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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter o

Connect America Fund WC Docket No. 10-90

ETC Annual Reports and Certifications WC Docket No. 14-58

N N N N N N

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF CENTURYLINK

CenturyLink hereby seeks partial reconsideration of the WieeCompetition Bureau’s
(“Bureau’s”) February 22, 2019 Noncompliance Létterthe extent that it excludes from
CenturyLink’s compliance totals for four states—Anisas, Kansas, Montana, and Wisconsin—
those locations that the Universal Service Admiatste Company’s (“USAC’s”) auditors
declined to verify because of purported mismatdieta/een the geocoordinate and address
information in CenturyLink’s records and the cooates and address information CenturyLink
reported to USAC (the “Mismatch Locations”), incing Mismatch Locations where USAC also
raised questions about whether the location isielgible census block (the “Census Block
Locations”). Further, in light of ongoing, indugtwide discussions with the Commission and

USAC regarding the reporting of multi-dwelling uiMDU”) locations in the HUBB and

! This Petition is filed by the subsidiary entit@sCenturyLink, Inc. that were the subject of the
Noncompliance Letteinfra note 2. Those entities are the operating compahbgidiary entities
that are designated as Eligible Telecommunicati@asiers (ETCs) in Arkansas, Kansas,
Montana, and Wisconsin, including CenturyTel of &nkas, Inc. dba CenturyLink, United
Telephone Company of Kansas, Qwest Corporation (@) dba CenturyLink QC, and
CenturyTel of the Midwest-Kendall, LLC dba Centuiryk (collectively, “CenturyLink”).

2 Letter from Ryan Palmer, Chief, Telecommunicatidasess Policy Division, Wireline
Competition Bureau, FCC, to Jeffrey S. Lanning, t@eybink (Feb. 22, 2019) (“Noncompliance
Letter”). CenturyLink is concurrently filing a sefate Petition for Stay of the Noncompliance
Letter.



shortcomings in the HUBB that prevent carriers fia@moving locations that no longer meet
program requirements (“Unremovable Locations”), {@eyLink also requests that the
Commission not impose penalties on CenturyLink 8aseMDU Locations that USAC declined
to verify in the audit or Unremovable LocationstthéSAC erroneously included in the audit.
Finally, CenturyLink hereby notifies the Commissibat it reported additional locations in the
HUBB on February 27, 2019. These additional lacetj taken in combination with the
Mismatch Locations alone, are sufficient to bringn@iryLink’s total locations served above the
40 percent compliance milestone for the 2015-2@&ibd. Addition of the Census Block
Locations, as well as an appropriate treatmerti@MDU Locations and Unremovable
Locations, will only increase CenturyLink’s meadlifevel of compliance.

The Commission should act to ensure that Centuky&isupport is not withdrawn in this
case. To do so, the Commission should recongigelNoncompliance Letter to the extent
necessary to count the Mismatch Locations (inclydine Census Block Locations) towards
CenturyLink’s compliance total (or permit Centurgkito re-submit them based on the internal
location information provided to USAC). The Comsiis also should take notice of the
additional locations that CenturyLink submittecbitthe HUBB on February 27, 2019 and restore
CenturyLink’s support. Finally, the Commission should decline to imppsealties at this time
based on MDU Locations or Unremovable Locationgdpenfurther Commission consideration

of these industry-wide issues.

3 See 47 C.F.R. § 54.320(d)(1)(iv)(A)(“as the eligibldeeommunications carrier reports that it
has lessened the extent of its non-compliancettantlVireline Competition Bureau or the
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau issues a lettérat effect, it will move down the tiers
until it reaches Tier 1 (or no longer is out of gdimnce with the relevant milestone)”).



This request pertains only to the 2017 milesto@enturyLink has modified its reporting
methodology for 2018 and future years to ensureNfismatch Locations will not be an issue in
the future. CenturyLink also looks forward to wimik with the Commission, USAC, and other
CAF-Il model-based support recipients to reachraroon understanding of the location
reporting and auditing requirements that will alltow the CAF-11 program’s continued succéss.
And, of course, CenturyLink will continue to deplosoadband services to more Americans as
required under its CAF-1l commitments in accordawaé program rules.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

If a CAF-II recipient accepted federal support mted to fund broadband service in rural
areas and used it for other purposes, that CAEeiprent would be in default and deserving of
penalties. If a recipient used CAF-II support toldnetworks that failed to meet Commission-
established standards, or if it failed to reachptescribed percentage of the required locations
by the established deadlines, that CAF-II recipieotld be in default and deserving of
penalties. This, however, is none of those cabkese, CenturyLink is in compliance with the
Commission’s 2017 buildout milestone—the auditdirgling to the contrary is a data problem,
not a build-out problem.

CenturyLink’s good-faith effort to heed USAC'’s repong guidance led to the auditors’
concluding that they could not reconcile the conyymRUBB reporting with other CenturyLink
records. Specifically, in its reporting on thedtions that it serves, CenturyLink recognized that
the location information in an internal databasaddressable locations was derived from a

third-party vendor using automated geocoding taaisl, the company took seriously USAC

4 See Letter from Mike Saperstein, US Telecom, to MarléheéDortch, FCC, WC Docket No.
10-90 (filed March 6, 2019) (“USTelecom March 6 Earte”).



guidance that it should “review,” “clean up” andotpntially reprocess” such data to improve its
accuracy. In following that guidance, howeveggpears that CenturyLink unwittingly
introduced additional complexity into the auditlirereating a divergence between the
information in its internal systems, which showsewehCenturyLink can provide CAF-qualifying
service, and the location information it reportedfSAC.

“Clean[ing] up” and “reprocessing” geolocation ddig definition, results in the
submission of records that do not match the orlglata found in the carrier’s records. A
framework in which eligible telecommunications eanrs (“ETCs”) are encouraged to groom
geolocation data, but then are penalized for detmgvould trap recipients in an impossible
Catch-22. But that is what has happened here.

CenturyLink therefore requests that the Wirelinarpetition Bureau (“Bureau”)
reconsider its decision to reject these Mismatctations based on this discrepancy between the
two sets of geocode dataThere is simply no public-policy rationale forthholding support or
otherwise penalizing CenturyLink for reporting tiiéssmatch Locations as it did, acting
reasonably and consistently with the CAF-II ruled & SAC guidance. Nor is there any value
in deterring CAF-II recipients from trying to impre the quality of their location data. Most
importantly, withholding support would withdraw thepital that the Commission has
recognized is needed to permit CenturyLink to dgptohigh-cost areas.

USAC also declined to verify a number of locatioimst CenturyLink reported based on
guestions regarding whether certain Mismatch Looativere located in eligible census blocks

because USAC generated its own geocodes, and eésagnts about how MDU Locations

5 Alternatively, CenturyLink should be allowed togebmit these locations based on the Living
Unit data.



should be reportetl. USAC'’s characterization of CenturyLink’s compliznwas further

impacted by shortcomings in the design of the HUBBIch has prevented CenturyLink from
removing locations that were valid when initialtlentified but have since been rendered invalid
(for example, because of increased demand at tthe leeel) (“Unremovable Locations”). This
resulted in USAC extrapolating CenturyLink’s lew¢lcompliance from an incorrect sample. In
light of ongoing discussions among CAF-II reciperthe Commission, and USAC regarding
these issues, the Commission should not imposdtganan CenturyLink at this time based on
these findings, pending resolution of these didomss

In addition, CenturyLink hereby reports that itndull compliance with the 40 percent
deployment milestone. Specifically, on February2¥19, CenturyLink submitted in the HUBB
additional qualifying locations which, when comhineith the Mismatch Locations alone, meet
or exceed the 40 percent milestone in each staténahe aggregate. CenturyLink therefore
requests that it “have its support fully restoradtl that USAC “repay any funds that were
recovered or withheld®”

Therefore, for the reasons explained in more db&ddw, the Bureau should reconsider
the Noncompliance Letter to accept the Mismatchattioas (including the Census Block
Locations), decline to impose penalties at thigtlmased on the MDU Locations or
Unremovable Locations, recognize the new locatibas CenturyLink submitted on February

27, 2019, find CenturyLink in compliance with th@ gercent milestone, and direct USAC not to

® These categories overlap for some locations.ekample, every Census Block Location is
also a Mismatch Location (while most Mismatch Lawag are not Census Block Locations).

