THE NEBRASKA PUBLI C SERVI CE COW SSI ON

In the Matter of Quest ) Application No. G 1830

Cor poration, Denver, )

Col orado, filing its notice )

of intention to file )

Section 271(c) application ) CHECKLI ST | TEM NUMBERS

with the FCC and request ) 4, 5 and 6 SATI SFI ED

for Commission to verify )

Qnest Corporation’s )

conpliance with Section )
)

271(c). Entered: May 7, 2002

BY THE COWM SSI O\

1. In Novenber 1998, US West Conmmunications, Inc.
(now known as Qaest Corporation) presented its initial evi-
dence to denonstrate conpliance with Section 271 of the

Tel econmunications Act of 1996 (the Act). On April 9,
1999, this Commission issued an order finding US West in
conpliance wth eight checkl i st itens, specifically,

Checklist Item Nos. 3, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 14. The
Commi ssion also found US West in conpliance with Track A,
Section 272 and the public interest requirements of the
Act . The Conmission withheld judgrment on Checklist Item
No. 13 to further investigate issues concerning reciprocal
conpensation for Internet service provider (ISP) traffic.

2. The Conmmission’s April 9, 1999, order, however,
also required US West to periodically present perfornmance
data showing that it continued to remain in conpliance with
the requirements of these checklist itens. Specifically,
the April 9, 1999, order provided: “[Blefore the Comm s-
sion enters a final order, US Wst nust provide updated
data on those itens we have already found in conpliance. By
so doing, the Comm ssion can evaluate whether US West is
continuing to neet its obligations.” April 9, 1999 O der
at 58.

3. In Septenber 1999, US Wst presented additional
evidence with respect to Checklist Item Nos. 1, 4, 5 and 6.
On May 10, 2000, the Conmission entered its second order on
these checklist itens. The Conmission found US Wst in
conmpliance wth Checklist Item No. 1, but requested
additional information on Checklist Item Nos. 4, 5 and 6.
Speci fically, at that point, the Regional Over si ght
Committee (ROC) was in the process of creating and



Application No. C 1830 PAGE 2

finalizing performance indicator definitions (PIDs) that
would allow US West to establish that it was providing
these and nost of the remaining checklist items to
conpetitive |ocal exchange carriers (CLEGCs) at an
acceptable level of quality. The Federal Communi cations
Conmi ssion (FCC) established in Decenber 1999, in its Bell
Atlantic New York decision, that negotiated perfornance
metrics are a critical component of a Bell operating
Conpany’s (BOC) 271 application. Therefore, before the
Conmi ssion found US West in conpliance with Checklist Item
Nos. 4, 5 and 6, the Commission wanted to evaluate
performance data under the ROC negotiated and agreed upon
Pl Ds.

4, On June 30, 2000, Qwest Corporation (Qwmest) and
US West consunmat ed their nerger.

5. On May 25, 2001, Qwest reinstated its state-
specific Section 271 proceedi ngs before this Conm ssion by,
inter alia, subnitting performance data testinony through
M chael G Wlliams [hereinafter WIlians 1]. The
Conmi ssion set a hearing for August 22, 2001, and in the
process, ordered Qnest and all other interested parties to
submit additional perfornmance testinmony on August 8, 2001.
On August 8, 2001, Qwest submitted supplenmental testinony
of Mchael G WIllianms [hereinafter Wlliams 2. AT&T was
the only other party to submt testinony. It subnmitted
testinony of M. Steven L. Kail. M. Kail’s primary as-
sertion was that he had not been able to recreate Quest’s
data around interconnection trunks and unbundled | oops;
therefore, AT&T clained it could not be certain that the
data in these areas were accurate.?

6. In late August 2001, Qwest and AT&T of the
M dwest, Inc. (AT&T) met to discuss their data differences.
M. Kail described the neetings in his supplemental testi-
nony submitted on Septenber 4, 2001. [hereinafter Kail 2].
To provide the parties with additional time to reconcile
their data, the Conmission continued the hearing from
August 22 to Septenber 6, 2001.

1 Since AT&T' s original submission in August 2001, it has opted to not present
its own performance data and to, instead, rely upon Quest’s data. Wile AT&T
took issue with both the accuracy and adequacy of various aspects of Quest’s
performance, this Commission finds it inportant to note that AT&T no |onger
asks the Comm ssion to analyze its data as well.
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7. On Septenber 6, 2001, the Conmmission held a
hearing to discuss Qwest’'s perfornance data. Due to
ongoing data reconciliation being conducted by Liberty
Consulting Goup (LCG, the Comm ssion decided to wthhold
making a final decision on Qaest’'s performance until the
reconciliation process was concluded and the Comm ssion
could hold a further hearing.

8. From Decenber through March 2002, LCG issued a
nunber of reports on Qwest Performance Measures Data
Reconciliation for the states of Arizona, Col or ado,
Nebraska and Washi ngton. LCG has since issued another
report for the State of Or egon. In this data
reconciliation, LCG has followed ROC s observation and
exception process to identify potential areas of concern.
After analyzing over 10,000 orders on an individualized
basis, LCG has issued one exception and 13 observations
concerning data reconciliation. LCG has closed the ex-
ception and 11 of the observations.

9. After the conpletion and release on January 27,
2002, of the Third Report on Qnest Performance Measure Data
Reconciliation — Nebraska, the Conmission scheduled a

hearing to be conducted on LCGs Data Reconciliation and
Qnest’ s Performance Dat a.

10. On March 4, 2002, pre-hearing testinmony was filed
by Mke WIllians [hereinafter WIllians 3] on behalf of
Qunest . M. Robert L. Stright of LCG filed coments
regarding LCGs data reconciliation efforts. AT&T,
likewise, filed conments, which at the hearing held on
March 12, 2002, were adopted by M. John Finnegan of AT&T.

11. The Conmmission held evidentiary hearings on March
11 and 12, 2002, regarding data reconciliation issues and
Quest’s performance data. On March 13, 2002, the
Conmi ssion also heard oral argunents on Qaest’s conpliance
with the 14-point conpetitive checklist itens under Section
271 of the Act.

12. The Conmission hereby finds and concludes that
Qnest is in conpliance with all aspects of the conpetitive
checklist, with the exception of Checklist Item No. 2.
Sunmmari zed below are the facts that support t he
Conmission’s finding and conclusion that Qwest neets each
aspect of said checklist itens.
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[1. THE RECONCI LI ATI ON OF QVWEST' S DATA

13. M. Robert L. Stright from LCG testified as to
the reconciliation of Qwest’s data.

14. In order for the Operational Support Systens
(0OSS) tests to be neaningful, ROC concluded that it was
critical to conduct an audit to evaluate and analyze
Qvest’s PIDs to ensure that they “accurately and reliably
report actual Qnest performance.” The ROC retained LCG to
conduct a Perfornmance Measure Audit. LCG issued an initial
draft report of its audit on July 11, 2001. The audit
focused on three primary elenents: (i) examining the
busi ness processes related to the perfornmance nmeasures,
(ii) tracking data through the process to perfornmance
results reporting, and (iii) independently calculating
perfornance results.

15. To respond to sonme CLECs’ continuing arguments
about the accuracy of Qwest’s performance data, Quest
agreed to participate in data reconciliation as an adjunct

to the audit. LCG was retained to perform this task as
wel | . Three CLECs - AT&T, M WrldCom (WorldCon) and
Covad Conmuni cati ons Conpany (Covad) - sought to reconcile

data with respect to selected PIDs.

16. In August 2001, ROC asked LCG to conduct data
reconciliation as an extension of the perfornmance neasures
audi t . According to M. Stright, LCG is performng “data
validation to resolve any debates concerning the accuracy
of performance data emanating from particular ROC PIDs.”
(ROC Change Request #20) The data reconciliation process
was designed to determine whether any of the information
provided by CLECs denonstrated inaccuracy in Quest’'s
reported performance results as these neasures were defined
in the PID. Any CLEC involved in any aspect of Section
271 proceedings anywhere in Qaest’'s region had an
opportunity to identify PIDs that they thought were
generating i naccurate i nformation.

17. M. Stright testified that only AT&T, WrldCom
and Covad expressed concerns about the accuracy of Quest’s
reported performance results as they relate to service
received by those CLECs. These three CLECs participated in
the data reconciliation to help determ ne whether the data
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Qnest inputs into its systens are accurate and reliable.
These CLECs only sought reconciliation of a few PIDs around
four different products: i nterconnection trunks, analog
| oops, 2-wire non-loaded |oops and line sharing. Thus, the
data reconciliation only affected Checklist Item Nos. 1 and
4 — interconnection and unbundl ed | oops.

