATE

MR. CONNOLLY: Through exam nati on
of these notifiers, conmunicators?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 28:

KPMG Consul ting states Qwest has a
docunent ed process in place for ensuring that
the version of IMA EDI that is |oaded into SATE
mat ches the version of IMA EDI that is or wll
be | oaded in the production environment.

Pl ease descri be the eval uati on steps
taken by KPMG to verify that the Qmest SATE
confornms to these requirenents.

KPMG Consul ting reviewed the
docunent ed process for synchronizing | MA and
SATE. W then requested copies of the inputs
and outputs of the process such as production
| ogs, neeting mnutes, screen shots of interna
web sites announcing upcom ng | MA CRs.

Based on the docunentation review,
KPMG Consul ting deternmined that Qmest is
adhering to the docunented process.

Question 29: KPMG Consulting
reports during all phases of the | MA ED
testing, if problens with the software or
speci fications are encountered that require
Qnest to make changes to their systenms and
docunentation, the EDI inplenentation teamwl|

create an internal CRin their interna
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tracki ng systens, DDTS.

Pl ease explain the processes and
procedures utilized by Qnest to effect the
changes into the production version of the
system prior to its inplenentation

Pl ease al so explain the testing
processes that are required to verify that the
internal CR, when inplenented into the
production system has no negative effect on
all previously conpleted testing.

VWhen the internal CR is created,
that CRis forwarded to the | MA devel opnent
peopl e. The devel opnent team addresses the
particular CR by fixing that problem and
testing to see that the correction has been
appl i ed.

The devel opnment team al so perforns
code testing and unit testing of the CR
Separate teanms al so conduct integration testing
and systemtesting before inplenenting the
production version of the systemas part of the
I MA rel ease schedul e.

So there is both the local, the
local fix made to that CR by the devel opnent

team And then there is the nore gl oba
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i ntegration and systens testing that happens
subsequent to that. And just as a matter of
fact, the user acceptance testing is included
within the systens testing we reference.

Question 30: Please confirmthat
the EDI inplenentation team does not prepare
trouble tickets that are equivalent to those
prepared by the whol esal e hel p desk upon its
recei pt of a CLEC reported probl em

That is true. The ED
i mpl enentati on team does not prepare trouble
tickets.

Question 31: Please describe the
criteria applied by Qwvest in determ ning
whet her a change to software or docunentation
has i npact on CLECs.

Pl ease provi de KPMG Consulting's
eval uati on of the adequacy of those criteria.

KPMG Consul ti ng assessed interna
confidential MwPs describing these particular
criteria and we eval uated the adequacy of those
under Test 23, criteria 23-3.

Furthernore, we identified an issue
with those criteria and described that under

t he context of observation 3066.
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Question 32: KPMG Consulting notes

that CLECs are notified via conmunicators.

Pl ease identify all other term nol ogies of

whi ch KPMG Consulting is aware that Qmest uses
to categorize such notifications to CLECs
including but not limted to mail-outs, notices
to CLECs and resellers.

The terms that we have seen for
notifications are in fact mail-outs, release
notifications, comunicators, custoner
notification letters.

And we believe these terns have been
used sonewhat interchangeably by Quwest
personnel during the interviews.

Qnest, do you know of other acronyns
or | abels, pseudonyns?

MS. NOTARIANNI: |'m Lynn
Notarianni. Not that | am aware of.

MR. CONNOLLY: Are there certain of
these term nol ogies that were in use and are no
| onger in use?

MR. WOODHOUSE: Rick Whodhouse, KPMG
Consul ti ng.

During the course of the test the

termmail-outs was, | believe it was introduced
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during the course of our testing. That was a
new term that was used.

But by and | arge, the ternms have
been in place for quite sone tinmne.

MR, CONNOLLY: Were any of these
ternms retired when -- during your review of
t hi ngs?

MR. WOODHOUSE: Not that we are
aware of, no.

MR, CONNOLLY: Qwest?

MS. KING Currently Qwmest is going
t hrough a standardi zati on of the notification
t hrough the custoner notification letter. Wb
page, you will find, you are starting to see
the standardi zati on of the term nol ogy.

I wouldn't say any of these have
been terninated in that sonebody may still
verbally say to you a rel ease notification.

But we are standardi zi ng when you see the
e-mails come out and we post it on the web page
to al ways use the sane termn nol ogy.

MR, DELLA TORRE: And that termis
custoner notification letter?

MS. KING  Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Wuld rel ease
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notifications be a subset of those custoner
notifications? O is that going to be
sonething different?

MS. KING Rel ease notifications

will not be a subset of them It will be an
i nt erchangeabl e ternmi nology that will be
eventually retired. You will not hear the term

rel ease notification.

So yes. It is the same thing as a
customer notification letter.

MR. CONNOLLY: Then --

MR, WEEKS: Would it be fair to say
one of the potential types of things one could
communicate in a CNL is the notification of the
new rel ease? It would be in effect the subject
of a potential CNL.

M5. KING Yes, a subset of a
customer notification letter could be the
notification of a new rel ease.

Rel ease notification was not used to
mean that direct term COkay?

MR. CONNOLLY: Doesn't that create a
pi ckl e?

MS. ANDERSON: A what?

MR. CONNOLLY:  Pickle.
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MS. ANDERSON: As in dill or sweet?

MR. WEEKS: | don't think he thinks
it's sweet.

MR. CONNOLLY: We have a PID, PO 16,
which relies heavily on the termrel ease
notification to nean --

MR. WEEKS: Notification release.

MR, CONNOLLY: -- a certain level of
conmuni cati on about certain things that happen
with OSS interface. Is it Qwest's plan to
nodi fy PO 16 to conformwith this change in
customer notification letters?

MS. ANDERSON: | thought there was
new | anguage either out or com ng on that.

MR. CONNOLLY: Yes, there is sone
review of PO 16, but it is not along these
lines, it is along several other |ines.

MS. HUFF: This is Loretta Huff from
Qunest. There is work under way to clarify the
nanm ng convention so that it will be very
sinple and clear to identify which custoner
notifications are included in the various PO 16
measur es.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 33 --

MS. OLI VER: Excuse ne --
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MR, DELLA TORRE: -- right after
Becky A iver from Wrl dCom

MS. OLIVER: Thank you. Real quick
I didn't catch the four term nol ogies that you
listed out at the beginning of the response.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Sure. Mil-outs,
rel ease notifications, comunicators, and
customer notification letters.

MR. WEEKS: Even though it's not a
letter, it's an e-mail

MR, DELLA TORRE: M ke, you just
m ssed a wonderful little PID discussion.

A VO CE: Did you get the answer you
needed?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 33.
Pl ease explain the reasons KPMG Consul ting
makes no comrent or finding on the tineliness
of the updating and notification to CLECs of
changes in business rules and software changes
inthis test.

In fact, the tineliness of updating
a notification to CLECs of changes to business
rul es and software is actually an object of

Test 23.
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And nore specifically, evaluation
criteria 23-9. Tineliness is not part of 24.6.

Question 34: \What neani ng does KPMG
Consulting attach to the term™"user” in this
test cross-reference.

I think this gets back to what we
were discussing earlier where this, the term
user refers to an internal or a Qmest interna
t eam menber who is responsible for conducting
the user acceptance test.

Question 35: Please clarify the
evaluation criteria to nore fully expl ain what
i s being eval uated.

It is AT&T' s understandi ng that
changes to the systens are recorded in change
requests which are subjected to systens
anal ysis, system design, systens devel opment,
testing and inpl enentation.

What are the changes that are found
during all phases of testing?

Are these unexpected consequences of
the introduction of revisions to the system
that arise during testing?

Are these corrections to alleviate

t he unexpected consequences to systens?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

158

And al so as di scussed earlier, these
changes are really referencing bugs, errors,
om ssions to the code during internal testing
that are uncovered during the internal quality
testing, or the carrier-to-carrier testing, or
in the production use of the interface. |It's
really a bug detection and repair

Question 36: Please explain the
term "instances of software code" as it is used
in test cross-reference.

And t hat nmeans the specific version
of the code that may exist in the different
environnents that are out there, meaning one of
the test environnments |ike I MA or MEDI ACC, or
CTE, if you will, as an acronymfor the testing
envi ronnents, or the production environnent is
anot her possibility. The internal devel opnment
environnent is a third possibility.