" See USTelecom March 6 Ex Partgjpra note 4.

8 47 C.F.R. § 54.320(d)(1)(v).



implement any withholding of support or additiongporting obligations. To the extent that the
Commission declines to do so, CenturyLink seekyevanf the penalty provisions to avoid a
damaging loss of support.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Commission RequirementsRecipients of CAF-Il model-based support, including
CenturyLink, are required to use this funding tteobroadband service to a specified number of
locations within their Commission-designated CARélvice territorie€. The Commission’s
Rules set specific deployment milestones over ithgear term of suppof The first milestone
calls for support recipients to “complete deployiiend0 percent of supported locations by
December 31, 2017,” the end of the third full peogryeart! Support recipients are required to
report to the Commission on their progress in dgptpbroadband to supported locatidhsind
recipients that fail to meet these milestones abgest to non-compliance measures organized
into four “tiers” ranging from Tier 1 (failure to@et deployment obligations by 5-15 percent),
which results in additional reporting obligatiots,Tier 4 (failure to meet deployment
obligations by 50 percent or more), which involtles withholding of 50 percent of the carrier’s
monthly support for each state subject to non-canpé, as well as additional reporting

obligations®®

® Seeid. § 54.310.

10 Seeid. § 54.310(c).
Hd.

12 Seeid. § 54.316.

13 Seeid. § 54.320(d).



CenturyLink’s Deployment and ReportingCenturyLink receives CAF-Il model-based
support in 33 statéd. The process for recording and reporting CAF Hldament begins as new
network facilities are deployed and existing faigi§ are upgradeld. Information about these
new and modified facilities, such as addressescapdbilities (including the length of the loop),
are entered into a variety of databases utilizeddnpus CenturyLink operating companies to
manage the network (“Network Management Database$fatial location information
(specifically, latitude and longitude coordinatés) network facilities frequently are entered in
the Network Management Databases. Generally, henv@enturyLink’s Network Management
Databases do not contain latitude and longitudedioates for actual or potential customer
locations. Instead, actual and potential custdowtions are referenced using unique postal
addresses, as well as non-postal addresses (flopéxarural routes, colloquial names, and
physical descriptions of locations such as “a aarartile past the church” or “near the
intersection of Route 100 and Mill Road”) that hdezn input in company records over many
years.

CenturyLink has a database named FRAMEWORK thatiges a single interface into
the disparate Network Management Databases anddsppe company’s service availability
(i.e., loop qualification) tool. The loop qualifiton tool allows CenturyLink personnel and
prospective customers to check to see what typedearls of service they can receive at their

address (e.g., whether DSL is available, and at g@eds). Service availability is determined

14 See News ReleaséCenturyLink Accepts Nearly $506 Million in Annu&lupport from
Connect America Fund to Expand and Support BroatilanOver 2.3 Million Consumers in 33
States” (Aug. 27, 2015https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/DOC-33507.pAlf

15 For a more detailed description of CenturyLinkésardkeeping and reportingge generally
Declaration of Richard A. Rousselot (Attachment(/Jousselot Declaration”).



using a logic-based analysis of the characterisftitbe network facilities associated with the
requested address, including loop length. Thisyaisadoes not use or make reference to spatial
characteristics, such as actual or potential custdatitude and longitude. Indeed,
geocoordinates are not stored in the FRAMEWORK lzkeda.

In 2011, CenturyLink developed a Living Unit databado facilitate, among other things,
network planning and regulatory compliance. Thigrlg Unit Database was modified in 2013
to facilitate CAF-II planning and compliance. Thising Unit database pulls a range of
information about actual and potential customeationis from the FRAMEWORK database,
including the addresses. The Living Unit datalzssgns estimated latitude and longitude
coordinates to these locations using a number wiheercial and publicly available geocoders,
primarily software from Alteryx, a commercial vendaf analytical software that includes
automated address geocoding and third-party dabagother functionalities. As
CenturyLink’s service area contains tens of mikiarf potential customer locations, it would not
be feasible to develop geocoordinate estimateg WIS in the field or desktop analysis of
maps and satellite imagery for every location.

It is CenturyLink’s experience that automated gelecmformation is not always
accurate, particularly in less-populated rural af€aOther CAF-1I recipients have similarly
recognized the difficulty in geocoding rural locats. For example, AT&T has relayed to the
Commission that “standard geolocating softwaretantniques, at least in rural areas, are
inconsistent and change often” and has submittéaet@€ommission detailed diagrams that
illustrate how the same address input into multg@ecoders will return widely varying latitude

and longitude (“lat/long”) coordinates, and evenvtithe same address input into the same

16 Seeid. at 11 6-8.



geocoder but several months apart will return d#ffé lat/long coordinates as underlying data is
updated regularly®”

USAC'’s instructions for HUBB filing recognize thregethods of generating geocode
locations for reporting purposes: (1) geolocatiatihwglobal positioning satellite (“GPS”) in the
field; (2) desktop geolocation using web-based naaqsimagery; and (3) automated address
geocodingt® Given the large number of locations that Centimylmust serve under its CAF-II
obligations, it had to largely reject the first tweethods.

USAC's instructions explicitly recognize that thertl method—automated address
geocoding—is less accurate and may not meet US@xpisctation that, “[w]herever possible,
location coordinates shoultdpresent the structure being served” but that, “[a]t a minimum,
coordinates should represent a point on the copregterty or parcel of land where service is
being delivered® Therefore, USAC instructs that:

At times, geocoding can even produce coordinatssate far
removed from the actual location being mapped jqadairly in

rural areas where the reference data is ofteniabtelor simply
out of date. This means that you will need toeevand clean up

17 See Letter from Mary L. Henze, AT&T, to Marlene H. Doh, FCC, WC Docket No. 10-90
(filed Sept. 4, 2018Nttps://ecfsapi.fcc.gov/file/10904052799978/hubb®diarte.pdf AT&T
underscored the importance of flexibility by emphig in a subsequent letter how updating
geocoded data and address clean-up is “probablpfae most challenging steps in this
process due to data entry inconsistencies bothnagttmpanies and in public data sourc&ee
Letter from Ola Oyefusi, AT&T, to Marlene H. DortcRCC, WC Docket No. 10-90, at 3 (filed
Oct. 12, 2018),

https://ecfsapi.fcc.gov/file/101237684689/Form% Z¥%20Address%20Proposal%20Exparte%
20(As%20Filed%20101218).pdf

18 USAC, Geolocation Methods, at 2,
https://www.usac.org/_res/documents/hc/pdf/tooldBBGeolocationMethods.pdfast visited
Feb. 27, 2019) Geolocation Methods”).

191d. (emphasis added).



geocoding results — and potentially reprocess safrtfeem — to
ensure accuracy.

Based on USAC’s guidance, rather than simply subgithe automated geocode
information from its Living Unit database into tH&JBB, CenturyLink “review[ed] and
clean[ed] up” the geocoding for its HUBB submissiday using generally accepted geocoding
methodologies, including verification of some samsplising the second method described by
USAC—desktop geolocation. This geocoding effogdumformation from commercially-
available databases of addresses, roads, and daphagy to develop improved coordinates for
CAF locations designed to identify more closely ‘tsteucture being served” or, at minimum, “a
point on the correct property or parcel of land vehgervice is being delivered'” These
improved geocode estimates of latitude and longitareé identified internally by CenturyLink as
“Interpolated Locations.”

CenturyLink filed the Interpolated Locations in tH&BB in an effort to meet USAC’s
expectations for accurate latitude and longituderdimates. The Interpolated Locations
represent the same locations that are shown inuBgmk’s Network Management Databases,
such as the Living Unit database. In most cabey, are linked by association with the same
address or close physical proximity to the geocddealtion in the Living Unit databagé.In

some cases, the Interpolated Locations are a arabi@ distance from the locations found in

201d. at 5.
211d. at 2.