18. The reconciliation process began in Septenber
2001, and over the last several nmonths, LCG has issued six
Data Reconciliation Reports, each based on a detailed

order-by-order review of various records. In total, M.
Stright testified that LCG anal yzed wel |l over 10,000 orders
on an itemby-item basis, as well as several-hundred

trouble tickets, also on an itemby-item basis.

19. On Septenber 25, 2001, LCG issued its final audit
report, covering all PIDs and conclusively finding that the
audited performance neasures accurately and reliably
reported Qwest’s actual per f or mance. The LCG report
concluded that Qmest's performance reports “accurately and
reliably report actual Qnest  performance” under the
Performance Indicator Definitions (PIDs) adopted by the
RCC. See 9/6/01 Hearing Exhibit 2. The initial LCG
report covered all but seven of the PIDs.

20. LCG issued its first data reconciliation report,
using data from Arizona, on Decenber 3, 2001; and on
January 3, 2002, issued its second report using data from
Col or ado. On January 28, 2002, LCG issued its third
report, which provided the results of LCGs review of the
data from Nebraska. On February 2, 2002, LGCG issued an
update to the Col orado report, which provided the status of
observations and exceptions issued as a result of the data
reconciliation process. On March 1, 2002, LCG issued a
report on the results of its reconciliation of data from
the state of Washington. M. Stright testified that,
al though reconciliation work is ongoing in the states of
Oregon, Uah and Mnnesota, it was his opinion that the
data reconciliation work completed by LCG to date is
representative of what LCG will find in these renaining
st at es. Since the hearing, LCG issued its report for the
state of Oregon.

21. To date, LCG has issued one exception and 13
observations to Quest’'s perfornmance data, of which the
exception and 11 observations have since been closed. (0]
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the 12 exceptions and observations discussed by M. Stright
at the hearing, six were systemrelated problens that Quest

has since renedied. The other six issues were problens
related to human error, all but two of which have since
been cl osed. One of those two outstanding observations

was closed in LCGs Oregon report.

22. M. Stright testified at length on both direct
and cross-exanmination as to the rigorous neasures taken by
LCG before closing an observation or exception. Before LCG
woul d consider closing an observation or exception, LCG
required evidence to establish that Qrnest had inproved its
procedures and processes to minimze or, when possible,
elimnate the likelihood of recurrence. In response to
questions from Commission staff regarding the reliability
of Qwest’s data, M. Stright confirmed that ®“in general,
yes, the - [data] based on our [LCGs] work . . . are
accurate and reliable.” Tr. 97:2-24.

23. The two observations that remained at the hearing
concern incidents of human error, which do not degrade

Qunest’s performance results. bservation 1036, which
closed in the Oregon Report, concerned human error on the
i ssue of interconnection trunk reterm nations. Accordi ng

to M. Stright, retermination occurs when Quest takes LIS
trunks and moves the connections from an old switch to a
new switch or noves an older facility portion of a switch

to a new one. Cbservation 1036 concerned the issue of
whet her those orders should or should not be included in
the performance neasure. In M. Stright’s opinion,

hservation 1036 is a fairly sinple and isolated matter
that should be easily resolved. (Tr. 41 7-19.) The second
outstanding issue, OCbservation 1031, relates to Service
Order Mss Codes in which Qrnest inmproperly deternined that
a due date was mssed for custoner reasons. In reality,
the problem orders were missed for Qnest reasons. M.
Stright testified that OCbservation 1031 did not signi-
ficantly degrade Qunest’s performance results.

24, After summarizing all of the findings regarding
Qnest’s perfornmance data, M. Stright concluded that the
Commission may rely on Qwest’s perfornance results as
representative of the |level of performance that Quest
delivers in the marketplace to CLECs. (Tr. 60:3-14.)
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25. AT&T offered no direct rebuttal testinony to M.
Stright’s testinony. Rat her, M. Finnegan of AT&T clains
that the reliability of Qaest’s performance data remnains an
open issue that will not be settled until the conpletion of
both the Liberty Consulting data reconciliation effort and
KPMG s i ndependent calculation of performance results for
the pseudo-CLEC as part of the ROC-0OSS test nust be
concluded before this Commission can consider the
reliability of Qmest’s data. AT&T asserts that KPMs will
be validating Qnest’s data in the OSS test by conparing
KPM3 s i ndependently calculated PID results for the pseudo-
CLEC to the Qwest PID results for the pseudo-CLEC
According to AT&T, KPMG has not yet reported its findings

on this subject. AT&T argues that the Conmission should
not make a final determination as to the accuracy and
reliability of Qmest’s performance results wuntil Liberty

conpletes its data reconciliation effort and KPMG has
conpleted its data verification.

26. After reviewng the evidence subnmtted by LCG
and argunents of both Qaest and AT&T, the Conmi ssion
concludes that Qmest’s audited and reconcil ed perfornance
results denonstrate, as testified by M. Stright, that the
Conmi ssion can rely on Qunest’s performance data to eval uate
whet her Qunest satisfies Section 271 of the Act.

27. This Commssion wll consider adopting LCGs
final data reconciliation reports after they are finished.

28. AT&T also argued that the Commi ssion should not
give Qunest credit for provisioning and repairing various
services that have had low volumes in the state of
Nebr aska. From the very beginning of this process, the
Conmi ssion has made clear that our strongest interest is
the performance in the state of Nebraska for services CLECs
actually order. Contrary to AT&T' s assertions, this Com
mssion finds it highly relevant and persuasive that Quest
is performng at a high level of quality on the orders it
actually receives in the state of Nebraska. As the FCC
itself has recognized, the npbst probative evidence of a
BOC s ability to performis howit actually performs in the

mar ket pl ace for actual CLEGCs. Thus, the Commission will
evaluate all of Qmest’s commrercial performance. O course,
any checklist approval 1is conditioned upon successful

passage of the ROC COSS Test.
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1. FCC S LEGAL STANDARD FOR EVALUATI NG PERFORMANCE
DATA

29. On July 20, 2001, the FCC issued its order
approving the Section 271 application of Verizon for
Connecti cut. In Appendix D to that Oder, the FCC
sunmari zed the standards it applies in Section 271
proceedi ngs. The FCC noted that when, as here, parity and
benchmark standards are devel oped through open proceedings
with input fromthe incunbent and conpeting carriers, those
standards represent inforned and reliable attenpts to
obj ectively neasure conpliance with the Act.

Thus, to the extent there is no statistically
significant difference between a BOC s provision
of service to conpeting carriers and its own
retail custoners, the Conm ssion generally need
not look any further. Likewise, if a BOC s pro-
vision of service to conpeting carriers satisfies
the performance benchmark, the analysis is
usual I y done.

Connecticut Oder at Appendix D5, ¢ 8. Even when
statistically significant differences in performance exist,
the Conmmission may "conclude that such differences have
little or no conpetitive significance in the narketpl ace.
In such cases, the Conmission may conclude that the
differences are not neaningful in terms of statutory
conpl i ance. " I d. Moreover, when "there are nultiple
performance neasures associated with a particular checkli st
item the Conmi ssion considers the performance denonstrated
by all the neasurenents as a whole. Accordingly, a
disparity in performance for one neasure, by itself, may
not provide a basis for finding nonconmpliance with the
checklist." Id. 7 9. Thi s Conmi ssion anal yzed the Qnest
performance data using the FCC s framework.

30. Except for the issues raised by AT&T and one
m nor issue raised by counsel for Cox Comunications, no
other participant challenged Qunest’s perfornance data sub-
mtted to the Conm ssion.

31. The following are the Conmission’s conclusions
regarding Qwest’s commercial performance related to each
checklist item
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I. CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 1 — | NTERCONNECTION AND
COLLOCATI ON

32. There are 26 PIDs that provide objective criteria
by which to judge Quwest’s actual conmmercial perfornmance
related to interconnection and collocation. The intercon-
nection neasures track data on trunk blockage as well as
i nterconnection trunk installation and repair. This data
is then compared to Qmest’s performance in provisioning
Feature Goup D trunks which ROC determi ned conparable.
The collocation nmeasures provide data on both collocation
installation and collocation feasibility studies.

A. | nt erconnecti on

33. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Act requires a
Section 271 applicant to provide “interconnection in
accordance with the requirenents of Sections 251(c) and
252(d)(1).” Checklist Item No. 1 requires Quest to provide
CLECs with interconnection in substantially the same tine
and manner as it provides simlar services to its retail
custoners. Interconnection concerns the mutual exchange of
traffic between Qwest and CLEGs. Interconnection is
nmeasur ed by trunk bl ockage, i nterconnection t runk
installation and interconnection trunk repair.