So each of those environnments woul d
have an instance of the software code.

MR. CONNOLLY: And so | understand
how this works, there are, there is a
nmet hodol ogy, a set of responsibilities,
procedures, that, for a problemthat is

detected and a fix inplenented in one of these
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instances is mgrated to the others?

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes.

MR, WEEKS: |In fact it's not just
the fixes, but | nean there is a whole software
m gration process so that the software instance
noves from environnent to environnment to
envi ronnent .

When it's necessary to fix a
problem it's fixed, it's tested and the code
base, whatever needs to be migrated is mgrated
from environnent to environnent to environnent.

MR. CONNOLLY: \Which environnent
serves as the naster.

MR. VEEKS: And | believe we will --
unl ess one of ny guys knows for sure.

Do you know for sure?

We believe it's the devel opnent
environnment. | think Qsmest can confirmthat
for us.

MS. NOTARI ANNI: This is Lynn
Notarianni. That is generally correct. But
again, it's going to depend on the phase of
devel opnent that you are in.

If you -- so yes, you have a

devel opnent environment. And you continue to
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| oad rel eases there.

But it depends on, again, what phase
you are in. But that is traditionally where it
is.

MR, CONNOLLY: M ke, you said CTE
I's that the same as SATE?

MR, WEEKS: | didn't say CTE

MR, DELLA TORRE: | did. CTE is the
testing environment.

MS. ANDERSON: Stay with us.

MR, DELLA TORRE: | am sorry?

MR. CONNOLLY: CTE is the standal one
test environnment?

MR, DELLA TORRE: That is an acronym
for the testing environment because interop and
SATE are really technically two different
environnents. CTE is the overarching testing
arena.

MR. CONNOLLY: Thanks.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 37: In
the interviews conducted by KPMG Consulting
with the systenms devel opment staff, did Qmest's
systens devel opnent staff describe their
activities as consistent with the docunented

practices, or did KPMG Consulting determ ne on
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the basis of the interviews that the activities
as practiced are consistent with docunented
practices?

(Pause.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: W did both
interviews and review of the documentation. In
fact the information we | earned during the
interviews was consistent with our expectations
havi ng established those fromreview ng the
docunent ati on.

MR, CONNOLLY: Qur question arose
fromthe fourth paragraph in test
cross-reference 24.6-1-18 where you say KPMG
Consul ti ng conducted on site interviews with
Qnest testing teans, devel opers, and managers
who described their activities to be consistent
wi t h docunment ed processes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That is witten
poorly and will be revised.

MR, CONNOLLY: Ckay.

MR, VWEEKS: Yes. | amsure they
represented that as well. It's probably a true
statement, but it's not what we intended to
say.

No, we don't do it that way.
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(Laughter.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 38: |Is
it a docunented Quwest policy that all CR
defects are renedied prior to inplenmentation of
the systeminto production?

The answer is no. Not all of the
defects. | believe we went into this
di scussion a little earlier based on the
severity levels 1 and 2 versus 3 and 4.

Al so we can confirmthere are
internal M&Ps for rating the internal CR
severities.

Question 39: It appears from KPMG
Consulting's coments that it could not observe
the triggering of alarnms which affect the
process by which additional resources are
added.

Pl ease confirmthis understandi ng.

In the case that this is confirned,
pl ease explain why the test cross-reference is
shown as satisfied when no eval uation of the
execution of the process has been nade.

And in fact, this should be -- it's
a statenent of the process and the existence of

the process. W did not see the trigger go
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off. We did see the fact that the process was
in place that the trigger would go off, should
t hose conditions be net.

So we will revise the report to
suggest a future exi stence based on the process
that we did observe

Question 40: |Is it KPMG
Consul ting's understanding that the CRs that
are issued to initiate the process to add
capacity are controlled or admnistered within
the Qnest external CWP, i.e., the one which
i nvol ves CLECs.

Are the CRs of this type processed
within the internal Qenest CMVP.

The answer to the first question is
no. This process does not relate to the Quest
external wholesale CMP. And there is not, to
our understanding, there is not an interna
Qvest CVMP. So that is not a concept that is
used.

There is an internal process for
initiating, approving, and catal ogi ng CRs, but
that is not called an internal CMP process.

MR, VWEEKS: Qwest doesn't |abel it

t hat way.
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MR. CONNOLLY: \Whatever it's called,

processed through that, whatever

MR. WEEKS: Yes.

MR, CONNCLLY: Whenever they dea
capacity issues?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 41:

i de KPMG Consul ting's understandi ng
nt to which users of EB-TA

set the entrance and exit criteria
In fact the users of EB-TA and CEMR
do not set the internal entrance and
ia for devel opnent testing.

These users are internal Quest

and testers.

Question 42: Please provide KPMG

s understandi ng of the ways in which

the interface specification devel opnent and

updating re
processes t
notificatio

i nterface.

sponsibilities are related to the
hat provide for publication of

ns to the industry of changes to the

Changes to the MEDI ACC EB-TA
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busi ness rul es and supporting docunents follow
procedures governed by the CMP
We verified our understandi ng

nternal M&Ps as wel |

t hrough a revi ew of Qunest
as project plans.

MR, WEEKS: Do you have a question?

MR. CONNOLLY: | didn't know if Joe
was finished.

MR, VEEKS: | think he is.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Yes.

MR. CONNOLLY: Are notifications
such as these for nmmintenance and repair
interfaces, do those also conformto these
custoner notification letters, comrunicators,
and so forth?

MR. VEEKS: Yes.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 43:

Pl ease descri be the eval uati ons conducted by
KPMG Consul ting of the processes and procedures
t hat devel ops, updates -- that devel ops updates
to CEMR and EB-TA user guides to be consistent
with revisions to the interfaces.

In fact, MEDI ACC EB- TA does not have
a user guide.

Qur eval uations were based on
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interviews with Qwest and reviews of interna
document ati on.

Revi sions to the CEMR user guide
foll owed the sanme process used to update | MA
Gul .

MR, CONNOLLY: So the process for
the CEMR, the CEMR systens devel opnment work and
the | MA systens devel opment work are governed
by the sanme sorts of Qwest policies and
procedures?

MR, WEEKS: Sinmilar processes, yes.

MR, DELLA TORRE: They are
identical. They are not identical, ny
apologies. Simlar functionality but not
i dentical. My apol ogies.

MR. CONNOLLY: So relative to the
updating of user guides and so forth, there are
procedural steps that are equivalent for |MA
GUl and for CEMR?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

44: KPMG Consulting reports CLEC
i npacting changes to the CEMR interface
speci fications are governed by the policies of
t he Qnest whol esal e CWP

Di d KPMG Consul ting make any
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observati ons where the whol esal e CMP di scussed
the CEMR i nterface change requests?

If yes, please provide the dates of
t hose CMP neeti ngs.

CEMR were di scussed at the August
15, 2001, and March 21, 2002 systens CMP
nmeetings. CR nunmbers were: SCR 073001-3 and
SCR 021302- 1.

Question 45: KPMG Consulting states
in test cross-references within this section
CLECs are not required to develop interface to
CEMR.  Therefore, CEMR does not require a
carrier-to-carrier testing nethodol ogy.

Pl ease confirm Qunest makes no
provision for testing environment for CEWVR

That is confirned.

Question 46: KPMG Consultants cites
a client acceptance test plan in this
particul ar test cross-reference.

Pl ease explain what is neant by a
"client."

Pl ease explain any differences
between a client and a user of the EB-TA and/or
CEMR i nterface.

In this particular cross-reference
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where | believe the focus is acceptance
testing, client and user are in fact the sane
t hi ng.

MR. WEEKS: Internally.

MR, DELLA TORRE: They are interna
to Qunest.

Moving on to Worl dCom questi ons.
Question nunber 1: Were any test objectives in
pl ace for the evaluation of Qwnest's capacity
managenment and growt h pl anni ng processes?

The answer is yes. The test
objectives are listed in the results table for
evaluation test criteria 24.6-1-21, 24.6-1-24,
24.6-2-21, and 24. 6-2-24.

MR. WEEKS: Those are inclusive.

MR, DELLA TORRE: M apologies. 21
t hrough 24 in both cases. Thank you.