22 As discussed below, CenturyLink also provided USH@ a spreadsheet correlating the two
sets of geocodes during the audit process. In sases, the address for a location was edited
where the address developed through the geocodig$s was more accurate than the one
found in CenturyLink’s internal databases.

-10 -



the Living Unit data base, which derives its latéuand longitude coordinates from commercial
geolocation databasés.In such cases, the Interpolated Locations aredugments, frequently
assigning the locations to actual structures ostexgd parcels of land, and not assigning living
units to implausible locations, such as the middla lake?* Like the Living Unit database
estimates of latitude and longitude, each settefpolated Location coordinates is directly
associated with a unique address in CenturyLinlésAldrk Management Databases.

USAC's Audit. In 2018, USAC conducted a “verification” (audit) @énturyLink’s
compliance with CAF-1l deployment milestones, reviieg a sample of locations reported in
USAC’s HUBB portal as of March 1, 2018 to “deters{ihwhether the location data was
accurate and complete and whether service at thesgons fulfilled the [CAF-II program’s]
performance requirement&”

As USAC'’s Closure Report acknowledges, its manttata the Commission is to
“confirm that CAF Phase Il ETCs are in fact megtihe terms and conditions of that support
by verifying the build-out certifications that rp@nts of CAF Phase Il Model support are

required to provide.® The Commission has indicated that USAC couldhil tfor instance,

23 A major source of these discrepancies is that dooaions in the address databases are
randomly assigned to road segments within the cebisck when the geocoder cannot identify
enough addresses in a census block to match thbemwhlocations identified by the Census
Bureau. While relatively few locations are assajivethis manner, the number is more
significant in rural areas. This is consistentwiite approach in the Connect America Cost
Model. See Connect America Fund, Report and Order, 28 FCC Rcd 5301, 5322-23 {8%0-
(WCB 2013).

24 See Rousselot Declaration at 1 8 & Exh. A-1.
25 Noncompliance Letter at 1.

26 USAC, High Cost Verifications Program, Deploymafatrification Closure Report (SAC#
485104, Montana), at 1 (Nov. 9, 2018) (“USAC CleasReport”) (quotingConnect America
Fund, et al., Report and Order, 29 FCC Rcd 15644, 15694-95 [2@44) (‘December 2014

- 11 -



by reviewing documentary evidence such as custsmascription records or online service
qualification tools showing that service is avaliéaat a particular locatior?” In auditing
CenturyLink, USAC reviewed records from multipletiwerk Management Databases for each
location in samples selected for four states, thioly service availability screenshétand
device informatiort? USAC also reviewed information from the Living tJdatabasé®

In response to USAC'’s Process Questionnaire attreof the audit, CenturyLink

specifically described the process it had usedtirsgawith the commercial geocodes in the

Living Unit database and its use of other datartprove those coordinates to arrive at the more

accurate coordinates that were then reported ikthBB.3! CenturyLink also described how it
revised the addresses filed in the HUBB where #hédigd address information used to create
the Interpolated Location estimates of latitude mdjitude differed from the addresses in
CenturyLink’s Living Unit databas®. Naturally, as a result of these actions, the ltste of

geocodes did not always match.

CAF Order”)). The closure reports for each of the fouretadre substantively the same; for
brevity, citations herein refer to the Montana mepo

27 December 2014 CAF Order, 29 FCC Rcdat 15695, n.319.
28 Rousselot Declaration at Exh A-3.

29 Rousselot Declaration at Exh A-2.

30 USAC Closure Report at 1.

31 See CenturyLink Response to USAC Process Questiona&iBe4 (Question 9), attached to
email from Kenneth Buchan, CenturyLink, to Vinodnathialagan, USAC (Apr. 17, 2018)
(“CenturyLink Questionnaire Response”).

32 Rousselot Declaration at Y 16.

—12 -



In the course of the audit, USAC inquired aboutltmation information contained in
CenturyLink’s Living Unit database and the Integiet Locations that had been entered into the
HUBB. CenturyLink explained to the auditors thegass by which CenturyLink had generated
the Interpolated Locations and provided USAC wigpeeadsheet that correlated the Living Unit
geocodes to the Interpolated Location geocodesliftmcations in USAC’s audit sampté.

Closure Report and Noncompliance LetteNevertheless, USAC’s Closure Report
concluded that CenturyLink had a “compliance gafpfhore than 50 percent in four states—
Arkansas, Kansas, Montana, and Wisconsin (the “Btates”)** In most cases, the audit did
not indicate that there was an issue with the numbtrcations that had been enabled. Rather,
USAC'’s conclusion was based principally on USAQ@&ling that there was a discrepancy
between the geocodes associated with the addrnesSesturyLink’s Living Unit database and
the Interpolated Locations that CenturyLink entarethe HUBB. In addition, although both the
Living Unit database and the Interpolated Locatimascate that all of the reported locations are
inside eligible census blocks, USAC generatedwis geocode estimates by applying a third
source of geocoding information to the addressas@enturyLink listed in the HUBB. Based
on its own geocodes, USAC raised questions aboatheh some of the Mismatch Locations are
located in eligible census blocks, and on thissdsclined to verify these Census Block
Locations. USAC also found fault with CenturyLiskhethodology with respect to locations

that CenturyLink reported as MDU Locations. FigalSAC included in its sample locations

31d. at 7 17.

34 See Noncompliance Letter at 1.

- 13-



that CenturyLink had sought to remove from the HURause they were no longer CAF-
qualifying by the end of 201%.

On December 3, 2018, CenturyLink submitted a Respom each of the Closure
Reports. The Responses explained, among othegsthimat the differences between the
geocode locations in the HUBB and those in Centumkyksystems (or other geocoding sources)
are not grounds for disqualifying locations frommsioleratior£® In the final Closure Report,
USAC stated that it would have accepted dispariieétsreen the HUBB data and other
CenturyLink records only if they were a “reasonatiltance” apart’

Based on USAC'’s Closure Report, the Wireline CoiitipatBureau issued the
Noncompliance Letter on February 22, 2019, finddemturyLink in “Tier 4” noncompliance
with its deployment obligations in the Four Stafed\s a result, USAC has informed
CenturyLink that it will begin withholding 50 penaeof CenturyLink’s CAF-1l support in the

Four States and will impose quarterly reportinggatlons>°

35 See Letter from Jeffrey S. Lanning, CenturyLink, ViceeBident, CenturyLink, to Marlene H.
Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 14-58 (filexb. 28, 2018); this submission was
provided to USAC on the same date. Email from KhiW. Buchan, CenturyLink, to Joelle
Tester, USAC (Feb. 28, 2018) (“Comprehensive LocaB8ubmission”).

36 See, e.g., CenturyLink’s Response to High Cost CAF Il Verifican (SAC# 485104) (Dec. 3,
2018) (App. C to USAC Closure Report) (“CenturyLiRksponse”). As with the USAC
Closure Report itself, the Montana document is usdin for citation purposessee supra not
26. CenturyLink also disputed the exclusion of@@nsus Block Locations and the MDU
Locations and the inclusion of Update Location§®AC’s sample.

37 See, eg., USAC’s Response to CenturyLink’s Reply (SAC #48%), attachment to USAC
Closure Report, at 2 (“USAC Response”). As with USAC Closure Report itself, the Montana
document is used herein for citation purposgs supra note 26.