34. Qnest’s performance in limting call blockage on
i nterconnection trunks is acceptable. Quest’s audited
perfornmance data shows that Quest’s trunk bl ockage on CLEC
interconnection trunks to Qmest tandem offices for the
mont hs of Qctober 2001 through January 2002 was well bel ow
the ROC's 1 percent benchmark. WIlliams 3 at 12, Exhibit 12
at 32, N-1A Simlarly, trunk blockage on CLEC intercon-
nections trunks to Qrest end offices was equally mninal.
While Cox raised this issue, Qrvest was of the opinion that
Cox experienced trunk blockage because it did not augnent
its trunks after Quest issued Trunk G oup Service Requests
informng Cox that additional trunks were necessary to
prevent bl ockage. In our My 10, 2000, order, this
Conmi ssion held that Qmest should not be held responsible
when a CLEC fails to act after Qwmest notice is provided.

2 Exhibit 1 to the testinony of Mke Wlliams (WIlians 3), which is Nebraska
Performance Indicator dated February 20, 2002, and part of Exhibit 2 to the
March 11 and 12, 2002, hearing, shall hereinafter be referred to as MV1.
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35. nest’'s audited trunk installation performance
data neets the ROC standards. In Zone 1, Quest net 100
percent of its installation commtnents to CLECs in three
of the last four nmonths of presented data, with an average
interval between 10 and 31 days. Wllianms 3 at 12, MM1 at
24, OP-3 and OP-4. In Zone 2 (low density areas), Quest
al so met 100 percent of its trunk installation comtnents
to CLECs each nonth with an average interval bel ow 26 days.
Qnest’ s whol esal e performance in both Zone 1 and Zone 2 was
statistically identical to its retail performance in at
|l east three of the |ast four nonths. (Id. MW1 at 24-25,
OP-3 and OP-4.) Overall, trunk installation quality is
convincing as well, as 100 percent of the newy installed
trunks have not experienced any trouble within 30 days.
ld. at 12-13, MM1 at 3 OP-5 and OP- 5*.

36. Qnest also achieved success in nmmintaining and
repairing interconnection trunks. Quest’s audited data
shows the rate of trouble reports for interconnection
trunks has been extrenmely |ow8.02 percent (2 in 10,000
trunks) or less each nonth. (Wllians 3 at 13, MW1 at 30,
MR- 8.) Qwest cleared 100 percent of CLEC trouble reports
within four hours in Zones 1 and 2 each nonth. (Id. MW¥1
at 28-29, MR5.) The nean tinme to restore service for
CLECs was one hour and 15 ninutes or less in both Zone 1
and 2. (Wllians 3 at 13, MW1, MR6.)

37. At the March 11 and 12, 2002, hearing, Qnest
presented data showing that it had provided statistically
equal or better performance data for CLECs on 17 of 18 RCC
PI Ds concerning interconnection for at least three of the
last four nonths. 3/11-12//02 Hearing MM1 at 1.

38. The Conmi ssion finds Qaest continues to neet the
performance requirenents of the Act wth regard to
i nterconnecti on.

B. Col | ocati on

39. Collocation allows CLECs to place equipnent in a
Qnest premises (primarily central offices) for the purpose
of interconnection or accessing unbundled network elenents
(UNEs). Recently, in response to two collocation decisions
from the FCC, ROC significantly revised the collocation
PIDs. The revised PIDS set installation intervals of 90
days when the collocation is forecasted, and 120 to 150
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days when no forecast is provided (depending on whether
maj or infrastructure nodifications are necessary). The
PIDs al so set a 10-day benchmark for feasibility studies.

40. Athough Qwnest had little performance data to
report in Nebraska for October 2001 through January 2002,
Qnest’s regional results denpbnstrate it continues to
provide collocation in conpliance with the Act. From
Cct ober 2001 though January 2002, Qwest net the 90-, 120-
and 150-day installation benchmarks, w th average intervals
substantially shorter t han t he RCOC- set benchnar k.
(Wlliams 3 at 14. Exhibit 2 at 33% CP-1A to 1C.) Quest
conpl eted 100 percent of its installation conmtnents for
col l ocations on tine.

41. Feasibility is the second nmeasurabl e conponent of
col | ocati on. In the first 10 days of the installation
interval, feasibility studies are conpleted and require
Quest to inform CLECs whether the requisite central office
contains adequate space and power to neet the CLEC s
request. Qnest’s region-w de data denonstrates that in the
mont hs of GCctober 2001 through January 2002, Qmest net the
collocation feasibility obligations 100 percent of the tine
in three nonths and 96 percent of the time in the renaining
nont h. (WIlliams 3 at 14. Exhibit 2 at 34, CP-4.)
Qnest’s performance exceeds ROC s 90 percent benchmark.
Mor eover, Qmest provided these feasibility studies in |ess
than 9.5 days each nonth, besting ROCs 10-day benchmark.
(ld., Ex. 2, CP-3.)

42. Gven that Qwest s consistently neeting or
exceeding the standards contained in the ROC PIDs, the
Conmi ssion finds that Qaest continues to satisfy its
coll ocation requirements of Checklist Item No. 1.

I11. CHECKLI ST ITEM No. 2 — OSS AND UNE COVBI NATI ONS

A (OS)

43. The FCC has defined Checklist Item No. 2
principally as access to UNE Conbinations and access to

OSS. Access to OSS is being tested by ROC. The Conmi ssi on
is fully participating in and committed to the ROC 0SS

8 Exhibit 2 to the testinony of Mke Wlliams (WIllianms 3), which is Regional
Performance | ndicator dated February 20, 2002, and part of Exhibit 2 to the
March 11 and 12, 2002, hearing, shall hereinafter be referred to as MN2.
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Testing process. The ROC OSS test was designed to eval uate
all of Qrvest’s OSS. The test’s military-style “test until
you pass” approach ensures that all significant exceptions
will be tested, nodified and re-tested until the relevant
success criteria are net. Hewl et t- Packard, the pseudo-
CLEC, is currently testing Qunest's 0SS, with KPMG Con-
sulting serving as Test Administrator. Gven that the ROC
Test is mlitary-style, this Commission finds that Qnest
likely satisfies its OSS obligations under the Act subject
to successful passage of the ROC Test. Once KMPG
determnes that the Test is passed, this Comm ssion will be
prepared to recommend to the FCC that Qwest is in
conpliance with Section 271 of the Act, as long as Quest
has nodified its QPAP as directed by the Comni ssion and has
recei ved approval of its Change Managenment Processes.

44, Quwest’'s OSS is a conbination of the systens,
dat abases, personnel and docunentation that are integral to

pre-ordering, orderi ng, provi si oni ng, mai nt enance  and
repair and billing of facilities and services to CLEGCs.
Qnest’s principal evidence on this subject will come from

the ROC COSS Test. However, Qwest presented its commerci al
performance data from the state of Nebraska and regionally
as evidence of how it has been performng in the actual
mar ket pl ace over the |ast four nonths.

45, The conmerci al performance data that Quest
presented is encouraging. It shows that Qnest consistently
nmeet s t he ROC- det er m ned benchmar ks for gat enay
availability, pre-order response tines, change managenent,
timeouts, reject notifications, firm order confirmations,
jeopardy notifications and center access. Qnest is also
nmeeting newly devel oped performance objectives for order
flowthrough, a topic we specifically nmentioned as an issue
of concern in our April 9, 1999, order.

46. However, the billing data is somewhat m xed and
AT&T has expressed concern. Qnest testified that it has
instituted changes to renedy sone issues identified in the
past . Even though nobst of Qwest’s comercial data is
positive, the Conmission wll reserve judgnent on this
aspect of the checklist until it reviews the OSS Report.
If, however, the OSS Report validates the data Quest
presented at hearing, the Commission will approve this item
as wel .
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B. UNE Conbi nati ons

47. Checklist Item No. 2 also requires Qwmest to

provide CLECs with UNE Conbinations. UNE Conbi nati ons
allow CLECs to offer finished services to end-user
custonmers over conbinations of UNEs. Qnest tracks three

forme of UNE Conbinations in its performance data:
unbundl ed network elenents-platform (UNEP) (both UNE-P-
plain old tel ephone service (POTS) and UNE-P-Centrex) as
wel | as Enhanced Extended Loops (EELS).

48. Qwest’'s audited performance data shows that Quest
has generally successfully and pronmptly installed and
repaired UNE-P for CLECs in commrercial quantities.