Question 2: Did KPMG Consul ting
conduct any transaction testing of SATE?

The answer is no.

Question 3: Provide an explanation
of controlled production and how it serves as a
factor in certifying the CLEC s interface.

Controlled production is a tria

production phase for I MA EDI where a limted
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set of transactions are subnitted and nonitored
by a Qwvest test systens engi neer to ensure they
are successfully processed and provi sioned by
Qnest | MA systens.

Controll ed production is actually
defined and docunmented in the ED
i mpl ementation guidelines for | MA which is on
t he website

M5. OLIVER: Becky Oiver. So
controlled production is only applicable to I MA
EDI ?

MR. DELLA TORRE: That's correct.

Question 4: Did KPMG Consul ting
observe any introductory neetings with CLECs to
di scuss the EDI inplenentation process?

If so, what were the KPMG findings?

The answer is yes, we did. W would
refer you to the comments for eval uation
criteria 24.6-1-7.

Just as some followon detail for
that, the activities we observed at these
nmeetings involved the introduction of the
parties, discussions on establishing
connectivity, and transaction testing options.

MR. FINNEGAN:. Joe, this is John
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Fi nnegan with a followup. Wre those
commercial CLECs or pseudo- CLECs?

MR, WEEKS: W actually saw the
initials stages on |ive CLEGCs.

MR, FINNEGAN: Are you at liberty to
di scuss who they m ght be?

MR, WEEKS: No (i naudible).

(Laughter.)

M5. ANDERSON: Wiy woul d we change
that answer now?

MR, WEEKS: Nice try.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 5: \Wat
types of I MA releases are non-mgj or and,
therefore, not applied to both I MA, ED and
GuUI ?

We are not aware of any rel eases
that would apply to either one or the other

However, we would defer to Qwest for
further defer if, in fact, a rel ease would
apply to one and not the other.

MS. NOTARIANNI: No, it applies to
bot h.

MR, WEEKS: Thank you.

MR. DELLE TORRE: Question 6: Do

CLECs have the option of including regression
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testing scenarios in addition to new rel ease
testing requirenents when mgrating to an ED
rel ease?

The answer is yes.

Question 7: darify what is the
progression testing phase and how are the
m ni mum testing requirenents devel oped.

I think we have di scussed that.
Thank you.

Question 8: Wen migrating to a new
EDI point release, is controlled production the
only step that is not required since
recertification is not required?

In fact, controlled production as
well as all of the other steps are not
required. None of the steps are required. For
a point rel ease.

Question 9: During the defined
candi date step, does Quwest differentiate
request s/ candi dat es between those that are
directly inmpacting to the CLEC interface and
those not directly inpacting to the CLEC
i nterface.

The answer is yes.

Question 10: Follow ng the
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"I ntegration and System Testing" phase and once
the software is ready for deploynent into the
CLEC testing environnent, does Qwest cease or
continue its own testing efforts?

Qvest will continue its testing
efforts if there are errors that continue to
need to be address ed.

So it's really on a case-by-case
basi s.

MR, WEEKS: |f what you nmeant by
that, Becky, was do they continue to test on
their owmn in parallel with the other activities
going on, the answer is no, the testing is
done, once the 1s and 2s are out of it and it's
ready to go, then it's put out there. And if
there are problens found with that then
obviously it will cycle back into the system
(i naudi bl e).

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 11:
Clarify if the followi ng statenent found within
the CTE paragraph in 2.1.1.4 is a KPMG or Quest
opi ni on determn nati on.

The quote is, "Since CLECs do not
have to develop an interface with GU a testing

environnent is not a necessary conponent of the
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software devel opnent life cycle."

That, in fact, is a KPMG statenent.

Question 12: Did KPMG coul d be
serve any transaction testing by CLECs?

If so, which CLECs were observed?

The answer is no, we did not.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WorldCom

Fol | ow up on question 11. | just
want a better understanding of the scope of
what has now been clarified as a KPMG
statement, that you are saying a testing
environnent is not necessary.

Is that, does that relate directly
to KPMG s position regardi ng what qualifies as
an interface?

MR, DELLA TORRE: That is exactly
correct.

MS. OLIVER: So this statenent
doesn't make any kind of, or doesn't relate to
the potential benefit that a testing
environnent for a GU would offer?

MR. DELLA TORRE: We do qualify the
sentence with the first half in saying that
since CLECs do not have to develop an interface

for GUI, that a testing environnent is not a
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necessary conponent of this software

devel opnent |life cycle in the sense that there
is no software devel opnment needs on the part of
a-- sol do believe we are qualifying the

st at ement.

Are there other potential benefits
to a testing environnment? Possibly.

But in this particular test which is
eval uating interface devel opnent and therefore
t he subsequent testing environments, that was
t he concl usi on we reached.

MS. OLIVER: Thank you.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 13. How
is the scope of the addendumto the discl osure
docunent which is rel eased two weeks after the
initial publication detern ned?

The scope of those addenduns is
[imted to the problenms found during testing.

14. Wth the upcomng 6-17-02
changes which will nmeke the initial disclosure
docunent available at 73 days prior to
i mpl enentati on date, when will the addendumto
t he di scl osure docunment be provi ded?

The first addendumto the disclosure

docunment will continue to be provided to CLECs
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two weeks after deploynent, which is defined in
the master red |lined CLEC Qunest CMP redesi gned
framewor k docunent.

MR. VWEEKS: The "Little Red Book."

MR, DELLA TORRE: (Question 15. How
much in advance of a new I MA EDI rel ease being
imply mend in SATE is the SATE data and VICK
pat h docunents provided to CLECs.

Advance notice provided to CLECs for
t he SATE data docunent can be found in the
rel ease notification issued publicly by Qnest
on April 22nd, 2002.

However, we are not aware of any
docunentation indicating the rel ease intervals
for the VICKI path docunmented VICKI

MS. ANDERSON: | think Qwest wants

MS. NOTARI ANNI :  That information is
in the EDI inplenentation guideline.

MR. DELLA TORRE: 16. How much in
advance of at the tim ng nugs the SATE advance
formbe subnmitted to Qnest.

MS. OLIVER: Excuse ne. | just want
to follow up on question 15.

This is--maybe the answer was
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provided and | didn't understand it--but this
question is trying to get at (inaudible) for a
new rel ease, an upcom ng release that will be
i mpl enented in the SATE, how nuch in advance of

that rel ease being inplenmented in SATE - -

strike that. | think | amjunping ahead to a
future question. | covered it later. Thank
you.

Question 16. GCkay. The SATE data
request form and how nuch in advance that needs
to be subnitted.

VWile there is no docunented
requi renment that the SATE data request form
must be submitted to Quest in advance of the
testing, there is approximtely a 15-day period
that will elapse fromthe date of the request
until the data is |oad nude SATE

And, therefore, that 15-day
i nterval --

MR, WEEKS: |In fact there is 15 days
of lead tinme is the answer to the question. So
there is a lead tine requirement.

MR, DELLA TORRE: In fact, it's not
a requirenent. You can submit the at any

poi nt .
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docunent ed for

But if you want it

MS. OLI VER: I's that

1

in prior to the

you need 15 days.

CLECs sonewhere?

15-day period

MR, VEEKS: EDI inplenentation

77

gui delines tal k about the process that one uses

to request this data.

I think 15 days are in that.

MS. OLIVER  Cxay.

MR. DELLA TORRE:

Yes, there are

time franmes for approval identified in that

document .

t est

roundabout

Question 17. Did KPMG Consul ting

VI CKI ?

The answer is no,

We | ear ned about VI CK

She was a nice ga

we did not.

, too.

sort of in

way t hrough exception 3077.

Question 18: Did KPMG Consulting

observe the Qwest CLEC review process to

deterni ne expected results?

near

If so --

MS. ANDERSON: You can tell it's

t he end.

MR. DELLA TORRE:

I f so,

what were

a
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KPMG Consul ting's findings fromthese
observations?

(I naudi bl e conment .)

(Laughter.)

MS. ANDERSON:. Was there a follow up
guestion?

(Laughter.)

MR, DELLA TORRE: W did not
directly observe meetings of the review process
while Qvest and the CLECs were testing.

However, we did observe artifacts of
the revi ew process, neani ng docunments that
i ncluded the expected results of the testing
and the like.