38 Noncompliance Letter at 1.

39 See, e.g., Letter from USAC to Kenneth Buchan, CenturyLink (§A485104), OMB Control
No. 3060-1228 (Feb. 25, 2019).

- 14 —



DISCUSSION

CENTURYLINK’S EFFORT TO IMPROVE THE ACCURACY OF ITS
GEOCODE LOCATIONS WAS CONSISTENT WITH THE CAF-Il RU LES AND
BUREAU AND USAC GUIDANCE

CenturyLink has made a good faith effort to ensbeg it has reported the locations it
serves in CAF-II supported areas in a manner shabmsistent with guidance from the
Commission and USAC. In particular, CenturyLind&cision to report the Interpolated
Locations in the HUBB was sound, fully in keepinghathe purpose of the CAF-1l program, and
consistent with the reporting guidance providedbth the Commission and USAC. It would
therefore be inconsistent with the program rulegiie Commission to find CenturyLink out of
compliance — much less to treat it as though itfaded to deploy facilities altogether.

In providing guidance regarding reporting locataata, the Bureau underscored that the
“Commission requires carriers to file accurate ametly location data so that USAC can
determine if carriers have met their interim améfimilestones and to provide critical
information to states and Tribal governments tasssfully undertake oversight of carriers
within their jurisdiction.*® In particular, USAC has indicated that, “[w]heeeyossible,
location coordinates shoutdpresent the structure being served” but that, “[a]t a minimum,
coordinates should represent a point on the copreqterty or parcel of land where service is

being delivered

40 “WCB Provides Guidance to Carriers Receiving Catenerica Fund Support Regarding
Their Broadband Location Reporting Obligations,biuNotice, 31 FCC Rcd 12900, 12909
(WCB 2016).

41 Geolocation Methods at 2 (emphasis added).

—15-—



As discussed above, the geocode information in@gnink’s internal databases,
including the Living Unit database, is generatedgisutomated geocoding software and in
many cases does not provide the precise coordintbsstructure being served. In
CenturyLink’s experience, the coordinates generhteautomated geocoding software tend to
represent a point on the road at the edge of thgepty being served, such as the driveway
entrance or mailbo¥ In rural areas, these locations can be distant fhe house or other
structure(s) on the parcel. In some cases, Cdotkyound that the automated geocodes
generated by its internal systems did not everesgmt “the correct property or parcel of land
where service is being deliveret.”

As a result, CenturyLink took seriously USAC’s dtien that it “review and clean up
geocoding results — and potentially reprocess suitieem — to ensure accuracy.”It was for
this reason that CenturyLink took the extra stepreéting the Interpolated Locations that it
entered into the HUBB portal—to report geocode tiocs where possible that correspond with

the actual home or other structure sertfed.

42 Rousselot Declaration at § 9.
43 Geolocation Methods at 2. See also Rousselot Declaration at 9 7-8.
44 Geolocation Methods at 5.

45 While CenturyLink has used the Interpolated Lamatiatabase in place of the Living Unit
database for some planning and compliance purp@sgguryLink has not loaded Interpolated
Locations into the Living Unit database because diatabase is relied on for a variety of
regulatory and non-regulatory purposes and chartgmglata in the Living Unit database solely
to reflect CAF-II requirements would generate umssary cost and complexity for CenturyLink
in other aspects of its operations and regulatomgiance activities. Rousselot Declaration at
14.
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The fact that the data in the HUBB differed frorattin CenturyLink’s Living Unit
database should have come as no surprise, bec&4s€ idvited precisely this result. As noted
above, USAC has directed carriers relying on autethgeocoding to “review and clean up
geocoding results — and potentially reprocess switieem — to ensure accuracy. There is no
way that CenturyLink could “clean up” or “reprocégs Living Units database without creating
a discrepancy between the Living Units databaseatandlUBB entries. The audit finding
rejecting the Mismatch Locations effectively tuktdSAC’s own guidance on its head by
rejecting locations because CenturyLink made aorietid improve upon the location information
in its internal systems. It would be patently @as@nable to penalize CenturyLink for following
USAC'’s own geocoding instructiofs.

The audit’s approach failed to fully consider thé&ence and the context of
CenturyLink’s submissions. USAC states that itd\gare of the limitations of geo-coding and
therefore accepted locations where the distanaedeet theoriginal certified data in the HUBB
and therevised data for the Living Units were within reasonabistance,” which USAC

determined to be 7.6 metéfs USAC’s characterization of the certified datdlie HUBB as

46 Geolocation Methods at 5.

47 Notably, the 2017 filing year was both the firsay that the HUBB was in use and the first
year that USAC performed verifications of CAF-Iti@ents’ deployment data. The novelty of
both processes militates strongly in favor of aenoooperative approach to resolving this simple
misunderstanding regarding data reporting expectsiti

48 USAC Response at 2 (emphasis added). USAC's iitiposf a 7.6-meter standard in this
context is arbitrary and unreasonab®se infra p. 19. However, USAC’s ability to identify the
distance between the two geocordinates indicas#d48AC was not, in fact, confused about the
relationship between the two sets of geocoordinaiastheir linkage to the underlying locations
enabled by CenturyLink’s network. It would not kaween possible for USAC to calculate the
distance between the two estimates without knowihgch estimates correspond to the same
location.
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“original” data and the Living Units data as “ress data strongly suggests a fundamental
misunderstanding of CenturyLink’s data and procéssdiscussed above, CenturyLink used the
raw automated geocode data in the Living Unitsloga as the starting point for its HUBB
geocoding effort (not the other way around), antb¥ed additional steps, consistent with

USAC direction, to derive more reliable data toeemto the HUBB. Thus, if anything, the

Living Unit data was the “original” data in the pess—although a better characterization is that
the two sets of data simply represent two diffessts of geocoding estimates for the same list
of addresses, each created for a distinct purpose.

As noted above, CenturyLink had described this @gedn detall in its response to
USAC's Process Questionnaire at the outset oftié,& and explained it further to USAC in
extensive correspondence over the course of thie*duAmong the voluminous supporting
documentation that CenturyLink provided was a sgsbaet that specifically tied each location
identified in the Living Unit database to the ligelated Location data CenturyLink entered in
the HUBB, and both of them to the underlying adsliasCenturyLink’s Network Management
Database8' CenturyLink therefore disputes USAC'’s assertiat tthere was no
documentation provided by CenturyLink to link theotpairs of coordinates despite having

received numerous opportunities to do so over these of the verification>®

49 See CenturyLink Questionnaire Response at 3-4 (Questjon
%0 See Rousselot Declaration at  16.
1l Seid. at 1 18.

52 USAC Response at 2.
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Second, USAC's use of 7.6 meters in comparing ilamd; Unit data to CenturyLink’s
HUBB data is not well founded. USAC describes th&ance as a “buffer” that “offers an
established approach in that the HUBB determinggdity during automated validations by
permitting at least some room for inaccuracy ofageiers.?® As far as CenturyLink is aware,
however, the HUBB uses a 7.6 meter buffer for rieaifs of CAF-II model-based support only
for determining whether a geocoded location isdi@sir outside a covered census btk hat
buffer “reflects the spatial accuracy of the censlosk boundaries and U.S. Census Bureau
TIGER database, which has a published map acctwaeyell-fined points (such as street
intersections) of 7.6 meters at the 90 percentidenée level.”® The distance between
CenturyLink’s Living Unit geocodes and its Interatdd Locations has nothing to do, however,
with the accuracy of the Census Bureau’s censuk liloundary data. The difference between
the Living Unit data and the Interpolated Locatatata reflects CenturyLink’s efforts to improve
upon the inherent inaccuracies in the automatedaggninformation. CenturyLink, USAC, and
the Commission have every reason to believe thah@ated geocode locations will, in some
instances, be inaccurate by more than 7.6 méteféiere was therefore no basis for USAC to

reject CenturyLink’s HUBB data based on a 7.6-mat&uracy test.

531d. at 2.

54 See USAC, “HUBB Frequently Asked Questions,” at 5-6,
https://www.usac.org/_res/documents/hc/pdf/toolstHi@BB-FAQ.pdf (last visited Mar. 4,
2019).

551d. at 5.

56 See supra nn.18-20, 23 and associated text.
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For all these reasons, there is no basis for USAEterminations that CenturyLink’s
“process for tying supporting documentation to tauss is inaccurate’ USAC unreasonably
expected automated geocodes in CenturyLink’s Liuimg database to match very closely with
CenturyLink’s HUBB entries, which have been proeesger USAC instruction to improve their
accuracy. This expectation is unreasonable andotaupport a finding of noncompliance.