49. Installation of UNEP Wthout D spatch. Whet her
Qnest is neeting its obligations is centered on how it
provi des and nmintains UNE-P- POTS without the dispatch of a
technician, since Qunest installs the vast nmajority of all
UNE-P-POTS lines in Nebraska and the rest of its region
wi thout a dispatch. For UNE-P orders in that category,
Qvest  provisioned over 99 percent of its installation
conmmitnments in each of the last four nonths in an average
interval of less than 2.9 days. (Wllianms 3 at 79, OP-3 &
OoP-4.) These results were usually at parity with equiva-
lent retail performance. The evidence presented by Qaest
denonstrates that in the limted circunstance when del ays
in installations occurred, the delays were brief and
consistently at parity with retail. (ld., OP-6A & 6B.)

50. Installation of UNE-P Wth D spatch. Wien the
provision of UNE-P-POTS requires the dispatch of a
technician, Qrmest also perfornmed well during the nonths of
Cct ober 2001 through January 2002. For dispatches within
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), Qaest net 100
percent of its CLEC installation commitnents in an average
of about 3 to 10 days. (Wlliams 3 at 23, MM1 at 77, OP-3
& OP-4.) For dispatches outside MSAs, Qnest also net 100
percent of its installation conmtnents to CLECs in each of
the last four nonths in an average of about 3-4 days.
(Wlliams 3 at 78, OP-3 & OP-4.) Irrespective of the type
of technician dispatch, all of these results were at parity
with retail performance. Additionally, Qaest conmpleted
over 85 percent of all new UNE-P-POTS installations wthout
the CLEC experiencing any trouble. (WIllians 3 at 80, OP
5.)
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51. Repair of UNE-P-POTS Lines Wthout Dispatch. The
overall trouble report rate for all UNE-P installations in
Nebraska was very |low1.66 percent or |less for Cctober 2001
through January 2002. This was at parity with the trouble
rates for conmparable retail installations. )WIllians 3 at
23, MM1 at 86, MR-8.) Qnest clears 94 percent of CLEC out
of service reports within 24 hours and 100 percent of all
CLEC trouble reports within 48 hours when no technician
di spatch is required to clear trouble. (1d., MM1 at 85,
MR-3, MR4.) The nean time to restore UNE-P service was
only seven hours or |ess. Id. For the nonths of Cctober
2001 through January 2002, all these neasures were at
parity with retail.

52. Repair of UNE-P-POTS Lines Wth Dispatch. In the
repair of UNE-P-POIS lines requiring a technician dispatch,
Qwest cleared 100 percent of out-of-service troubles
whet her the repairs required a dispatch within an MSA or
out si de an M5SA. The mean tine to restore service to CLECs
was conparable to, or lower than, the nean time to restore
retail service. (Id. at 24, MWNV1 at 82-84, 69, MR-3, MR
6.) Across all performance netrics, Quest’'s repair of UNE
P- POTS lines for the nmonths of October through January 2002
was consistently at parity with equivalent retail perfor-
nmance.

53. Installation of UNE-P-Centrex Wthout Dispatch.
CLECs have not ordered UNE-P-Centrex in Nebraska. Quest’' s
regi onal data shows Qnest installs the majority of its UNE
P-Centrex lines in its region w thout technician dispatch.
For UNE-P-Centrex orders without a technician dispatch,
Qvest et at least 97.6 percent of its installation
commtnents in the nonths of Cctober 2001 through January
2002, and in an average interval of about five days.
(Wlliams 3 at 24, MM2 94, OP-3 and OP-4.) For dis-
patches within and outside MSAs wth dispatch of a
t echni ci an, Qwest net over 88 percent of its CLEC
installation coimmtnents in an average of about 6.5 days.
(Wllians 3 at 24, MM 2, CP-3 & OP-4.) Three of four of
the nmeasures were consistently at parity wth retail
per f or mance. The audited performance data for the nonths
of COctober 2001 through January 2002 denonstrates that
Qnest can provision this service when request ed.
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54, Repair of UNE-P-Centrex Lines. Quest’'s repair of
UNE- P-Centrex lines throughout the region has been quite
good for the nonths of OCctober 2001 through January 2002.
The overall trouble rate for CLEC UNE-P-Centrex has been
| ess than 1 percent each nonth. (WIlliams 3 at 25, MM2 at

101, MR8 and MR-8*.) When troubles occur, Qaest
denonstrated that it resolves them efficiently and at
parity with equivalent retail service. Irrespective of

whether a technician dispatch is required to clear the
trouble, Qnest clears over 92 percent of CLEC out-of-
service reports within 24 hours and over 97 percent of all
CLEC trouble reports within 48 hours. (Id. MM2 97-100,
MR-3, M-4.) The nean tine to restore UNE-P-Centrex
service was always less than 14 hours and always at parity
with retail. (1d., MW2 MR-6.)

55. Provisioning EELs. According to the record,
CLECs in Nebraska have not ordered Enhanced Extended Link
(EELs) from Qmest. The only performance neasurenent for
EELs set to date by the ROC concerns the percentage of
commitments met (OP-3). The ROC determ ned that Qnest
shoul d neet 90 percent of its OP-3 EEL obligations. From
Cct ober 2001 through January 2002 in Zone 1 and Zone 2
conbi ned, Qwest provisioned 122 of 143 (85.3 percent) EELs
on tine. (Exhibit 1 at 103, OP3.) Although just bel ow
the 90 percent benchmark, the Conmission finds Qnest’s
performance adequate given that this service is still
relatively new and infrequently ordered. Nonet hel ess, the
Conmi ssi on encourages Qaest to nake inprovenents in this
ar ea.

56. At the March 11 and 12, 2002, hearing, Qnest
presented data showing that it had provided statistically
equal or better performance data in at |east three of the
last four nonths on all 29 ROC Pl Ds concerni ng UNE- P- POTS —
the only UNE Conbinations with any volune in the state of
Nebraska. Gven that Qeaest is consistently neeting or
exceeding the standards contained in the ROC PIDs, the
Conmi ssion finds that Qaest continues to satisfy its UNE
Conbi nation requirenents of Checklist Item No. 2.

V. CHECKLIST ITEM NO. 3 — ACCESS TO POLES, DUCTS,
CONDUI TS AND RI GHTS- OF WAY

57. As of June 30, 2001, Qwest reported that CLECs
had attached to 16 poles and occupied 424,601 feet of duct
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space in Nebraska. (WIllianms 2 at 9.) ROC has not adopted
any performance neasures for this checklist item The
Conmi ssion reaffirnms that Qeest remains in conpliance with
Checklist Item No. 3.

V. CHECKLI ST NO | TEM 4 —UNBUNDLED LOOPS

58. Unbundled loops are the facility that connects
the Qnest central office to the end-user prem ses. The FCC
has found this to be a Kkey aspect of the conpetitive
checkl i st. In Nebraska, virtually all of the unbundl ed
| oops in service — 96 percent —are either analog (voice)
| oops or 2w re non-loaded (DSL) | oop. As of January 31,
2002, Qnest reported that it had supplied CLECs with: (1)
14,663 anal og unbundl ed | oops; (2) 1,135 2-wire non-|oaded
|l oops; (3) 582 |1SDN capable |loops; (4) 2 asymmetrical
digital subscriber line (ADSL) qualified |oops; and (5) 7
DS-1 capabl e | oops. (See Exhibit 1, MR8 denom nator for
each type of |oop.) In total there are 16,659 unbundl ed
loops in service in Nebraska of which 88.5 percent are
anal og loops, 7.9 percent are 2w re non-loaded |oops, 3.5
percent are |SDN capable loops and 0.1 percent are DS-1
capable and/or ADSL qualified |oops. Due to the type of
| oops ordered in Nebraska, to determne whether Quest is
meeting its Checklist Item No. 4 obligations, the inquiry
focuses on the three types of |oops with vol une.