Question 19: Did the design
speci fications for the MEDI ACC EB-TA interface
as outlined in the JI A include any variations
to EB industry guidelines.

The answer is yes. And in fact,
Qwest provides variations to the industry
standards in the Qnest MEDI ACC el ectronic
bondi ng troubl e adm nistration LMOS to ANSI
standard attri bute mappi ng.

Question 20. Does the CEMR user

gui de provide the sane type of information
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contained in the I MA connection guide?

And the answer is yes.

Question 21: Are the access
requi renents, including system and browser
speci fications, the same for accessing the CEMR
as for IMA QU ?

And the access requirenents are
simlar but they are certainly not exactly the
sane.

MS. OLIVER: Can you expand on what
the differences are?

MR. VEEKS: Fundanentally the sane
technol ogy in terns of Netscape, browser,
secure | D, and password and | og-on. So in that

sense they are built on the same technol ogi es

and have a simlar |ook and feel. They are
just not identical. Same features and
functi ons.

Do we have an exanple after a
di fference?
Different I T address, for exanple.
M5. OLIVER But from for a CLEC
user there is --
MR, WEEKS: It is conceptually the

sane.
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MS. OLIVER: Requirenents are the
same for using CEMR --

MR. WVEEKS: Yes.

MS. OLIVER: And | MA GUI

MR. DELLA TORRE: This is a website.
So as any website is different from any other
website, but they are accessed the sanme way.

MR, WEEKS: The way you get access
to the website is the same in both cases, in
ternms of the techniques you use and | evel of
security provided is the same, the details are
in the data, so to speak. Passwords would be
different, |IP addresses would be different.
Same mechani sns.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 22: |Is
the testing available to CLECs prior to |launch
in production for the electronic receipt of
CRI'S summary billing and DUF fil es.

The answer is no.

23: Confirmthat for CLECs to
el ectronically receive CRIS sunmary billing and
DUF files that the CLEC nust develop its end of
the electronic interface and verify it is set
up with Quest.

That is correct.
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MR, WEEKS: We have al ready
di scussed this in sone of AT&T's questions, so
it's foll owup?

MS. OLIVER: On the previous
question. Question 22.

MR, WEEKS: Okay.

MS. OLIVER | want to nake sure the
guestion is clear

This is asking if Qwest would allow
an opportunity for the CLEC to go through, this
is verifying the connectivity piece of the
interface, to go through sone type of testing
effort before actually turning up live --

MR, WEEKS: The answer is yes. That
was actually done in the, and the pseudo- CLEC
went through such a process and we observed him
go through the process. So yes, you can get a
trial run. The point is it's not a stand-al one
kind of test environment. You are really doing
it sort of live with real stuff. But you do
get a chance to walk through it in an orderly
fashion and ina controlled and nonitored
fashi on.

MS. OLIVER: Ckay, that is what was

i ntended by question 22.
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MR. DELLA TORRE: But that is
connectivity only. So the reason that we
answered no was it's not testing in the sense
that SATE and interop are testing. But sinply
a confirmation of connectivity.

MR, WEEKS: It's a dry run in the
production environment.

MS. OLI VER: Thank you.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Question 24:

Besi de testing process adherence using HPC s
interface inplenentation experience, was the
adequacy of those processes eval uated by KPMG
based on H-P' s experience?

In fact HHP's experience were one
part of our evaluation process, but not the
only source of information.

In fact, we conducted interviews
with Qunest personnel, we reviewed Quest
docunentation, we interviewed a CLEC or CLECs.

MR, WOODHOUSE: Multiple CLECs.

MR. DELLA TORRE: Miltiple CLEC
interviews, a single service provider, as wel
as the PCl.

Question 25: Wiy did KPMG

Consul ting conduct interviews with only a
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single CLEC, CLEC service provider and P-CLEC?

In fact our report will be revised
to reflect it was nultiple CLEGCs.

Question 26: Does the follow ng --

MS. OLIVER: Do you have the nunber?

MR. DELLA TORRE: 3.

MR. WVEEKS: 3.

M5. ANDERSON:  And no, we won't
identify them

(Laughter.)

MR. DELLA TORRE: Question 26: Does
the foll owing statenment about el ectronic
billing interfaces, once a CLEC has chosen the
data format, transport nmechani sm and connecti on
type -- actually this question was covered
earlier and we will be revising the report to
reflect the receipt of the test file.

Question 27: Clarify the follow ng
statement about the electronic billing
interfaces: There is no software interface
devel opnent required for the CLEC that does not
i nclude the CLEC software devel opment which
woul d be required to translate and process the
el ectronic transm ssion of the billing data

And that is correct.
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In fact, we will add sone clarifying
| anguage to the report to indicate this point.

Question 28: |In what docunentation
is Qwest's RAD process for SATE docunent ed?

And did KPMG review this
docunent ati on?

Yes, we did reviewthe
docunentation. And the RAD process is defined
and docunented in the I MA EDI standal one test
envi ronnent white paper which was published on
June 18th of 2001.

Question 29: |Is the scope of
Qnest's Integration Testing equivalent to the
scope of a Regression Test?

This is where we were earlier.

Question 30: Specify if the
referenced systemtesting, integration testing
and user acceptance testing that is perfornmed
in SATE is conpleted by CLECs or Quest.

That is a Qmest internal testing.

Question 31: |Is the testing process
conpl eted by devel opers for new | MA GU
rel eases equivalent to system and regression
testing processes.

The answer is no. The devel oper is
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only involved in the unit testing phase.
Separate teans actually perform system and
integration testing for | MA GUI

Question 32: Did KPMG Consul ting
maeke an assessnent of the inmpact to CLECs from
the limted support available for regression
testing?

In fact we discussed that earlier
the nature of support during regression versus
progression testing.

Question 33: Did KPMG Consulting
eval uate effectiveness of and adherence to the
"SATE and | MA Synchroni zation" docunent for
ensuring the release | oaded i nto SATE mat ches
what will be |loaded into the production
envi ronnent ?

And no, we did not specifically
eval uate that document.

MR. WEEKS: However, we did | ook at
other artifacts of the process, as evidenced by
the fact that it actually worked, as we
previ ously answered a AT&T question

MR, DELLA TORRE: (Question 34. How
does Qmest issue a general notification to

CLECs of a release's problem discovered during
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testing?

And Qnest issues the system
notification in accordance with the established
CMP or change nmnagement process.

And in fact we will nodify the
report fromthe "General Notification" to the
"Rel ease Notification" to nake that point nore
cl ear.

Question 35. Does Qwest's
"Scal ability Process Docunent” include tools
and neasures for I MA GU capacity issues
resulting from CLECs' access net hods?

The answer is no.

Question 36: In addition to
verifying that the appropriate references to
i ndustry guideline docunentation are provi ded
in Qvest MEDI ACC EB- TA docunentation, did KPMG
verify that Qwest's documentation al so provides
to CLECs any or all exceptions to those
i ndustry guidelines?

The answer is no.

Question 37: darify how responses
recei ved during MEDI ACC EB-TA testing are
simlar to responses that would be received in

producti on.
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Specifically, how were the responses
di ssimlar?

And they are dissimlar in the sense
that the actual trouble repair and
t roubl eshooting i nformati on woul d not be on the
response, because that activity doesn't
actual ly take pl ace.

Ot her questions for report 24.67

MR. VEEKS: Before you get excited,
we are not quite done.

MS. OLIVER: Becky diver, WorldCom
One foll owup question on nunber 35.

I's there sone other docunentation
other than the scalability process docunent
that woul d describe any tools or neasures that
woul d be in place to address I MA GUI capacity
i ssues?

MR. DELLA TORRE: It's our
understandi ng the tools and neasures that are
identified in that docunent apply to both ED
and GUl systens.

I don't think that there is a
speci fic docunment that identifies tools and
measures for GUI specifically.

We are not aware of any other
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docunent ati on that contains additiona
i nformati on on tools enployed around capacity,
CLEC access (Il naudible) --

MS. OLIVER: Wuld Qwvest be able to
identify if that is contai ned anywhere?

MR. DELLA TORRE: | will read the
guestion once again so we are clear. Does
Qnest's scalability process docunent include
tools and neasures for IMA GUI capacity issues
resulting from CLEC access net hods?