USAC also raised questions about whether someedffiematch Locations were located
in eligible census blockd. In raising this question, USAC relied on neitgeocodes in the
Living Unit database nor the Interpolated Locatjaasher, USAC “utilized a geocoding tool to
convert addresses reported in the HUBB.Given the well-established questions about the
validity of automated geocoding tools (includingrft USAC), there is no reason to believe that
USAC's geocoding tool is any more accurate thartdabés used by CenturyLink (all of which
are established, industry-leading geocoding prajucthus, USAC has not shown that these
Mismatch locations are outside of eligible cendosks®® As a result, the Census Block
Locations should be counted along with all of thigeo Mismatch Locations.

Based on the foregoing, the Bureau should recontdiéeNoncompliance Letter to the
extent that it declined to count the Mismatch Laxat (including the Census Block Locations)

towards CenturyLink’s compliance total. If the Qmimasion declines to do so, the Commission

ST USAC Response at 4.
58 See USAC Response at 8.

%91d. USAC states that it “did not disqualify any oétlocations based solely on ineligible
census blocks. Instead, USAC's consideration ofdbations in ineligible census blocks was an
additional concern for USAC as part of the greatarcern with linking HUBB coordinates with
Living Unit coordinates.”ld.

€01t would be arbitrary and capricious to accordisienal weight in this audit to results from the
geocoder selected by USAC over ones produced ey atidely-used geocoders.
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should afford CenturyLink the opportunity to cuhgstsituation by re-submitting its location
information as reflected in its Living Unit databasCenturyLink implemented the Interpolated
Location reporting approach in good faith to prevgeocoordinates closer to structures in
accord with USAC'’s reporting guidance. The HUBBsvaeployed as a new system in 2017 and
CenturyLink had no notice that its approach fororépg locations would be problematic for
USAC'’s auditors. CenturyLink should not be peredizhrough the exclusion of thousands of
locations to which it has deployed broadband baségon rejection of its data management
approach. Instead, at a minimum, it should be giggdhto remedy this situation through re-
submission of geocode information for the Mismdtokations to reflect the Living Unit
database.

Il. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT IMPOSE PENALTIES FOR MDU

LOCATION REPORTING OR UNREMOVABLE LOCATION ISSUES A T THIS
TIME

USAC's auditors also found fault with CenturyLinkisporting in two other respects—
locations reported as MDU Locations and Unremovéableations. Both of these issues are
currently the topic of discussions among CAF-llipants, Commission staff, and USAC and
the Commission should not impose penalties basd¢tese issues at this time.

These ongoing discussions address certain shomgsnm the design of the HUBB.
These shortcomings created issues for CenturyLi@gsrting in situations where multiple
locations resolve, based on the best availableagkog information, to the same set of geocode
points. Current issues with the HUBB also preeamtiers from removing Unremovable

Locations—Iocations that were validly identifiedexgabled in 2015 or 2016, but were no longer

61 See, e.g., USTelecom March 6 Ex Parte Letter at 2.
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enabled as of 201%. Although CenturyLink provided an accurate CAFhablement count to
USAC in a comprehensive report of deployed locatias of year-end 207 USAC
disregarded this data when it pulled its samplesifthe HUBB. By extrapolating
CenturyLink’s statewide compliance from a sampkh tproperly included locations that are
no longer enabled, USAC was certain to understatéuCyLink’s progress towards the CAF-II
buildout goals.

Pending the resolution of these ongoing discussiBGasturyLink respectfully requests
that the Commission not impose penalties on Cehiunkyas a result of disqualification of MDU
Locations or the inclusion of Unremovable Locatiomghe sample.

[l. EVEN IF THERE HAD BEEN NONCOMPLIANCE, CENTURYLINK H AS

ALREADY REMEDIED IT AND IS NO LONGER SUBJECT TO
WITHHOLDING

In addition to the issues identified above, the @ossion should recognize that, on
February 27, 2019, the company submitted, andfieertio the accuracy of, deployment data in
the HUBB for additional locations that CenturyLidkployed in 2018. When combined with
CenturyLink’s prior HUBB submissions (including tMismatch Locations), CenturyLink has
exceeded, for each state, the number of locatieaded to demonstrate compliance with the 40
percent milestone for 2017. Because the CAF-th&aork only contemplates withholding and

other corrective measurasile the ETC remains noncompliant,®* and CenturyLink has

62 A location may no longer be enabled over timeafioy number of reasons, including
destruction of the living unit (e.g., natural diga¥or network changes such as node exhaust.

63 See Comprehensive Location Submission.

6447 C.F.R. § 54.320(d)(1)(v) (“If at any point chgithe support term, the eligible
telecommunications carrier [subject to default giges] reports that it is eligible for Tier 1
status, it will have its support fully restored, AiS will repay any funds that were recovered or
withheld, and it will move to Tier 1 status.”).
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demonstrated compliance with the 2017 buildout shilees, the Bureau should reconsider the
Noncompliance Letter. In that connection, the Burshould issue a letter recognizing the
company’s compliance, as contemplated by sectiod284b)(1)(i)-(iv) of the Commission’s
rules.

In setting out the mechanisms for addressing ET@sfailed to satisfy CAF-11 buildout
milestones +.e,, the withholding of support at increasing levetsl éhe imposition of additional
reporting requirements — the Commission repeatedigle clear that it was seeking to “create
incentives for ETCs to come into compliance as smopossible,” after which remedial
measures would expifé. Thus, for example, an ETC in “Tier 1” noncomptiarmust file
quarterly reports only “until [it] reports thathas reduced the compliance gap to less than five
percent of the required number of locations fot thierim milestone and the Bureau issues a
letter to that effect.” ETCs in “Tier 2,” “Tier '3and “Tier 4” noncompliance will suffer
withholdings of 15, 25, and 50 percent, respecgtjMalit will have all their support restored and
be reimbursed for all withheld support once thgyore and the Bureau issues a letter
confirming, that they have reduced their compliagaps to less than 15 perc&tAs the
Commission summarized: “#t any point during the support term the ETC reports that it is
eligible for Tier 1 statud Je., has reduced its compliance gap to below 15 pgraewill have
its support fully restored including any supposdtthad been withheld [and] USAC will repay

any funds that were recovered.”

65 December 2014 CAF Order, 29 FCC Rcd at 15738 | 80.

® ETCs in “Tier 4” suffer additional withholdings ifiey fail to achieve a lower tier within six
months, but they would still have all their supp@gtored, including withheld support, upon
reducing their compliance gap to below 15 percéditat 15696 § 147.

71d. at 15697 1 148 (emphasis added).
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To the extent that there was ever any questiontabenturyLink’s compliance,
CenturyLink resolved that concern with its February 2019 submission to the HUBB
describing the locations to which it has now deptbpproadband service in the Four States.
Specifically, the sum of the number of (1) locatidhat USAC confirmed as accurate in auditing
CenturyLink’s 2017 deployments, (2) the Mismatcltations®® and (3) locations to which
CenturyLink has deployed since December 31, 201duais to more than forty percent of the
previously unserved location @ch of the Four Sates, showing that CenturyLink is in
compliance with its year-end 2017 buildout obligag®® Inclusion of the Census Block
Locations and appropriate treatment of the MDU tioces and Unremovable Locations will only
increase CenturyLink’s measured level of compliance

In light of the above, there is no rationale fothlkiblding any support from CenturyLink,
because the company has cured any purported defjcand is now in compliance. The Bureau
should therefore reconsider its Noncompliance letied — consistent with section
54.320(d)(2)(i)-(iv), “issue a letter” that indiest CenturyLink’s compliance.

To the extent that the Bureau does not issue slethea immediately, the Bureau should
waive the penalty provisioffsto avoid a loss of support to CenturyLink. A weriwould be

warranted in this instance.