A Anal og Voi ce Loops

59. Installation of Unbundled Analog Loops. From
Cct ober 2001 through January 2002, in Zone 1, Qnest net
over 96 percent of its conmtnments in three of the nonths,
exceeding the ROC s 90 percent benchmark. (Wllianms 3 at
27, MW1 at 101, OP-3.) |In Decenber, Qnest net 87 percent
of its commitnents; this was the first tine since June 2001
that Qmest’'s performance fell below the 90 percent
benchmar k. Wllians testified that this result was driven
in large part by a disproportionately |arge nunber of
| oops—51 to be exact—delayed for facility reasons. (MW 1
at 101, OP-6B.) In Zone 2, Qwest nmet over 94 percent of
its installation commitments in each of the last four
mont hs, besting ROC s 90 percent benchmark. (MM1 at 102,
OP-3.) Qrest has also generally maintained the average
installation interval for CLEC |oops below the ROC s six-
day benchnark. In each of the last four nonths, the
average interval to install analog |loops in Zone 1 has been
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right around 6 days (5.6 to 6.2 days). (MW1 at 101, OF-
4.) In Zone 2, the interval has been less than 6-days in
each of the last four nonths. (d. MWMW1 at 102, OP-4.)
Wien del ays in provisioning did occur, the CLEC del ays were
usually at parity with retail perfornmance. (Id. MM1 at
101-02, OP-6A and 6B.) Qvest also installed over 93
percent of new | oops without a CLEC filing a trouble report
in the nonths of GCctober 2001 through January 2002. Those
results exceed Qwest’s retail performance. (ld. MM1 at
103, OP-5.)

60. In its New York Oder, the FCC concluded that a
BOC satisfies the requirenments of Checklist Item No. 4 if
it meets 90 percent of its installation conmtnents, |ess
than five percent of loop installations result in a service
outage, and less than two percent of [|oops experience
troubl e. (New York Oder at 162-63, T 309.) Qnest s
exceeding this standard. The Conmmi ssion finds that Qaest
is nmeeting the FCC s standard in Nebraska for installation
of unbundl ed anal og | oops.

61. Repair of Unbundled Analog Loops. Qnest’ s
audi ted performance data shows that Qmest performs tinely
and accurate repairs for CLEGCs. The overall trouble rate
was less than 1.2 percent in October 2001 through January

2002. In each instance the trouble rate for CLEC | oops was
at parity to the trouble rate for Qaest’s retail analog
|l oops. (Wllianms 3 p. 28, MW1 at 107, MR 8.) In Zone 1,

Qnest always cleared over 96 percent of out-of-service
troubles within 24 hours. (MM1 at 105, MR 3.) In Zone 2,
Qnest cleared 100 percent of such troubles within 24 hours.
(MM1 at 106, MR 3.) In both Zones, Quest cleared over 99
percent of all CLEC trouble reports within 48 hours. (1d.
at 105-06, MR-4.) This performance was always at parity
with Qnest’s retail service. Simlarly, the nmean tinme to
restore service to CLECs was always |ess than seven hours
in Zone 1, and below 12 and ahalf hours in Zone 2. (1d.
MR-6.) Qnrest data denonstrates that Qmest provided parity
repair service to CLECs for all nine perfornmance netrics
addressing unbundled analog loops in each nonth from
Cct ober 2001 through January 2002. (1d. MV 1 at 92-94,
MR-3, MR4, MR6, MR-7 and MR 8.)

62. At the March 11 and 12 hearing, Qmest presented
data showing that it had provided perfornance for CLECs at
or above ROC standards on 17 of the 18 ROC PIDs concerning
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analog loops in at |least three of the last four nonths. As
descri bed above, Qrvest’s  current performance overall
generally neets ROC expectations. G ven the performance
results for analog |oops, the @nmission finds that Qaest
satisfies this aspect of Checklist Item No. 4.

B. Coor di nated Cutovers Conpleted on Tine

63. Qnest opened a center in Qmaha in March 2001 to
manage coordinated cuts across Qaest’'s 14-state region.
Since that tine, Qwest’s performance has exceeded the ROC
95 percent benchnark. Quest tinely provisioned anal og
|l oops in Nebraska over 97.5 percent of the tinme, for the
mont hs Cct ober 2001 through January 2002. (MM1 at 153,
OP- 13A.) For all other |oops, Qunest is also installing
over 95 percent of such |loops on tinme. Id.

64. At the March 11 and 12 hearing, Quest also
presented data showing that it nmet benchmarks on the ROC
Pl Ds—oordi nated cuts for analog |loops in each of the |ast
four nonths. Gven these performance results for
coordi nated cuts, the Comm ssion finds that Qwest satisfies
this aspect of Checklist Item No. 4.

C. Non- Loaded (2-Wre) Loops

65. Installation of 2-wire non-loaded unbundl ed
| oops. In each of the last four nonths of audited
performance data, Qwest installed over 92 percent of such
loops on time in Zone 1 and over 96 percent in Zone 2,
surpassing ROC s 90 percent benchmark. (l1d. at 109-10, OF-
3. Qnest provisioned these loops in short intervals,
averaging four days in Zone 1, and 4.5 days in Zone 2,
shorter tine frames than the six-day benchnmark in each
month in both Zone 1 and Zone 2. (MWM1, CP-4.)

66. Repair of 2 wire non-|loaded unbundl ed | oops. In
Cctober 2001 through January 2002, Qmest’s audited data
shows the trouble rate for such CLEC | oops was al ways |ess
than 0.9 percent, and always at parity wth that
experienced by Qwest’s retail custonmers. (MM1 at 115, MR
8.) (Quest consistently cleared 100 percent of CLEC out of
service reports within 24 hours in both Zone 1 and Zone 2.
(ld. at 113-14, MR-3.) Simlarly, Quest always cleared 100
percent of all trouble reports within 48 hours in both
Zones. (Id., M4.) Al nine of Qrest’s repair netrics
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for 2-wire non-loaded |oops were conparable to Quest’s
retail performance in each of the nonths from Cctober 2001
t hr ough January 2002. Id.

67. Conditioning Loops to becone DSL Loops. I'n
Sept enber 2001, Qnest began reporting how well it
conditioned | oops. Loop conditioning is sonetines neces-
sary to create 2w re non-loaded | oops. In three of the
last four nonths in Zone 1, Quwest conditioned over 90
percent of its loops within the standard 15-day interval,
and at an average interval of approximately five days. MM
1 at 155, OP-3 & OP-4. In Zone 2, Quwest conditioned 100
percent of such loops on tine in an average of five days.
Id. In both Zones, this performance is consistently better
than the ROC s 90 percent and 16.5-day benchnmarks.

68. At the March 11 and 12, 2002, hearings, Quest
presented data showing that it had provided these |oops to
CLECs at or above ROC standards on 17 of the 18 ROC PIDs
concerning 2-wire non-loaded loops in at |east three of the
last four nmonths. Gven the performance results for 2-wire
non-| oaded | oops, the Conmi ssion finds that Qunest satisfies
this aspect of Checklist Item No. 4.

D. | SDN Capabl e Loops

69. Installation of |SDN capable |oops. In three of
the last four nonths, Qwmest net 100 percent of its
installation comitnents in Zone 1, and in the remaining
month it only mssed one conmitrment. (MW1 at 131, OP-3.)
Those results net or exceeded installation commitments for
anal ogous retail loops. In Zone 2, Quest consistently net
100 percent of its commitnents. (ld. at 132, OP-3.) In
both zones, the average installation interval for CLEC
|l oops continued to be significantly shorter for retail
cust omers. (Id. at 131-32, OP-4.) I nstallation delays
rarely occurred. (Id., OP-6A and 6B.) Qnest’'s install a-
tions for CLECs have been of a consistent quality, wth
over 94 percent of such loops not experiencing new
installation trouble. (Id. at 133, OP-5 and OP-5.)

70. Repair of |1SDN capable | oops. The CLEC trouble
rate in each of the nonths from GCctober 2001 through
January 2002 was less than 1.9 percent. This trouble rate
was often at parity with retail troubles. (MM1 at 137,
MR-8.) Qnest’'s data denonstrates that it perforns tinely
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and reliable repairs of | SDN Capable Loops for CLECs in the

limted instances when repairs were needed. Mor eover ,
Qnest clears a high percentage of troubles on CLEC | oops on
tine. In each of the last four nonths, Qaest cleared 100

percent of out of service troubles within 24-hours in Zone
1. (1d. at 135, MR-3.) Qnest also cleared 100 percent of
all CLEC trouble reports within 48-hours every nonth in
Zone 1. (Id., MR4.) Over the last four nonths, no such
troubles at all were experienced in Zone 2. (Id. at 136,

MR- 3.) In Zone 1, the nean tine to restore CLEC service
was three and one half hours or less in each nonth, which
was consistently at parity with retail in both zones. (ld.

at 135, MR-6.)

71. At the Mirch 11 and 12, 2002, hearings, Quest
presented data showing that in at l|least three of the |ast
four nonths, Qaest provided performance to CLECs at or
above ROC standards on 12 of the 13 ROC Pl Ds. G ven the
positive perfornmance results, the Conmission finds that
Qnest satisfies this aspect of Checklist Item No. 4.