MS. NOTARIANNI: This is Lynn
Notarianni. | don't think | would be able to
answer that, Becky.

We can go back and ask and see if
it's in sonewhere else, but | amnot aware that
it is.

MS. OLI VER. Ckay.

MS. ANDERSON: Okay. | think we
have a couple itens we need to di scuss hefore
we break.

One, just want to verify the
foll owup questions. The only one | have
except for this npost recent one that Qwest was
going to check on is the H P evaluation

criteria.
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| think based on discussions with
Liz and Geoff earlier during our break they are
going to wite that up, send it out, have it
there by the next TAG neeting before that. So
if there is any question it can be discussed on
that TAGand | will add that to the TAG agenda.

Does anyone el se have any ot her
foll ow-up questions?

I think you guys even answered al
yours on a rolling basis.

MR, WEEKS: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: | am unaware of any
ot hers.

MR, WEEKS: W are not aware of any.

MS. ANDERSON:. Everyone agrees. How
novel .

(Laughter.)

The other topic, | thought we needed
totalk alittle bit about John's issue. |Is

t hat where you guys are goi ng?

MR. WVEEKS: Yes.

MS. ANDERSON: John brought up an
issue. Wuuld you like to frame that for
di scussion, John? This is the CLECto-CLEC

MR. FINNEGAN: Sure. At the various



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

190

state proceedi ngs that have been occurring on
Qnest's service quality perfornmance results,
there has been reference to the anal ysis that
KPMG Consul ting was to be conducting as part of
Test 12 and Test 14 to conpare the KPMG
Consul ti ng-produced pseudo-CLEC results to the
Qwest produced pseudo- CLEC results to see if
there are any unreasonabl e differences between
t he two.

As far as | can tell, the two
references to that analysis in the draft fina
report occur in the single evaluation criteria
for both Test 12 and Test 14, that
Qnest - produced neasures of pre-order/order
performance results for HPC transactions are
consi stent with KPMG Consul ting-produced HPC
nmeasur es.

At this point results are not
conplete and it m ght even be unsatisfied on
Test 14.

My concern is, if you reviewthe
master test plan in Section 12.6.3, which is
t he out put section, number 13, there is a
requi red output of KPMG Consulting-produced H P

data to Qunest H-P data conpari son.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

191

In section 14.6.3 al so outputs for
Test 14.

In nunmber 7 is the sane requirenent
of out put of KPMG Consulting-produced H P date
the to Qvest H- P performance result data
conpari son.

The question is, or | guess the
expectation was, as the data were presented in
Section V, there would be a colum, so to
speak, that has what the Qmest results were for
t he pseudo-CLECs so we can conpare for the sane
time period what the KPMG produced pseudo- CLEC
results were.

The concern was that is not there.
The question was can it be put there, or was
there sone docunent or suppl enmental docunent
t hat can produce that output?

MR. VEEKS: The answer to your
guestion, John, is that we had done the work
which is evidenced by the criteria there. You
are correct that that requirenent is in the MIP
and we acknow edge that requirenment is in the
MIP . It is not in Table 5. It should be in
some way, shape or form

Let me describe for you what we are
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prepared and able to do with the infornmation
that we have and that is available to us.

The information that is presented
now in 5, every colum has a set of val ues.
Those val ues were obtained or cover a
particular period time. | wll nmake up
something to illustrate the conversation.

Let's say there is a particular PID
measure that the data is from January 15th to
March 7t h.

So because there was an ori ginal
test and the results for the original test,
then we have retest results, and because the
averages for those two may be different if it's
an average or the value may be different if
it's a value, we have presented in Table 5 the
val ues that are there, and there are dates that
you don't see visible in 5 that correspond to
the start and end date of that data.

So if there are 427, it's a count or
sonet hi ng, and an average of 96.3 or sonething,
there are very specific data we collected on
our side and that were reported.

What we have from Qnest are reports

that were provided to us that represent nonths
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of time.

So our proposal is to add columms to
the, conceptually at least to add columms to
Tabl e 5 that comunicate the tine periods that
are relevant to the data we present for the
pseudo- CLEC so peopl e can see what the span of
time is and to put as nmany col ums as necessary
to reflect the months for which data that is
rel evant that has been reported to us by Quest.

What we do not have are
representations by Qwest for the exact start
and stop tines that correspond to our start and
stop times. Al we have are the nonthly
reports that we have gotten from Quest.

So there is going to be a little bit
of sort of apples to apples potentially here
the where we maybe started in the middle of a
nonth and ended in the mddle of a nonth and
maybe spent nmultiple nonths for the purposes of
our dat a.

So it's going to be a little bit
difficult to conpare, but we will provide the
raw data that we have. Qur data and the period
of time our data covers and the nonths reported

on a nont h-by-nmonth basis for the conpany and
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then parties can see what they see out of that.

MR. FINNEGAN: |If | understand Roman
nuneral V data, it's the data that caused Quest
to get the pass.

That may be based on just a retest
whi ch woul d be a subtest of the entire universe
or if they pass the first tine around it could
be the entire universe of data.

MR, WEEKS: Correct.

MR, FINNEGAN: Is it possible KPMG
could produce the entire universe of data for
the particul ar nmeasures?

So in other words, you could sum up
every data point for POb and conpare it to the
Qwest produced results of every data point.

MR, WEEKS: It is nmechanically
possible to do that. W would argue that it's
somewhat m sl eadi ng, potentially, or
meani ngl ess.

Let's use hypothetical nunmbers here
and say there were 2,000 transactions involved
in the original test and a thousand in the
retest. You would get a denom nator that is
3,000 there. You would get an average that,

and you coul d conpare averages to averages,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

195

that is nechanically possible to do.

It wouldn't, in many cases,
correspond to our results. And we woul dn't
ascri be any neaning to that.

MR. FINNEGAN: Well, | understand
that. But the purpose of the conparison would
not be to see on either an absolute |evel the
benchmarks or kind of an absolute |evel for
parity standards whether they pass or fail

It's just when you add up all the
transactions, the count, whatever that count
is, for KPMG data, does it |ook |ike the count
for Qnest data.

So it wouldn't be to say Qwest
passed or failed based on this average. It
woul d say over the life of the test did the
average that KPMG counted | ook |ike the same
average that Qwest counted.

So it would be a relative conparison
of the data just to see if the nunbers add up
ascribing no inport to the actual value of the
nunbers.

MR, WEEKS: | amgoing to | et Bob
talk about the difficulties of inplenenting

your suggesti on.
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MR. FALCONE: | think it can be
done, John. And we can go back -- we have al
the data. | amstill not sure what you woul d

do with it. Let me give you an instance.

We know there is an outstanding
exception we are in the retest nmode now for
i nval i d excl usions.

If we did that, our data is going to
be greater than Quest's, because we know Quest
had a probl em excl uding things they shouldn't
have been excluding, we filed an exception on
t hat .

So when you get to the OP3, OP4, OP6
nunbers, you are going to see the nunbers
aren't going to match.

And you know, it will be there. But
I amnot really sure what that data is going to
provi de you.

MR, WEEKS: We don't have the Qnest
data accunul ated the way you are descri bi ng.

We have Qwmest data nonth by nonth by nonth. We
woul d have to cause Qwest to go back and
produce this report that woul d aggregate their

i nformation for us.

MR. FINNEGAN: That's just summ ng
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t he nunerators and denominators across the
nmonths. It's certainly going to take sone
effort to get it, but --

MR. WEEKS: | understand but because
of problenms |like we were tal king about, | think
Quvest woul d argue if they had an inaccurate
report for January, which we have di scovered,
they wouldn't want to stand on the nunerators
and denom nators reported in January that we --
physically we have access to.

MR, FALCONE: |If | can give another
exanple, we had an issue earlier on in the test
with the interactive agent where what we were
measuring was tinme stanps and what Qwmest had
were two di fferent nunbers.

There was di scussion around that,
exception filed. H P changed their interactive
agent.

So if we accumulate all that data
you are going to find that our response tines
are going to be much greater than Qwest's. But
that is the purpose of the mlitary-style test.
Sonething failed, we recognized it failed. 1In
this case, if you will, the failure was, if you

want to call it failure was nore a probl em on
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our part, on the way things were working on our
part, but the fact of the matter is the data
still have those tinme stanps, KPMG data stil
has those time stanps. So our average tines
will be much greater than Qunest's.