®8 For the reasons described above, and based ceneeicCenturyLink provided during USAC'’s
audit, the Bureau should conclude that Centurylha& deployed to these locations, and credit
them in evaluating CenturyLink’s satisfaction & fuildout milestones.

%9 See Appendix B.
7047 C.F.R. § 54.320(d).
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The Commission’s rules may be waived “for good easlown.”* A waiver is
warranted “where particular facts would make stampliance inconsistent with the public
interest.” This standard is easily met here. The dataefisorcy that led the auditors to
decline to verify the Mismatch Locations resulteahfi CenturyLink’s good-faith effort to
provide more accurate location data, consistert WBAC guidance. Moreover, withholding of
CenturyLink’s support would only inhibit further pleyments in unserved areas where support
is critical, and could reduce the incentives of ET0ing forward to use more accurate data to
avoid questions in audits. Under these circumssyistrict compliance” with section 54.320
would be “inconsistent with the public interestiith that waiver is appropriate.

Waiver here would also be “founded upon an ‘apgad@rgeneral standard™ in order to
avoid discriminatory application of the underlyinge.”> When an ETC has acted in good faith
both to submit relevant data and to work with audit the auditors’ decision not to verify
compliance should not result in automatic withhoeddof future support payments or other
penalties. Rather, the Bureau and the Commissigst maintain discretion to review whether
the ETC has in fact met the program’s requiremeli¢bere, as here, it has done so, waiver of
section 54.320 is appropriate to ensure that urssacg interruptions to support flows do not

disrupt continued buildout.

11d. 8§ 1.3.

2 Northeast Cellular Tel. Co., L.P. v. FCC, 897 F.2d 1164, 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990iting WAIT
Radio v. FCC, 418 F.2d 1153, 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1969)).

3 Northeast Cellular, 897 F.2d at 116Gj(ioting WAIT Radio, 418 F.2d at 1159).
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons set out above, the Bureau shouddhs&ler the Noncompliance Letter,
accept the Mismatch Locations and Census Block fimts recognize the new locations
CenturyLink submitted on February 27, 2019, dedménpose penalties at this time based on
MDU Locations or Unremovable Locations, and ensbheeuninterrupted flow of all of
CenturyLink’s CAF-1l support.

Respectfully submitted,

CENTURYLINK

By: /s Nicholas G. Alexander
Nicholas G. Alexander
Jeffrey S. Lanning
CenturyLink, Inc.
1099 New York Ave., NW, Suite 250
Washington, DC 20001

March 12, 2019
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Attachment A — Declaration of Richard Rousselot



ATTACHMENT A

DECLARATION OF RICHARD A. ROUSSELOT

1. My name is Richard A. Rousselot, and | am employed by CenturyLink. My title is
Director of Government Operations, and my work address is 600 New Century Parkway, New
Century, Kansas 66031. My responsibilities at CenturyLink include leading the team that is
responsible for service quality compliance, forward-looking cost modeling, including data
analysis, mapping, financial modeling, etc. in support of business decision making and
regulatory advocacy and compliance. Together with this team, | have been and am responsible
for preparing CenturyLink’s filing of its CAF |1 funded locations in the High Cost Universal
Broadband (HUBB) portal.

2. I have reviewed the accompanying Petition for Reconsideration of CenturyL.ink,
Inc. and state that the facts contained therein are accurate.

3. The process for recording and reporting CAF 11 enablement begins as new network
facilities are deployed and existing facilities are upgraded. In a typical case, fiber trunks are
strung in conduit or on poles along existing routes, digital subscriber line terminals are deployed
and fed with power, and existing copper wire loops to actual and potential customer locations are
connected to the terminals. Network technicians do not visit actual or potential customer
locations during this initial enablement process (when a customer orders services a location visit
occurs in some, but not all, cases). Information about these new and modified facilities, such as
addresses and capabilities (including the length of the loop), are entered into a variety of
databases utilized by CenturyLink operating companies (databases such as MARTENS and NDS
for legacy CenturyLink and Qwest, respectively) to manage the network (“Network Management

Databases™).



4. Spatial location information, specifically latitude and longitude coordinates, for network
facilities such as terminals are entered in the Network Management Databases. Generally,
however, CenturyLink’s Network Management Databases do not contain latitude and longitude
coordinates for actual or potential customer locations. Instead, actual and potential customer
locations are referenced using unique postal addresses and non-postal addresses (where non-
postal addresses may include, for example, rural routes, collogquial names, and physical
descriptions of locations, such as “a quarter mile past the church” or “near the intersection of
Route 100 and Mill Road”) that have been input in company records over many years.

5. CenturyLink has a database named FRAMEWORK that provides a single interface into
the disparate Network Management Databases and supports the company’s service availability
(i.e., loop qualification) tool. The loop qualification tool allows CenturyLink personnel and
prospective customers to check to see what types and levels of service they can receive at their
address (e.g., whether DSL is available, and at what speeds). Service availability is determined
using a logic-based analysis of the characteristics of the network facilities associated with the
requested address, including loop length. This analysis does not use or make reference to spatial
characteristics, such as actual or potential customer latitude and longitude. Indeed,
geocoordinates are not stored in the FRAMEWORK database.

6. In 2011, CenturyLink developed a Living Unit database to facilitate, among other things,
network planning and regulatory compliance. This Living Unit Database was modified in 2013
to facilitate CAF-I11 planning and compliance. This Living Unit database pulls a range of
information about actual and potential customer locations from the FRAMEWORK database,
including the addresses. The Living Unit database assigns estimated latitude and longitude

coordinates to these locations using a number of commercial and publicly available geocoders,



primarily software from Alteryx, a commercial vendor of analytical software that includes
automated address geocoding, third-party data, among other functionality. As CenturyLink’s
service area contains tens of millions of potential customer locations, it would not be feasible to
develop geocoordinate estimates using GPS in the field or desktop analysis of maps and satellite
imagery.

7. Different geocoding vendors typically produce different estimated latitude and longitude
coordinates for any given address at any given time. These differences can be quite large,
particularly in less populated rural areas, such as those where CAF 1l support is directed. The
differences are attributable to different underlying information and the use of different
algorithms to produce the coordinates. Over time, the latitude and longitude coordinates
associated with an address in any given geocoding database also change, with a general tendency
toward improved accuracy. These changes occur due to a variety of factors, including changes
to the information upon which the geocoder relies and changes to the algorithms used to produce
the coordinate estimates.

8. The errors in geocoding estimates can be quite large, for example where a location is
arbitrarily assigned to the center of a census block, or along a road segment because of
insufficient underlying information. An example can be seen in the attached screenshot from the
sample for USAC’s verification of CenturyLink’s 2017 CAF II deployment, in which the
coordinates assigned by Alteryx place the location in the middle of a lake.?

9. Further, many geocoding databases tend to place the coordinates associated with
addresses along roads, as if they are mapping mailboxes. This makes sense as addresses are, in a

sense, points along roads that provide access to structures such as houses. For CAF-II reporting,

1 See Exhibit A-1



however, the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) instructed providers to
attempt to place the coordinates on the rooftops of structures. This requires modifications to
geocoordinates placed along roads and, in rural areas, the modifications will frequently move the
coordinates hundreds of feet as many homes in rural areas are set back far from the roads.

10. The Commission’s directions for CAF II and the instructions from USAC emphasized
that CAF Il recipients are required to submit geocoordinates in the HUBB that are as accurate as
is feasible. Specifically, USAC instructions state that automated address geocoding results likely
will need to be “clean[ed] up.”

11. Recognizing that the geocoordinates in the Living Unit database likely were not as
accurate as desired for the HUBB filing, my team at CenturyLink created a database containing
an improved set of latitude and longitude estimates for CAF 11 locations using widely-accepted
geocoding techniques. Doing this also had the virtue of ensuring that the coordinates for CAF Il
locations would stay the same even as the estimated coordinates available from commercial
sources would change over time. The geocoding process we employed is similar to the
methodology used by the Commission in the Connect America Model (CAM), which determined
CAF Il funding.