E. DS- 1 Capabl e Loops

72. Installation of DS-1 Capable Loops. As virtually
no denmand exists for DS 1 Capable loops in the state of
Nebraska, Qwest presented its regional performance data at
the March 11 and 12 heari ng. Over the last four nonths,
Qnest provided CLECs with effective installations of DS-1

| oops. Qnest nmet over 90 percent of such installation
conmm tnents in Decenber in Zone 1. (MM2 at 136, OP-3.)
In both Zones, installations were wusually provided at

parity. (d. at 136-37, OP-3.) Moyreover, in both Zones,
CLECs experienced a shorter average installation interval
for DS-1 loops than did Qunest retail custoners. (Id., OP-
4.) Simlarly, when delays in provisioning occurred, in
both Zones the average delay CLECs experienced were
consistently shorter than that experienced by retail
cust oners. (lId., OP-6A and OP-6B.) In each nmonth, new
installation quality showed that over 87 percent of these
conplex circuits were provisioned without trouble. (ld. at
OP-5 and OP-5*.)

73. Repair of DS-1 Capable Loops. Thr oughout the
region, Qnest is performng reliable repair of DS-1 |oops
for CLEGCs. The CLEC trouble rate for DS-1 |oops was 4
percent or less in each of the nonths of GCctober 2001
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t hrough January 2002. Although the trouble rate for CLECs
exceeded that for Quwest’'s retail custoners, the nargin of
difference was slight. ld. at 142, MR-8. Qwest inproved
its success at restoring CLEC DS-1 service wthin four
hours, reaching 78 percent in Decenber in Zone 1 and 100
percent in January in Zone 2. Id. at 140-41, MR-5. This
service has usually been at parity with retail. Mreover,
in each of the last four nonths in both Zones, the nean
time to restore has been right around or below the four-
hour restoration objective. (ld., MR-6.)

F. ADSL Qualified Loops

74. Installation of ADSL Qualified Loops. As
virtually no demand exists for ADSL Qualified loops in
Nebraska, Qwmest presented its regional performance data at
the March 11 and 12 hearing. For the nonths of Cctober
2001 through January 2002, Qwest’'s overall installation
record for ADSL Qualified Loops was good. In Zone 1 and
Zone 2, Qnest net 100 percent of its CLEC installation
conmmitnents in virtually every nmonth. (1d. at 151-52, OF-
3.) In each instance, Qmest provisioned well above the 90
percent benchmark on tine. Id. Qnest al so consistently
met the six-day installation interval benchmark with an
average interval below six-days in every circunstance but
one. (ld., OP-4.) Moreover, in the limted situation when
del ays occurred, Qnest cleared them pronptly and at parity
with equivalent retail service. (Id., CP-6A and 6B.)
Finally, nmore than 96  percent of al | ADSL | oop
installations were installed without trouble in each of the
last four nonths. (Id. at 153, OP-5 & OP-5*.)

75. Repair of ADSL Qualified Loops. In the nonths
of Cctober 2001 through January 2002, the trouble rate for
such CLEC | oops was one percent or |ess, which was always
at parity for conparable retail loops. (ld. at 156, MRS8.)
In both Zone 1 and Zone 2, Qwest cleared 100 percent of all
CLEC troubles on tine. (Id. at 154-55, MR-3 and MR 4.)
The mean tinme to restore service continued to be |ower for
CLECs, and al ways averaged |less than 4 hours in Zone 1 and
8 hours in Zone 2. (Id., MRG6.)

G Li ne Sharing

76. Installation of Line Sharing. At the March 11
and 12 hearing, Qnest presented its regional performance
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data because according to the record, no CLEC has yet
ordered a shared loop in the state of Nebraska. Qnest’ s
audited performance data shows that Qwmest nmet over 99
percent of its installation conmmtnents in each nonth from
Cct ober 2001 though January 2002. (M¥2 at 170, OP-3.)
Quest’s performance was above the ROC 95 percent benchnark
in two nonths and just below it the remaining two nonths.
Quest’s performance for the installation interval, which
ranged from 3.05 to 3.20 days, was better than the ROC s
3.3-day benchnark. (1d., OP-4.) The new installation
quality of line-shared loops is also quite good with over
95 percent of such lines installed w thout trouble. (Id.
at 146, OP-5.)

77. Repair of Line-Shared Loops. For the nonths of
Cct ober 2001 through January 2002, the overall trouble rate
remained less than two percent and always at parity with
equi valent retail service. (Wllianms 3, MW2 at 180, MR-8
& MR-8*. Qunest’'s data denonstrates that when trouble
occurs, more than 89 percent of nondispatched out-of-
service troubles cleared within 24 hours, and nore than 92
percent of all troubles cleared within 48 hours. (MM 2 at
178, MR-3 and MR-4.) The nmean time to restore these
services is less than 15 hours. (MM2 at 178, MRG6.)
Nonet hel ess, Qnest adnmits that the trouble cleared in 48
hours and nmean tine to restore is often outside of parity.
M. WIlianms explained that the reason for this is the sane
for both neasurenents. Li ne-sharing is a unique service,
as both voice and data are on the same circuit. As such,
it is expected to receive a higher percentage of trouble
reports for line-sharing than for POIS alone, and nany of
these troubles are for other than an out-of-service
situation. For the nonths Cctober 2001 through January
2002, about 20 percent of the reported |ine-sharing
troubles were for an out-of-service situation. Quest
further explained that for the retail conparable (an
aggregate of residential and business POTS), over 50
percent of the troubles were out-of-service situations.
Since out-of-service situations have a higher priority in
the repair queue, a much higher percentage of retail orders
have a higher priority. Al though Qnest cleared over 94
percent of such troubles each nonth, it has denonstrated
why it cleared less troubles on line-sharing than on Qnest
retail.
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H. O her Types of Unbundl ed Loops

78. In October 2001 through January 2002, Nebraska
CLECs did not order any unbundl ed nonl caded (4 wire) | oops,
DS1 capable 1loops or DS3 or higher capable |oops.
Accordingly, there are no perfornance data to report for
t hese products. Qrnest indicates that it stands ready to
provision and repair such loops on a nondiscrimnatory
basis if and when CLECs order them

79. Qnest’s audited performance data shows that Qnest
is consistently meeting its unbundled |oop obligations to
CLECs in Nebraska. The Conmission is now satisfied that
Qnest meets the requirenents of Checklist Item No. 4.

CHECKLI ST 1 TEM NO 5: UNBUNDLED TRANSPCRT

80. Unbundled dedicated transport allows CLECs to
transport signals between Qaest central offices. As Quest
had virtually no demand for wunbundled transport in the
state of Nebraska, from Cctober 2001 through January 2002,
Qnest presented its regional perfornance data for Checkli st
Item No. 5.

81. The Provision of DS 1 Dedicated Transport. In
both Zones 1 and 2, Qmest net 100 percent of its CLEC
installation comitnents in virtually every nonth, with an
average interval of about eight days. (Exhibit 2 at 188-
89, CP-3 and OP-4.) This performance was at parity with

retail performance. Moreover, in the circunmstances when
del ays occurred, they were short and provided at parity
with retail. (Id., OP-6A and 6B.) Installation quality
for DS-1 UDIT is also outstanding. |n every nonth but one,

Qnest installed over 96 percent of such UDIT facilities
wi thout CLECs filing a trouble report in October. (ld. at
190, OP-5.)

82. The Repair of DS-1 Dedicated Transport. The
overall trouble rate for DS1 UDIT facilities continued to
be low, less than three percent each nonth for the nonths
of October 2001 through January 2002. (MAM2 at 169, MR 8.)
Qnest has steadily inproved its repair record when troubles
occur. In Zones 1 and 2, Qwest has continued to clear CLEC
troubles a high percentage of the tine (75 percent to 100
percent) in four hours and in a manner conparable to its
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retail performance. (ld. at 192-93, MR5.) Sinmlarly, the
mean tine to restore these circuits was less than two and a
hal f hours, and consistently at parity with retail service
in both zones. (Id., MR6.)

83. The Provision of DS 1 Dedicated Transport. Qnest
achi eved similar success installing UDITs above DS-1 |evels
in the last four nonths. As to these facilities, Qunest net
100 percent of its commitnments in both Zones 1 and 2 in
virtually every nonth. (Id. at 195-96, OP-3.) These
facilities were installed at parity with retail performance
in average intervals that were also at parity with retail
every nonth. (d., OP-4.) New installation quality is
al so strong, with 94.5 percent or nore of such circuits de-
livered without trouble. (MWN2 at 197, OP-5 and OP-5*.)