Again, we could put that in a
report, but I'mnot really sure what we're
going to -- we would have to footnote every
single thing in that report.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Well, | don't think
it will get to the Ievel of footnoting every
single thing in the report.

The exampl es you brought up, if |
understand the anal ysis, would represent nore
so, maybe this is a bad word, exception rather
than the rule.

MR, DELLA TORRE: The interactive
agent, actually, I think, inpacted everything.

MR, WEEKS: Every transaction for

t he peri od.
MR. DELLA TORRE: All transactions.
MR, FINNEGAN: On --
MR, FALCONE: It inpacted al
transactions that were -- POLl, PQ3, certainly.

We had exceptions out for PO5 or FOC
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timeliness, that were corrected that we
retested. Those would be in there.

| nean, again, off the top of ny
head | can't rattle off all the exceptions we
had on PIDs, but there were quite a few that
were subjected to retest, certainly OP3 and 4,
PG3, POL. | believe there was a PO4 in there.

We will give you the data. But each
one of those is going to have to have a
footnote saying refer to exception such and
such for the correction and retest started on
what ever date it restarted.

But | truly think you are |ooking at
appl es and oranges.

MS. ANDERSON: This is Denise.
woul dn't want to get in a situation where we
are putting out data that we know is going to
automatically have to be | ooked at on every
case in a forumlike this, going through
anot her 2,000 questions on sonething that we
know i s not going to jive to begin wth.

| nean, that is just a thought from
me. | can't speak for the steering comrittee
but that would be a concern of nmine, based on

what | am heari ng.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

200

MR. FINNEGAN: Then let's look at it
anot her way.

At some point where the neasures
KPMG Consul ting included they are cl ose enough
that the KPMG produced pseudo-CLEC results were
cl ose enough to the Qmest-produced pseudo- CLEC
results.

MR, DELLA TORRE: For some of the
PI Ds, that's correct.

MR. FI NNEGAN: And subject to the
ones that are still being |ooked at in
exception 3120.

MR, DELLA TORRE: Which | think is
OP3, 4 and 6.

MR, FI NNEGAN: But at some point
KPMG Consul ting concluded that these are cl ose
enough.

| am presuming, correct me if | am
wrong, that you had a subset of Qwmest data and
a subset of KPMG data, both for the
pseudo- CLEC, that caused you to reach that
concl usi on.

MR. VEEKS: And | would like to,
just hunor ne here with sone definitions, |

woul d rather refer to the average for a nonth
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as a result, not data. | think that data, |
mean 2,412 transactions, that is the raw data
that is the subject of 3120 and | distinguish
that fromthe results which are the average for
the nmonth of July was 9 97.6, And so what we
are tal king about is conparing results to
results, not data to data.

MR. FI NNEGAN: When | use the term
data, what | nmean is the aggregate nunerator,
t he aggregate denonmi nator --

MR, WEEKS: Are tal king about the
val ue for the nunerator and the value for the
denom nat or ?

MR. FINNEGAN: Yes. End results.

MR, WEEKS: Right. But not each of
t he individual transactions thensel ves?

MR. FI NNEGAN:  No.

MR. WEEKS: Ckay, then we are in
sync with each other on that.

MR. FI NNEGAN: So, at some point
KPMG | ooked at numerat or and denom nat or
results or data, for its view of the two, and
conpared it to Qwmest's view of presumably the
same, or close to the same set of transactions,

for the sane or close to the sane period of
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time and cane to the conclusion it's close
enough, there is no unreasonabl e differences.

MR, WEEKS: | think that is nostly a
characterization of what we did. | think what
is in there is an assunption, and the part we
are struggling with -- there are two things we
struggle wth.

One is that if you start with sat or
not sat and you back up to the information that
supports the sat or the not sat, then it's
either the retest because the original test
failed, or it's the original test because the
original test passed.

And because the time frame for that
body of data isn't -- doesn't start on the
begi nning of a nonth and end on the end of the
nmont h, the best we can do for you is, and we
think it would be neaningful to sit and say you
know, the data that we are giving the sat or
not sat for starts on this date ends on this
date, and the Qmest reported data for the
nonths in question is this data and that data
and we think that is as close as we can get to
a neani ngful conpari son.

Anyt hi ng that begins to conbine
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invalid or inappropriate or exception-based
data with quote-unquote clean data, we begin to
be unconfortable with because we think it's
meani ngl ess.

MR. FINNEGAN: That | understand.
And | think ultimately we want to get sonewhere
i n between produci ng everything and one box on
a chart.

But | don't want to be in a position
of trying to guess how you cane to your
conclusions if you just sort of throw out here
is what we found and here's sonmewhere in the
range of what Qwest was reporting, so that we
have got to guess --

MR, WEEKS: |t wouldn't be a guess.
We have no problem and ny original proposal to
you is that we say that you know the -- here
was, here was sort of the values for what we
said and here are the val ues reported by Quest
in the nonths in question. Because there is
not a clean overlap froma cal endar perspective
between the end of a test which failed and
start of a retest that ultimtely succeeded, |
don't know how to get around that other than to

provi de Qunest with the start and stop dates
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that caused themto produce those reports for
the sane tine periods. So there really would
be an appl es and appl es conpari son.

MR. FALCONE: Even that woul dn't
wor k, because the PID retest for exanple for
OP3, 4 and 6 started in January. At the sane
time we were doing the PID retests we had ot her
resale UNE-P transactions going on not
associated with the PID retest but were within
that functionality. So we used those
transactions to test the functionality.

Qnest in their results would count
themtoward their OP3, OP4, OP6 PID. W did
not because we were in a PIDretest. W had a
uni que set of PONs we used specifically for --
this gets very conplicated. To break it out
and get it exact is not an easy task.

MR, DELLA TORRE: We won't attenpt
to make the nunbers exact. We can present the
nunbers for you but they will be very far
apart.

The ability for us to give you the
meani ng for why those nunmbers are far apart
will be a very, very l|arge task.

MR. FI NNEGAN: I know - -
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MS. LUBAMERSKY: A few points. The
design of the MIP was the way KPMG perforned
the test and today to be aski ng about ful
nonth or partial nmonth or matching up data is
i nappropriate, too |late, and we are not
interested in that data.

KPMG has put forward their process,
and | think providing the dates of the analysis
time frame would be fine, that would be an
additional input to the table.

But for all of the points described
by the three KPMG experts, | amquite surprised
at this continued request. And it's not one
Qnmest supports.

MR, FINNEGAN: What | amtrying to
get at, | amnot trying to have you nake work.
You cane to your conclusions based on a
rel ative conmpari son of KPMG produced data to
Qwest - produced dat a.

MR. FALCONE: No. W did not.
Maybe that is where we are falling off the
wagon here.

We came to our conclusions of pass,
satisfied, not satisfied based upon

KPMG- pr oduced data peri od.
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MS. ANDERSON: That is true.

MR. FI NNEGAN: \When | pay pass,
there is pass for did you nmeet the benchmark.

MR. FALCONE: Yes.

MR. FI NNEGAN:. There is pass for was
there discrimnation or non-discrimnation
There was al so an evaluation criteria of are
t he data consistent.

You are going to reach a sat not sat
based on a conparison of the KPMG produced
pseudo- CLEC data to the Qwmest produced
pseudo- CLEC data. | understand the overlap
i ssues, but sonmehow you are going to reach that
conclusion and ny assunption is that sonmehow
has to involve conparing a set of KPMG data to
a set of Quest data.

MR. WEEKS: And the data we are
tal king about here is a different set of data
than the data -- what you defined (inaudible) a
nonment ago. We were | ooking at val ues for
i ndi vi dual transactions conpared to val ues for
i ndi vidual transactions for the evaluation
criteria you just tal ked about.

Up the next |evel which is conparing

nunerators and denom nators is not the basis
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for that in there. So the disconnect here is
what is neant by data.

When we nean the data conpares to
the data, we are really talking about tine
stanp information for individual transactions
mat ches time stanp information for individua
transactions. Not that the nunerator and
denom nator on their report agrees with the
nuner at or and denom nator on our report.