12. Using software we purchased from Alteryx, my team developed an algorithm to produce
a database of Interpolated Locations, which are latitude and longitude estimates for locations in
the CAF Il census blocks. This algorithm drew on information from the TomTom Verified
Address database, the OpenStreetMap database, and the ExperianUS database of demographic
information. The resulting Interpolated Locations were then assigned according to geocoding
convention back to the addresses from CenturyLink’s FRAMEWORK database to assign new

and, on average, improved estimated geocoordinates to the CAF Il locations.



13. The assignment of Interpolated Location coordinates to the CAF Il locations was an
iterative process, starting by matching those where the addresses (from CenturyLink’s internal,
historically developed record and the Interpolated Location record) matched and then assigning
them based on proximity. Approximately 40% of the Interpolated Locations had an address
match; approximately 40% had coordinates placing them within 1000 feet of the Alteryx-
generated estimates in the Living Unit database; the remaining 20% were farther from the Living
Unit estimate but in the same census block in all but the last 1% of locations (and those were in
other CAF Il eligible census blocks). The resulting assignments were tested through sampling
and visual inspection of many hundreds of locations, which confirmed the increased accuracy of
the geocoordinate estimates.

14. Since the Interpolated Location database was developed, we have taken advantage of the
improved accuracy of its estimates of latitude and longitude associated with living units and
other locations in the CenturyLink service area. The Interpolated Location database has been
used in place of the Living Unit database for some modeling and compliance purposes.
CenturyLink has not loaded Interpolated Locations into the Living Unit database because that
database is relied on for a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory purposes and changing the
data in the Living Unit database solely to reflect CAF-11 requirements would generate
unnecessary cost and complexity for CenturyLink in other aspects of its operations and
regulatory compliance activities.

15. USAC’s instructions also call for locations filed in the HUBB to have the most accurate
address information that is feasible. As mentioned above, CenturyLink’s address and physical
location descriptions of actual and potential customer locations has been developed internally

over many years and does not adhere to a standardized format. In addition, a number of



locations have colloquial or generalized location information in the address field, such as “a
quarter mile past the church” or “near the intersection of Route 100 and Mill Road.”
Accordingly, when generating the records to be filed in the HUBB, we used the address in the
Interpolated Location database.

16. CenturyLink consistently provided data to USAC sufficient to validate that service was
available as required at the locations entered into the HUBB. For example, screenshots from the
databases that FRAMEWORK pulls from (described in para. 5 above) of the network facilities
associated with the CAF 1l locations under review were provided to USAC,? as were screenshots
of the results of service availability queries made using the loop qualification tool were provided
for each of the CAF |1 locations being reviewed by USAC.® CenturyLink also described to
USAC auditors the process, discussed above, that CenturyLink used to produce its HUBB
entries.

17. In addition, we generated a file that links the Interpolated Location geocoordinates with
the Living Unit geocoordinates, and both of those with the addresses in the FRAMEWORK
database. The results from this file were provided to USAC on June 19, 2018. It appears from
the Closure Letters that USAC used the linkage to calculate the distance between the two sets of
geocoordinate estimates (those in the Living Unit database and those in the Interpolated Location
database).

18. In response to the USAC review of CenturyLink’s 2017 CAF II locations, my team has
prepared a revised and complete set of all CAF 11 locations as of December 31, 2018 in which

the latitude and longitude estimates from the Interpolated Location databased are removed and

2 Examples are attached as Exhibit A-2

8 An example is attached as Exhibit A-3



replaced with the latitude and longitude estimates that were in the Living Unit database at the
time of reporting. CenturyLink has delivered these revised CAF II location files to both USAC
and Commission staff.

I declare under penalty of perjury that, based on my personal knowledge, the foregoing is

true and correct.

Mk 8 Aosissdst

Richard A. Rousselot

March 8, 2019
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NDS screenshots 292 8-8-2018.xIsx

Sample USAC Location USAC_Number of Filed_Date of Filed_Download/Upload

Record ID Record Units Filed_Address* Filed_City* Deployment* Speed Tier* Filed_Latitude*
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Filed_Download/

Sample USAC_Location = USAC_Number Filed_Date of Upload Speed
Record ID Record of Units Filed_Address* Filed_City* Deployment* Tier*
1366 11378008 2 "22 Richlen Ave" Crivitz 12/31/2015 3
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NKO2 IDENTIFY/UPDATE/DELETE NETWORK DEVICE - BASE INFORMATION

DISCOVERY INFO EXISTS:

DEVICE NAME: CRVTWIXAHO1l-CRVT DEVICE AVAILABLE: Y

RE-ACTIVATION: AVATILABLE FOR PAIR BONDING: BONDING PCT:

DEVICE TYPE: DEVICE OWNER:

IPV6: N VECTORING: N
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DEVICE LOCATION: CRVTWI/80MVC7B/N10 GEOGRAPHICAL BLOCK:

DISTRICT:

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF CBAS: 99 CONGESTION THRESHOLD PERCENTAGE: DAYS:

INTERNAL DEVICE NAME: CRVTWIXAHO1 BANDWIDTH MANAGEMENT :

NETWORK ELEMENT MANAGER: LCRSWI___CMS SWITCHGATE: Y

LATITUDE: LONGITUDE: ELEVATION: DATUM:

PF3-DEVICE TYPE INFORMATION ENTER-UPDATE
PF6-UDIF
PF7-UDPF
ENTER NEXT TASK CODE:
Ready (1) 168.251.64.30 TCP28054 10:46:22 7/6/2018 i
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5/16/2018 Loop Qualification Web Application - Product Qualification CenturyLink

& ©  Web Application Version 3.0

Product Qualification Qualification Activity

Qualification Check

Links and Online Help Qualification Check - Results
Links
Help
Qualification Criteria «
Security
SAGA: Wi
User Login

Service Address: 22 RICHLEN AVE
CRIVITZ, WI, 54114

CenturyLink IP Broadband Products =

= Notes

- IP -- Only Available for CenturyLink Internet.

CenturyLink VDSL2 Broadband Products =

Q =l Notes

- This customer is served by Ethernet Central Office equipment. Dispatch is not
required.

- HSI Ordering Rules. @

Up to 25M Downstream / 2M Upstream
Up to 20M Downstream / 2M Upstream
Up to 15M Downstream / 1.5M Upstream
Up to 10M Downstream / 1M Upstream &
Up to 10M Downstream / 896K Upstream
Up to 10M Downstream / 768K Upstream
Up to 5M Downstream / 768K Upstream
Up to 3M Downstream / 640K Upstream
Up to 3M Downstream / 512K Upstream

Up to 1.5M Downstream / 512K Upstream
Up to 1.5M Downstream / 256K Upstream
Up to 768K Downstream / 384K Upstream

Up to 768K Downstream / 256K Upstream

CenturyLink ADSL2+ Broadband Products =

Q = Notes

- This customer is served by Ethernet Central Office equipment. Dispatch is not
required.