84. The Provision of DS-1 Dedicated Transport. The
CLEC trouble rate for DS-3 UDIT was also three percent or
smaller in each of last four nonths of audited perfornance
data. (ld. at 176, MR-8.) During that time, Qmest usually
cleared at |least 92 percent of troubles in both Zone 1 and
Zone 2 within four hours. (ld. at 170-71, MR 5.) The nean
time to restore was two hours or less and was at parity
with retail. (I1d., MR6.)

85. At the March 11 and 12 hearing, Quest presented
data showing that it had provided performance to CLECs at
or above ROC standards on all ROC PIDs that contained data
for unbundled transport. No CLEC has challenged these
results here or in the ROC data reconciliation. The
Commission is now satisfied that Quest nmeets the
requi rements of Checklist Item No. 5.

CHECKLI ST | TEM NO 6 UNBUNDLED SW TCHI NG

86. Qwest reports that no CLECs have ever requested
unbundl ed local switching on a stand-alone basis in Ne-

br aska. ROC did not adopt any performance neasures for
st and- al one unbundl ed swi tching because there is no denand
for it. I nstead, the ROC captured unbundl ed switching as

part of the UNE P Conbinations. As stated above, the
Conmi ssion has already found that Qwmest neets its per-
formance obligations as to UNE-P. Qnest’s UNE- P per-
formance establishes that Qwest can provide unbundled
switching to CLECs upon request.



Application No. C 1830 PAGE 25

87. Moreover, in Septenber 1999, Qnest subnmitted the
results of a bench test showing that it can provide
unbundl ed switching on a stand-alone basis in the unlikely

event that a CLEC orders it. The Commission is now
satisfied that Qwmest neets the requirements of Checkli st
Item No. 6.

I X. CHECKLIST [ITEM NO 7 911/ E911, DI RECTCORY
ASSI STANCE & OPERATOR SERVI CES

88. 911/E911 Services. Qnest neasures 911 services
in two ways. First, it measures the anmpunt of “Tinme to
Updat e Databases.” This neasurenent is “parity by design”
because Qmnest's E911 dat abase does not distinguish between
updates for Qwmest or CLECs. (MM1 at 183, DB-1A.) In each
of the last four nonths, Qmest’s E911 database was updated
in three hours, nine mnutes or |ess. Id. Second, Qwest
installs trunks to carry 911 traffic. Thr oughout the
region, Qwest has little data to report for 911/E911
installations over the last four nmonths. The linted data
in the state of Nebraska shows that Qmest provisioned the
one 911 trunk ordered in Zone 2 on tine. (ld. at 184, O
3.) Installation quality on this E911 circuit was perfect.
Id. at 184, OP-5. Over the last four nmonths, there has not
been a single trouble experienced on any 911 trunk through-
out the state of Nebraska. (ld. at 188, MR-8.)

89. At the hearing, AT&T argued that Qnest was not
unl ocki ng records for AT&T on a tinely basis. |In rebuttal,
Qnest witness M. Margaret Bungarner testified that (1)
this issue is a national issue; (2) the National Emergency
Number Association (NENA) has mde recommendations on this
issue; (3) Quwest has inplemented NENA's recommendati ons;
and (4) even though AT&T attenpted to stress test the
system Intrado (the company responsible for unlocking
records) conmpleted all unlocks on a tinmely basis. There is
not sufficient evidence to reverse course on this checkli st
item as, in fact, the wevidence shows that Qwest s
performing as it should in this area. To the extent that
Qnest’'s process does not work as anticipated, interested
CLECs may bring an independent action before this
Conmi ssion to consider this issue.

90. Operator Services. The only PIDs for operator
services and directory assistance neasure the speed of
answeri ng. These are “parity by design” neasures because
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the persons answering calls do not know whether the caller
is a Qwest or CLEC custoner. (Ex. 1 at 189, DA-1, Cs1.)
For the nonths of OCctober 2001 through January 2002, the
speed- of-answer for directory assistance and operator
service calls consistently averaged eight and 11 seconds.
(Id. WIllians 3 at 39.)

91. The data shows that Qwmest is continuing to pro-
vide 911, E911, operator services and directory assistance
to conpetitors on a nondiscrimnatory basis. The Commi s-
sion finds that Qwest is continuing to neet the require-
ments of Checklist Item No. 7.

X. CHECKLI ST ITEM NO 8 WHTE PAGES D RECTORY
LI STI NGS

92. The only PIDs for white pages directory listings
are “parity by design” because Quest processes CLEC end-
user listings with the same or simlar systens, databases,
met hods, procedures and personnel used by Qaest for its own
retail end-user listings. (WlIllians 3 at 39.) In each of
the Jlast four nonths, Qmest conpleted electronically
processed updates to the directory listings database in an
average of 0.10 seconds or less, with an accuracy rate of
over 90 percent. (ld. MM2 at 190, DB-1 C-1, DB 2 C-1.)

93. The data denonstrates that Qwest is continuing to
provide white pages listings for CLEC custoners with the
same accuracy and reliability that it provides for its own
cust omers. Accordingly, the Conmission concludes that
Qnest continues to satisfy Checklist Item No. 8.

Xl. CHECKLI ST I TEM NO. 9: NUMBER ADM NI STRATI ON

94. Qnest ceased performng North Anerican Nunbering
Plan (NANP) nunbering administration or assignnent func-
tions on Septenmber 1, 1998, when the FCC transferred those
functions to Lockheed Martin, and subsequently to NeuStar,
the current NANP Adninistrator. Before and after the
transfer of nunbering administration functions to the NANP
Admi nistrator, this Conmission found that Qwest conplied
with all industry guidelines and FCC rules applicable to
carriers with respect to nunbering adm nistration.

95. Nonet hel ess, Quest still must activate its
switches to recognize CLECs’ NXX prefixes. The ROC PI Ds
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track how well Qwest |oads these NXXs into its swtches.
Qnest has no data from Checklist Item No. 9 over the |ast
four nmonths in the state of Nebraska. Qrest’ s regi onal
data, however, is perfect. Qnest  provides nondiscrim-
natory access to tel ephone nunbers for assignment by CLECs
to their custoners. |In each of the last four nobnths, Qnest
| oaded and tested 100 percent of CLEC NXX codes prior to
the LERG effective date. MWN2 at 217, NP-1A The per-
centage of NXX code activations delayed for facility
reasons was 0.0 percent each nonth. [d., NP-1B.

96. At the March 11 and 12 hearing, Quest presented
data showing that it had provided performance to CLECs at
or above ROC standards on the one ROC PID that concerned

NXX code activation. (MV2 at 217.) No CLEC has
challenged these results here or in the ROC data
reconciliation. On this record, the Commi ssion concludes

that Qnest continues to conmply with Checklist Item No. 9.

XI'l. CHECKLI ST I TEM NO 10: CALL- RELATED DATABASES AND
ASSCOCI ATED SI GNALI NG

97. OQnest continues to offer CLEGCs access to, and

routing over, its call-related databases and associated
signaling in the sane manner that Qwest accesses those
servi ces. Qnest uses a queuing and routing system that

treats all carriers alike. The sole ROC performance nea-
sure concerning this checklist itemis DB 1B, which eval u-
ates the tine to update the line identification database
(LIDB). This is a parity by design nmeasure. The aggregate
Qvest and CLEC result under that neasurenent has con-
sistently been less than 7.5 seconds. (Wllianms 3 at 40,
MV 2 at 193, DB-1B.) At the March 11 and 12 hearing, Quest
presented data showing that it had provided performance to
CLECs at or above ROC standards on this one ROC PID. No
CLEC challenged these results here or in the ROC data
reconciliation. In light of Qaest’s continuing nondiscri-
m natory performance, the Commission finds that that Quest
continues to satisfy Checklist Item No. 10.

X, NUMBER PORTABI LI TY

98. Nunber portability requires Qwest to set a
“trigger” before the scheduled sort time or frame due tine.
In each of the last four nonths October 2001 through
January 2002, Qwest set 100 percent of |local nunber
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portability (LNP) triggers prior to the scheduled start
time for coordinated |oop cutovers, exceeding the ROC s 95
percent benchmark. During the sane period, Qwmest set over
97 percent of LSA triggers prior to the scheduled start
tinme for LNP orders not requiring |oop coordination, again
beating the 95 percent benchnrark. (Wlliams 3 MWNW1 at
194, OP-8B & OP-8C.) These results denpnstrate that Qnest
is neeting its requirenments for l|ocal nunber portability.