MR. DELLA TORRE: We would note
things |like app date where we specifically
noted our app date was March 1 for a specific
LSR and Qwest'S was March 2nd and we saw t hat
as a conflict that could not be expl ai ned when
we conpared the two data sets.

MR, FALCONE: It was not 7,000 LSRs
here and 8,000 LSRs over there. What is
confusing here a little bit, John, is we did
that conparison. There were | believe, subject
to check, three observations in an exception
written saying we are not matching and we are
in a retest nmode right now Allen is back at
the ranch, he's not here right now, because
he's back at the ranch getting the data set to

see what the result of that retest is.
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Qrest may or nmmy not pass that
retest. That remmins to be seen. So | am not
sure where this whole thing is going. W found
probl ems when we tried to match our data to
their data. In the Western Region they were
putting accounts in the MCN issue, if | am
getting that one right, the acronym but they
were putting themin the retail bucket instead
of the whol esal e bucket .

We had tinme stanp issues, we had
excl usion issues, we had tine of day exclusion
i ssues, we had weekend issues and all that is
docunent ed.

So if we produce this, all we are
going to say is here are the data we used and
it didn't match Qnest's.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Maybe one of the
assunptions that | was making that is turning
out to be incorrect is, for the purpose of the
consi stency check you were not calculating PID
results, you were |looking at order infornmation

MR. WEEKS: Dat a.

MR, FINNEGAN: We sent it on this
day, we got the FOC on that day, we got the SOC

on this day, conpletion date on the SCC --
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MR, WEEKS: Right. 1Is the
information they are recording in their OSSs
consistent with the informati on we reported on
our side, that you and I were tal king about
earlier, where if you | ook at the normal PID
producti on process on the conpany side, they
log real-world events into their OSSs, then
they have -- extract sort and print stuff that
is part of their PID reporting process.

The Liberty process kind of can go
as far as the OSSs and say yes if it's right in
the OSSs it's right fromthere, on. And what
this data reconciliation activity is getting at
is -- is the data they reported in their OSSs
accurate and consistent with the data we
reported in our OSSs so to speak. That is the
mechani sm we were doi ng.

MR, DELLA TORRE: In fact the
activities and outputs you cite do reference
the data, not the results.

MR. FINNEGAN: Apart fromthe tine
stanp type of data there is also conditions
that may exist for an order that, under Qwnest's
systens, nmmy cause it to be excluded.

MR, WEEKS: That is what Liberty
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| ooked at, as did we.

MR. FINNEGAN: Liberty | ooked at it
to say that this field has a COin the first
two digits of the nmiscode, it should be
excl uded because it's a custonmer code m Xx.

If there was a CO there they would
expect that order to be excluded. They had no
visibility as to whether there should be a CO
there in the first place.

MR, WEEKS: That is why we are
| ooking at data to data rather than high |eve
results to high level results.

MR. FINNEGAN: That is ny question
Are you | ooking at nore than the tinme stanp
i nformati on?

MR, WEEKS: The answer is yes. |
was using that as an exanpl e.

MR. DELLA TORRE: The exception or
observation, | don't recall which, there were
at | east four problens that were identified and
retested at one level or another. One was app
date. Tine of day, 3 p.m versus 7 p.m there
was i nmproper exclusion of orders.

The categorization of | believe it

was a migration or disconnect, whether the
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di sconnect order was being counted as retai
and subsequent order being counted in whol esal e
appropriately or not.

Therefore, orders were being
excl uded that shouldn't have been excluded. In
fact that was one of the issues we identified
in the exception.

So we did assess, kind of at that
| evel , whether or not orders were there not.
But it was fromthe data analysis, not the
overal | nunber, because of the all the
exceptions we have pointed out that include the
cal endar, but that also included a variety of
ot her transactions we were sendi ng, and
problens identified earlier on in the test that
woul d cause the aggregate nunbers. Everybody
knows the aggregate nunmbers woul d be different.

MR. FI NNEGAN: \What was the scope of
services that was investigated?

MR. VWEEKS: On the data
reconciliation?

MR. FI NNEGAN: Yes.

MR, FALCONE: \When they say
service -- it was the RSOR data and what we

| ooked at was the pseudo- CLEC, just pseudo- CLEC
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(i naudi ble), no comrercial activity.

The PO and OP PIDs. It was all the
products in there. Specifically UNE | oop
resales, UNE-P to get specific. Those products
and the -- | encourage you, John, to | ook at
exception 3120 because it's |ike 22 pages |ong
and kind of gives a whole history of sone of
the things we found in that data conparison

What was used was Qwest's RSOR dat a
the raw data and said this is the data Qmest is
using to calculate this PID and here is the
data KPMG is using. Gee, how cone we have
orders in here they don't have, because they
wer e probably excluding things.

O gee, how come we have dates here
that are different than the dates they have?
Because they had an application date problem
And again, the rest of it is all docunented in
3120. Prior to that there were two
observations that got rolled into 3120 to neke
the record conpl ete.

MR. FI NNEGAN: Now | understand that
alittle better about what you did, can you
i ndul ge me again and --

MS. ANDERSON: Briefly.
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(Laughter.)

MR, FINNEGAN: -- briefly state how
you are going to discharge the obligation of
t hose output comparisons?

MR, VEEKS: What | understood from
our previous conversation was that it would --
| understood our obligation as -- | thought you
were explaining it to me to be sort of
conmuni cati ng, what did Qaest report as results
for the pseudo- CLEC and how do those results
conpare and contrast to the cal cul ati on of
val ues a |l a section 5.

So ny proposal was to drop the Quest
reported val ues, because those are m ssing
right now. They aren't in the tables. You
can't see what Qwest told us, they reported for
us or for pseudo-CLEC during that tine period.

My proposal was if we were worKking
at that level, we said the average was 96.7,
they said 97.2, you would see that sort of
stuff and we would put the tine franes on our
data so you coul d see what nonths were rel evant
and we dropped the relevant nonths. So that is
results to results.

That is how | was going to fulfill
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nmy obligation that you pointed out to ne in
13.13. | amnot disputing it, it's there.

The evaluation criteria you pointed
out which is the data jives with the data, that
is way too volunminous to put into a report.
That's thousands of things.

It's in our work papers. |f you
have a need and desire to cone crawl through
those CDs and | ook at our work papers and how
we did our conparison of the results so you can
be happy that you understand that that was done
wel | and done diligently, you know you know you
al ready have that right.

MR, FINNEGAN. | amtracking with
you on discharging the obligation. That sounds
reasonabl e.

In terns of slogging through the
CDs, | have no interest in that.

MR, WEEKS: All right.

MR. FI NNEGAN: But what | woul d have
an interest in is |looking at the Qwmest produced
reports for the P-CLECs.

MR. WEEKS: We have those in our
wor k papers.

MR. FI NNEGAN: I's that consi dered
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confidential ?

MR. VWEEKS: | think it's
confidential, but it's covered under the
confidentiality agreenments that we already
have.

MS. ANDERSON: You can access
because you executed the agreenent.

MR. WEEKS: So, you can cone | ook at
the raw data we anal yzed and the reports Qwest
provided to us. All that -- you al ready have
the right to conme and exam ne under previous
agreenents so we are cool with you doing that.
We woul d encourage you to do that.

MS. ANDERSON: Okay. So what | hear
com ng out of this dialogue is you will drop
the Qmvest reported information into Section 5
with the data brackets and if John wants to
| ook at the additional detail of the
pseudo- CLEC reported data, in all its glory, he
will go to the work papers.

MR. VEEKS: We will make it
avail abl e, yes.

MR, FALCONE: | just want to make
sure, because for the uneducated reader and

sonmebody who is not in this roomlistening to
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this discussion, just dropping that data in
there | want to stress is extrenely dangerous.
They are not going to nmatch.

So we will do that, but | can
guaranteei ng you there is going to be footnotes
to the best we can, because we didn't audit.

It wasn't our job to audit this and sl op over
of information in each of the nonths -- so we
will put all the footnotes trying to explain
why there may be differences, why the Qnest
January data may have nore information than our
January data, because our test started in the
m ddl e of January and we only started counting
PONs from that point on.

| just want to | et everyone know
that to sonebody who picks it up and says gee,
why is there a 10 percent difference here, we
need to do our best to explain why those
di fferences exist.