- HSI Ordering Rules. @

http://lgweb.qgintra.com/loopqual-webapp/pages/ProductQual/QualCheck/MatchedAddressGeoES .faces 1/2


javascript:void(null)
http://lqweb.qintra.com/loopqual-webapp/pages/Help/Help.pdf
javascript:void(null)
http://lqweb.qintra.com/loopqual-webapp/pages/Security/Login/UserLogin.faces
javascript:void(null)

5/16/2018 Loop Qualification Web Application - Product Qualification CenturyLink
Up to 10M Downstream / 768K Upstream

Up to 8M Downstream / 768K Upstream
Up to 5M Downstream / 768K Upstream
Up to 3M Downstream / 640K Upstream
Up to 3M Downstream / 512K Upstream
Up to 1.5M Downstream / 512K Upstream
Up to 1.5M Downstream / 256K Upstream
Up to 768K Downstream / 384K Upstream

Up to 768K Downstream / 256K Upstream

CenturyLink ATM Broadband Products =

a = Notes
- NOT DISCLOSED! The wire center is not available.
- DO NOT ISSUE ORDER.

http://lgweb.qgintra.com/loopqual-webapp/pages/ProductQual/QualCheck/MatchedAddressGeoES .faces 2/2



Attachment B



Audit Results for 2017 Samples

AR KS MT wi
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total Sampled Locations 382 346 390 349

Unremovable Locations 36 9.42% 1 0.29% 36 9.23% 40 11.46%
USAC Disqualification Reason

Mismatch Only 216 56.54% 120 34.68% 173 44.36% 129 36.96%

Mismatch & Ineligible Census Block 40 10.47% 35 10.12% 20 5.13% 26 7.45%

MDU 18 4.71% 25 7.23% 45 11.54% 24 6.88%

Other 23 6.02% 7 2.02% 15 3.85% 22 6.30%

Total Sample Failure Rate* 297 77.75% 187 54.05% 253 64.87% 201 57.59%

Reduced Failure Rates if Disqualified Locations
Restored

Mismatch Only 81 21.20% 67 19.36% 80 20.51% 72 20.63%

Mismatch Only + MOICB 41 10.73% 32 9.25% 60 15.38% 46 13.18%

Mismatch Only + MOICB + MDU 23 6.02% 7 2.02% 15 3.85% 22 6.30%
Unremovable Locations

Revised Sample 346 345 354 309

Revised Failures 261 75.43% 186 53.91% 217 61.30% 161 52.10%

* Consistent with USAC's review, these Sample Failure Rates would be adjusted by the applicable margin of error if extrapolated to the full state, as

shown on the following tables.




Revised Extrapolation: Mismatched Locations Restored

Arkansas cations
Total Sample Locations 382
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 297
Mismatch 216
Ineligible Census Block 40
MDU 18
Other 23
Less Mismatch Disqualifications (216)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 81
Sample Error Rate 21.20%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 22,053
Extrapolation Error Rate 17.85%
Total Estimated Failures 3,937
Total Estimated Passing Locations 18,116
100% Goal for AR (Final Milesone) 45,708
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 39.63%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: None
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 8,648
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 58.55%

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Kansas
Total Sample Locations
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count

Mismatch

Ineligible Census Block

MDU

Other
Less Mismatch Disqualifications (120)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 67
Sample Error Rate 19.36%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 11,556
Extrapolation Error Rate 16.89%
Total Estimated Failures 1,952
Total Estimated Passing Locations 9,604
100% Goal for KS (Final Milestone) 29,018
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 33.10%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: Tier 2 Quarterly Reporting + 15% Funding Reduction
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 5,481
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 51.98%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None
Montana cations
Total Sample Locations 390
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 253

Mismatch 173

Ineligible Census Block 20

MDU 45

Other 15
Less Mismatch (173)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 80
Sample Error Rate 20.51%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 14,551
Extrapolation Error Rate 17.42%
Total Estimated Failures 2,535
Total Estimated Passing Locations 12,016
100% Goal for MT (Final Milestone) 33,638
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 35.72%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: Tier 1 Quarterly Reporting
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 6,390
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 54.72%

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Wiscol
Total Sample Locations
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count

Mismatch

Mismatch/Ineligible Census Block

MDU

Other
Less Mismatch Disqualifications (129)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 72
Sample Error Rate 20.63%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 54,519
Extrapolation Error Rate 17.38%
Total Estimated Failures 9,476
Total Estimated Passing Locations 45,043
100% Goal for WI (Final Milestone) 129,203
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 34.86%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: Tier 1 Quarterly Reporting
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 20,214
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 50.51%

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.35% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 2.47% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.09% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.25% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment




Arkansas # of Locations

Revised Extrapolation: Mismatch and Ineligible CB Locations Restored

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Total Sample Locations 382
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 297
Mismatch 216
Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block 40
MDU 18
Other 23
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block Disqualifications (256)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 41
Sample Error Rate 10.73%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 22,053
Extrapolation Error Rate 7.38%
Total Estimated Failures 1,628
Total Estimated Passing Locations 20,425
100% Goal for AR (Final Milesone) 45,708
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 44.69%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: None
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 8,648
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 63.61%

Kansas # of Locations

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Total Sample Locations 346
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 187
Mismatch 120
Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block 35
MDU 25
Other 7
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block Disqualifications (155)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 32
Sample Error Rate 9.25%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 11,556
Extrapolation Error Rate 6.78%
Total Estimated Failures 783
Total Estimated Passing Locations 10,773
100% Goal for KS (Final Milestone) 29,018
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 37.12%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: Tier 1 Quarterly Reporting
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 5,481
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 56.01%

Montana # of Locations

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Total Sample Locations 390
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 253
Mismatch 173
Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block 20
MDU 45
Other 15
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block Disqualifications (193)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 60
Sample Error Rate 15.38%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 14,551
Extrapolation Error Rate 12.29%
Total Estimated Failures 1,789
Total Estimated Passing Locations 12,762
100% Goal for MT (Final Milestone) 33,638
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 37.94%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: Tier 1 Quarterly Reporting
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 6,390
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 56.94%

Wisconsin # of Locations

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Total Sample Locations 349
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 201
Mismatch 129
Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block 26
MDU 24
Other 22
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block Disqualifications (155)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 46
Sample Error Rate 13.18%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 54,519
Extrapolation Error Rate 9.93%
Total Estimated Failures 5,414
Total Estimated Passing Locations 49,105
100% Goal for WI (Final Milestone) 129,203
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 38.01%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: Grace
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 20,214
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 53.65%

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.35% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 2.47% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.09% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.25% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment




Arkansas # of Locations

Revised Extrapolation: Mismatch, Ineligible CB & MDU Locations Restored

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Total Sample Locations 382
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 297
Mismatch 216
Ineligible Census Block 40
MDU 18
Other 23
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block + MDU Disqulifications (274)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 23
Sample Error Rate 6.02%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 22,053
Extrapolation Error Rate 2.67%
Total Estimated Failures 589
Total Estimated Passing Locations 21,464
100% Goal for AR (Final Milesone) 45,708
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 46.96%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: None
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 8,648
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 65.88%

Kansas # of Locations

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Total Sample Locations 346
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 187
Mismatch 120
Ineligible Census Block 35
MDU 25
Other 7
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block + MDU Disqulifications (180)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 7
Sample Error Rate 2.02%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 11,556
Extrapolation Error Rate 0.00%
Total Estimated Failures o
Total Estimated Passing Locations 11,556
100% Goal for KS (Final Milestone) 29,018
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 39.82%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: Grace
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 5,481
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 58.71%

Montana # of Locations

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Total Sample Locations 390
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 253
Mismatch 173
Ineligible Census Block 20
MDU 45
Other 15
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block + MDU Disqulifications (238)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 15
Sample Error Rate 3.85%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 14,551
Extrapolation Error Rate 0.76%
Total Estimated Failures 110
Total Estimated Passing Locations 14,441
100% Goal for MT (Final Milestone) 33,638
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 42.93%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: None
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 6,390
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 61.93%

Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier Inc 2018 Unit Additions: None

Wiscol # of Locations
Total Sample Locations 349
Total USAC Sample Disqualification Unit Count 201
Mismatch 129
Ineligible Census Block 26
MDU 24
Other 22
Less Mismatch + Ineligible Census Block + MDU Disqulifications (179)
Revised Disqualification Unit Count 22
Sample Error Rate 6.30%
Total HUBB Locations (2017) 54,519
Extrapolation Error Rate 3.05%
Total Estimated Failures 1,665
Total Estimated Passing Locations 52,854
100% Goal for WI (Final Milestone) 129,203
Revised 2017 HUBB Location % After Extrapolation 40.91%
Revised 2017 Compliance Gap Tier: None
2018 Unit Count Additions Reported in the HUBB 20,214
Revised 2017 HUBB Locations % after extrapolation + 2018 Units Deployed 56.55%

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.35% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 2.47% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.09% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment

Note: Sample error rate reduced by 3.25% per USACs review

% of full program deployment

% of full program deployment
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