99. Beginning with the Decenber report, Qsest also
began reporting the percentage of ported nunbers that are
di sconnected before the CLEC conpletes its side of the
nunber porting. ROC requires that Qnest provide at |east
98.25 percent of all ported nunbers w thout an associated
di sconnect. The data shows that over the |ast three nonths
,99.99 percent of all nunbers were ported wthout an
associ at ed di sconnect.

100. At the March 1 and 12 hearing, Quest presented
data showing that it had provided performance to CLECs at
or above ROC standards on both of the ROC PIDs that concern
nunber portability. No CLEC has challenged these results
here or in the ROC data reconciliation. By setting the
LNP triggers in advance, Quest enables CLECs to activate
nunber portability wthout any further involvenent by
Quwest. The Commi ssion finds that these results denonstrate
that Qnest continues to be in conpliance wth Checklist
Item No. 11.

XI'V. CHECKLI ST | TEM NO. 12: LOCAL DI ALI NG PARI TY

101. ROC has not adopted any perfornmance neasures for
this checklist item The Commi ssion reaffirns that Quest
remains in conpliance with Checklist ItemMNo. 12.

XV. CHECKLI ST | TEM NO 13: RECI PROCAL COMPENSATI ON

102. Carriers conpensate each other for intercon-
nection through reciprocal conpensation paynents. Qnest’ s
performance is reflected in the total nunber of mnutes of
traffic and the total reciprocal conpensation revenues
exchanged.

103. The ROC PIDs neasure the accuracy and com
pl eteness of reciprocal conpensation bills. Reci procal
conpensation is nade between carriers for term nating |ocal
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calls on behalf of the other. In Nebraska, Qmest’'s bills
for reciprocal conpensation have been both accurate and
conpl ete. For the nonths of October 2001 through January
2002, Qwest’s bills have been accurate at Ileast 99.99
percent of the tine and conplete 100 percent of the tine.
(Wlliams 3 at 41, MNV1 at 196, Bl -3B and BI-4B.) The
Commi ssion finds that these results denpnstrate that Quest
provides reciprocal conpensation to CLECs in accordance
with the Act.

104. At the March 11 and 12 hearing, Qamest presented
data showing that it had provided performance to CLECs at
or above ROC standards on both of the ROC PIDs that concern
reci procal conpensati on. No CLEC has chall enged these re-
sults here or in the ROC data reconciliation. The
Conmi ssion finds that these results denonstrate that Qnest
continues to conply with Checklist Item No. 13 by ac-
curately tracking and billing reciprocal conpensation wth
CLEGs.

XVl . CHECKLI ST | TEM NO 14: RESALE

105. The PIDs for resale neasure performance for 12
products: residenti al lines, business |l|ines, Centrex,
Centrex 21, PBX, Basic |ISDN, Qnest DSL, Primary |SDN, DSO,
DS1, DS3 and higher, and Frane Relay. Qrest’s audited
performance results for Cctober through January 2002 show
that Quest continues to provision, maintain and repair
resold services in substantially the sane tinme and manner
(i.e., at wparity) wth the provision, naintenance and
repair of services Qaest provides to retail custoners. Due
to the snall volunmes for sone of these services, the focus
of our review is on residential POIS, business POIS and
Centrex 21 services.

106. Provisioning Resold Residential, Business and
Centrex 21 Services Wthout Dispatch. Qrvest  provides a
vast percentage of all resold orders without requiring a
technici an dispatch, just like UNE-P and line sharing. For
the last four nonths of audited performance neasures Ccto-
ber 2001 through January 2002, Qwest denpbnstrates the
followi ng: For residential POTS without a dispatch, Quest
met over 98.95 percent of its CLEC installation commtments
each nmonth in an average of 2.9 days or less (Wllians 3 at
42, MW1 at 199, OP-3 and OP-4); for business POTS without
a dispatch Qwvest met 100 percent of its CLEC installation
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conmitnents each nonth in an average of 2.2 days or |ess
(Id. M¥1 at 210, OP-3 and OP-4); and for Centrex 21
without a dispatch Qaest net 100 percent of its CLEC
installation commitrments each month in an average of five
days. (ld. MM1 at 232, OP-3 and CP-4.) Wth the
exception of intervals for residential service where there
is a slight difference, Quest’'s performance renained at
parity with retail performance.

107. Provisioning Resold Residential, Business and
Centrex 21 Services That Require Dispatch. Quest’s perfor-
mance in provisioning resold services for the four nonths
of COctober 2001 through January 2002 is superior when a
dispatch is required. For a dispatch within MSAs for resi-
dential POTS, Qwest nmet over 96 percent of its CLEC
installation commtnments each nonth in an average of 3.8
days or less (MM1 at 197, OP-3 & OP-4); for business POTS,
Qnest nmet 100 percent of its CLEC installation commitnents
each nmonth in an average of 4.0 days or less (Id. at 208,
OP-3 & OP-4); and for Centrex 21 Qmest met 100 percent of
its CLEC installation commitments in an average of 3.0 days
or less (Id. at 230, OP-3 and OP-4). Quwest’s perfornmance
consistently remains at parity with retail performance. As
to dispatches outside of MSAs, Quest consistently neets
between 80 percent and 100 percent of its commitments.
(Id. at 198, 209, 220 & 231, OP-3 and OP-4.) In each nonth
from Cctober 2001 through January 2002, these installation
comrMtnments net were statistically equal to equivalent
retail service as was the average installation interval.

108. Repairing Resold Residential, Business and Cen-

trex 21 Services. In each of the last four nonths Cctober
2001 through January 2002, the overall trouble rate for
resold CLEC lines has been extrenely small: 2.4 percent or

|l ess for residential POTS (MM1 at 206, MR 8); 1.0 percent
or less for business POIS (Id. at 217, MR 8); less than
0.75 percent for Centrex (Id. at 228, MR-8); and |less than

0.9 percent for Centrex 21 (ld. at 239, M-8). These
results were in and out of parity; however, the absolute
| evel of performance renmmined strong. There are nine

primary repair neasurenments per type of resold service.
For resold residential POIS service in each of the |ast
four nonths, Qwmest cleared at |east 87 percent of all out-
of -service situations in 24-hours and all nine netrics were
al ways at parity with retail service. (MM1 at 202-05, MR
3, MR-4 and MR-6.) For resold business POIS service, Quest
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cleared 100 percent of all out of service situations in 24
hours and all nine netrics were consistently at parity with
retail service. (ld. at 213-16, MR 3, M-4 and MR6.)
Finally, for resold Centrex 21 service, Qwest cleared 100
percent of all out of service situations in 24 hours and
all nine netrics were at parity with retail service at
| east three of the last four nonths. (ld. at 235-38, M3,
MR-4 and MR-6.) Qnest nmet or exceeded perfornmance expecta-
tions for all 27 key repair metrics around the three-key
resol d products.

109. At the March 11 and 12 hearing, Qnest presented
data showing that it had provided performance to CLECs at
or above ROC standards in three of the last four nonths on
26 of 29 ROC PIDs that concern residential resale, 28 of 29
PI Ds that concern business POTS resale and all 29 PIDs that
concern resale of Centrex 21. No CLEC has chal | enged these
results here or in the ROC data reconciliation. Gven the
positive perfornmance results, the Conmission finds that
Qnest continues to satisfy Checklist Item No. 14.

XVIT. CONCLUSI ON

The Commi ssion understands that Qmest nust suc-
cessfully conplete its ROC OSS Test. The Conmmi ssion al so
understands that the FCC will evaluate the nost recent four
mont hs of performance data when the federal application is
filed. Nonet hel ess, the Conmission is inpressed with the
evidence presented by Qmest and concludes that it wll
recommend approval of Qnest’s 271 application if this |evel
of performance is reflected in the ROC OSS Test and Qnest
satisfies all other requirenments in regards to its QPAP and
Change Managenent Process.

ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Nebraska Public Service
Commi ssion that Qemest has satisfied Checklist Item Numbers
4, 5 and 6 of Section 271 of the Tel ecomnmuni cati ons Act of
1996 as set forth above.

IT I'S FURTHER ORDERED that when the Commission deter-
mnes that Qwest has passed the Regional Over si ght
Conmittee QOperational Support Systenms  Test and has
satisfied all other Conmission requirenments in regards to
its Qnest Performance Assurance Plan and Change Managenent
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Process, the Conmission will reconmrend approval of Quest’s
271 application to the FCC

MADE AND ENTERED at Lincoln, Nebraska, this 7th day of
May, 2002.

NEBRASKA PUBLI C SERVI CE COW SSI ON

COW SSI ONERS  CONCURRI NG

Chair

ATTEST:

Executive Director