MR. FINNEGAN: | think that we will
under stand but hopefully to close out the
di scussi on and nake sure we know what we nean
when we say data it will be identification of
the period under investigation for KPMG and ny

hope is the data will include nunerator,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

217

denom nator and result.

MR, WEEKS: As |ong as we have that.
Do we have that?

MR. FALCONE: We have our nunerator
denoni nator and result, | can't give you
Qnest's because it only reported the result.
Wth the nunerator and denoni nator for the
nonth. But it's not the same numerator and --

MR. FINNEGAN: | understand. But if
you put in the -- we can go back and do the
math. W can add up the nonths and
understanding it's not going to be an exact
mat ch, there is going to be sone overl ap

But if it's four nonths of Quest
data | can go in and add up four nunerators,

four denom nators and cal cul ate the four-nonth

result. | knowit's not going to march
ti mew se.

MR. DELLA TORRE: | would like to
make it very clear that we will, it will be
very unlikely that we will get this done as

requested given the current schedul e for
releasing the final report.
MS. LUBAMERSKY: Wiy does AT&T get

to ask KPMG to put sonmething in a report that
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clearly Bob Falcone is saying is full of
f oot not es.

I woul d suggest KPMG create the
tabl e the way KPMG believes it should, no other
way and certainly not introducing a | evel of
doubt with absol ute known overlap and
i nconsi stency of date time franes in the Quest
data. That is not good business.

MS. ANDERSON:  Well, if I am
understanding this discussion correctly, there
is an obligation in the MIP for sone piece of
this. That piece of it is what you are saying
we m ght have trouble getting into the final or

is it the additional piece?

MR. DELLA TORRE: No. | think the
issue is we will be able to drop in nunbers
gi ven the current schedule and fulfill the
obl i gati on.

We --

MS. ANDERSON: Section 12?

MR. DELLA TORRE: Correct.

VWhat will be very unlikely is for us
to be able to explain the differences so that
everyone el se can understand why the nunbers

don't agree in the given tinme period.
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So we can put the nunbers this
there. Then folks will see 1,000 for Qwest,
800 for KPMG. W can |eave that alone and just
drop the nunbers in there. W fulfill our
obligation and we will conplete that by next
Tuesday. O a week from Tuesday.

MS. LUBAMERSKY: We don't think that
i s your obligation.

MR. DELLA TORRE: However to put in,
to footnote why everything is different, it
will be a nore tine-consuning task

MS. ANDERSON: Nancy, you are saying
you don't think that it is an obligation
according to the MIP?

MS. LUBAMERSKY: For the Quwest
i nformati on, because it was not gathered the
way to conpare nunerator and denomi nators.

Unl ess we want to only put in the retest data
only. Then in many cases that is a nonth.

MR, DELLA TORRE: | actually think
that a very strict reading of the outputs
refers to data, not results.

MR. FINNEGAN: Let ne go back to the
activity in 12.6.2, Activity 19. Conpare KPMG

Consul ting produced H- P neasures to Quest
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produced H-P neasures to insure that there is
no problem for the data being collected for
test reporting purposes.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That was done.

M5. ANDERSON: That was done.

MR. DELLA TORRE: That is the
eval uation that led to the exception.

MR, FINNEGAN: I n response to
Nancy's point, neasures | ooks nore PID-Iike --

MR. DELLA TORRE: It's to ensure
there is no problem--

MS. ANDERSON: Could | make a
suggesti on?

MR. DELLA TORRE: We have done what
we have done, by the way. So either way, what
we did, the way we read this activity and the
way we woul d subsequently read the rel ated
out put requirenments is data

We have discussed that this is the
RSOR data which is extrenely vol um nous and
available in the work papers for anyone who
would like to cone and see it. So | think our
obligations, in fact, have been fulfilled
al ready. However, M ke appears woul d be

willing to discuss results.
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I am just saying the explanation of
the di screpancies in those results is a task
that would need sone tinme to conplete.

M5. ANDERSON: | amgoing to step in
here and strongly suggest that we -- you go
away and | ook at 3120. W will talk to the
steering conmmttee on Monday. | will schedule
a call for Tuesday. You guys can think
what ever you need to think about. And we will
have a call Tuesday and get this settled once
and for all as to exactly what we will be
asking KPMG to do, if anything.

That will give everyone a chance to
| ook at their positions, look at what is in
3120 because that is a pretty conprehensive
docunent. We've been through that severa
times already. And that will give the steering
conmittee a chance on Monday at their neeting
to kick this around, having had the benefit of
thi s di al ogue.

I will go ahead just as | did
yesterday, we have a call now for Mbnday
nmorni ng on 3108. | can go ahead and schedul e a
call for Tuesday norning on this topic.

Is there any objection to that?
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MR, DELLA TORRE: Actually, yes. |
woul d I'i ke the say one other thing.

| think that the -- what is required
of us is the conparison. And all of our
results and all of our criteria are summations
of volunes of data. W are presenting the
underlying data in the work papers, as we do
with every other evaluation criteria that we
draw concl usi ons upon.

We have done, we have conpleted this
conparison, the results of which have conme out
in both exception 3120 and the two eval uation
criteria in the report.

| believe the data conpari son has
been done and reported on. The underlying data
that allowed us to draw those conclusions is
al so contained in the work papers. That is
conpl etely consistent with every other output
and every other criteria in the test.

| think it would be unusual, in
fact, for us to produce the source data for how
we drew our conclusions in the final report.

MS. ANDERSON: (Okay. Back to ny
original question. Do you have any -- yes?

Wayne?
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MR. HART: | have a conflict with
Tuesday. |Is there a chance we can do it Monday
aft ernoon?

M5. ANDERSON: Yes. 1 o'clock
Mount ai n?

MR. HART: Fine.

MS. ANDERSON: We will proceed on
t hat basi s.

You | ook |ike you have a question.

MR, CONNOLLY: Are we going to get
to the next set of questions?

MS. ANDERSON: The next set of
guestions? There are no nore.

MR, CONNOLLY: | disagree. W
provi de a question on Test 18.

MS5. ANDERSON: And if there are, we
may not get to them

| amsorry. \What are the questions?

MR, CONNOLLY: You, we provided sone
guestions on Test 18, page 19 of 41 of our
questions for VIC numrber 3. |It's three
guestions that deal with trouble on hot cut
provi si oni ng.

MS. ANDERSON: Maybe sonehow we - -

MR, CONNOLLY: Page 19 of 41.
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MR. VEEKS: W don't have those.

MS. ANDERSON: 18? 18 we al ready
covered. On VITC 2.

Oh, | see.

MR WEEKS: 1Is this a foll ow up
guestion on VTIC 2?

MS. ANDERSON: So there is one
guestion?

MR. CONNOLLY: One nunbered question
that contains three separate ones.

MS. ANDERSON: |f KPMG takes a | ook
at it and can answer on the fly, then fine.
O herwise, we will do it on the next TAG call
Is that agreeable, Tinf

MR. CONNOLLY: Yes.

MR. WEEKS: |Is there a reference to
this or are you just asking a general question?

MR. CONNOLLY: There is no specific
statement within the Test 18 report that goes
tothis. |It's a process question.

(Pause.)

MS. ANDERSON: KPMG wants to check
so we will doit onthe TAG | wll put that,
the last three questions on the TAG

MS. TRIBBY: My | have the
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guestions back?

MR, WEEKS: |s there anything good
in there?

(Laughter.)

MS. ANDERSON: Okay. Well, thanks
for keeping it lively.

| do think we have reached the end
of VTC nunber 3 and we only have that one
little question dangling out there.

A couple things. First of all, much
thanks to the vendor teans for getting al
these questions in fromfolks, putting them
t oget her, being prepared to go through themin
a pretty snappy order and pace. So we
recogni ze how nmuch work that is and really
appreciate all of the efforts.

(Appl ause.)

MS. ANDERSON: We need to practice
cl apping for tonight.

So for that, thank you.

Secondly, for Marie --

MS. LUBAMERSKY: W can go off the
record | think.

(Di scussion off the record.)

MS. ANDERSON: Anot her thank you to



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Marie for

226

arrangi ng everything.
(Appl ause.)

(Wher eupon the proceedi ngs of ROC

0SS 271 VTC nunber 3 were concluded at 5:06

p.m)



