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NOTICE OF FILING

COMMENTS OF ONEPOINT
COMMUNICATIONS-COLORADO,
L.L.C. REGARDING THE PROPOSED
MASTER TEST PLAN FOR ASSESS-
ING U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS’
OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS

Notice is hereby given that OnePoint Communications-Colorado, L.L.C., (“OnePoint”) has
filed this day its comments regarding the proposed master test plan for assessing U S WEST
Communication’s Operational Support Systems in the above-captioned docket, and has mailed copies
of its comments to each of the parties on the attached mailing list.

In addition, OnePoint will provide copies of its comments at the second OSS workshop
scheduled for Monday, September 20, 1999.

DATED this 17th day of September, 1999.
SNELL & WILMER

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0001
Attorneys for OnePoint Communications-Colorado,
L.L.C.
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INTRODUCTION

On August 25, 1999, Utilities Division Staff (“Staff”) released a proposed Master Plan
for Testing U S WEST’s Operational Support Systems in Arizona (the “Master Test Plan™). On
September 9, 1999, Staff held the first of three workshops on U S WEST’s Operational Support
Systems (“0SS”) to discuss, among other things, the Master Test Plan. On September 3, 1999,
OnePoint Communications--Colorado, L.L.C., (“OnePoint”) filed written comments in this docket
identifying a number of serious deficiencies in the OSS provided by U S WEST to interconnecting
competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”). OnePoint now submits these additional comments
regarding the Master Test Plan, and incorporates by reference, the comments previously filed on
September 3, 1999.

The overall purpose of the Master Test Plan is to determine the extent of operational
readiness, performance, and capability of U S WEST to provide CLECs with access to OSS for pre-
ordering, ordering, provisioning, repair and maintenance, and billing. OnePoint supports the Master
Test Plan proposed by Staff and its consultant, Doherty & Company, Inc., and ‘believes the plan
generally establishes an appropriate approach and framework with which to assess the sufficiency of
OSS provided by U S WEST to CLECs. Of course, the application of the test and its ability to
generate meaningful objective data is equally important to the design of the test. In this regard,
OnePoint has several recommendations, as set forth below, which it believes will improve the test
process, and ultimately, the test results. Additionally, OnePoint generally concurs in the comments
filed in this docket by AT&T Communications of the Mountain States and TCG Phoenix on
September 3, 1999.

PARITY TESTING

OnePoint fully supports the inclusion of parity testing in the Master Test Plan. Parity
testing compares the ability of a CLEC representative using U S WEST’s OSS interfaces to provide
an overall comparable level of service and experience to the level of service and experience thataU S

WEST representative can provide using U S WEST’s standard internal OSS interfaces. The Federal

2-
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Communications Commission (“FCC”) has ruled that it is necessary to consider all automated and
manual processes that U S WEST undertakes to provide access to OSS functions in order to determine
whether U S WEST has met its obligations under Section 271 of the 1996 Telecommunications Act.
Thus, testing must include all processes, manual and automated. Further, the testing of U S WEST
OSS functions should include the full range of relevant components, beginning with the point-of-
interface (or gateway) by which the CLEC accesses the OSS of U S WEST, to the electronic and/or
manual processing links between that gateway interface and U S WEST's OSS (including all necessary
back office systems and personnel), to the internal systems that U S WEST uses to provide network
elements and resale services to the CLEC. See, FCC Order 97-298 at page 69 (September 19, 1997).!

In its September 3, 1999 comments, OnePoint identified a number of critical areas
where parity does not now exist between OSS provided to CLECs and OSS available to U S WEST’s
retail operations. The Master Test Plan must incorporate testing to measure parity in each of these
areas, including but not limited to, the following:

o Service Due Date Quoting, including Average Intervals (i.e., the average length
of a service due date quote for a CLEC customers as compared to the average length of a service due
date quote for U S WEST retail customers).

* Service Due Date Fulfilment, including Average Intervals (i.e., the average
length of time to complete a service order for CLEC customers as compared to the average length of

time to complete a service order for U S WEST retail customers).

° Interval Ranges (i.e., the longest due date quote or service due date fulfilment
for CLEC customers as compared to the longest due date quote or service due date fulfilment for U S

WEST retail customers).

! The FCC has declared that it will make a two-part inquiry. First, it will determine whether
U S WEST has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access to each of
the necessary OSS functions and whether U S WEST is adequately assisting competitors to understand
how to implement and use all of the OSS functions available to them. Second, there must be a
determination as to whether the OSS functions that U S WEST has deployed are operationally ready,
as a practical matter. See, FCC Order 97-298, dated September 19, 1997, at page 70.

3
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° Comparison of Transaction Types (i.e., the Master Test Plan should identify
situations where CLECs must use manual processes while U S WEST retail representatives may use
automated processes).

o Equivalent System Functionality (i.e., do the systems used by CLECs have the
same features, speed, ease-of-use, and support as the systems used by U S WEST).

® Speed of Transactions (i.e., can CLECs complete transactions as quickly and

easily using OSS as U S WEST retail representatives using the U S WEST systems to which they have

access).

L Automation of Processes and Procedures (i.e., the Master Test Plan should

measure the extent to which U S WEST has maximized automated précesses for CLECs).

* Quality of Human Interaction (i.e., in those situations where human intervention
is necessary (and cannot be avoided through implementation of an automated process), the Master
Test Plan must measure whether U S WEST has takén sufficient steps to: (i) design a process which
ensures equality of treatment for CLEC customers; (ii) provide training to U S WEST personnel
regarding the required parity between CLEC customers and U S WEST retail customers; (ii1) establish
appropriate penalties for cases where equality is not achieved between CLEC customers and U S

WEST retail customers).

° Measurement of Successful Service Order Completions (i.e., the Master Test

- Plan should look beyond the due date fulfilment statistics reported by U S WEST and assess the

percentage of service orders which actually have dial tone on the service due date).

L Number of Escalations (i.e., how many CLEC service orders are escalated as

compared to U S WEST retail service orders).

° Speed and Ease of Escalations (i.e., how quickly are CLEC escalations resolved

as compared to U S WEST escalations, and how quickly and easily are CLEC service orders escalated

as compared to U S WEST retail service orders).
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° Telephone Number Availability (i.e., how large a block of telephone numbers
is available at one time to a CLEC as compared to the block available to U S WEST retail
representativés, and how quickly and easily can additional number blocks be accessed by CLECs as
compared to U S WEST retail representatives).

° Ease of Access to Vanity Numbers and Specific Telephone Numbers

° Telephone Number Changes (i.e., how often does U S WEST subsequently

change a telephone number initially assigned to a CLEC customer as compared to the frequency that
U S WEST changes telephone numbers assigned to its own customers).

° Access and Visibility to Critical Information (i.e., does a CLEC have access
and electronic visibility at parity with U S WEST to critical information such as facilities availability,
service order status, held order status, working left-in numbers, etc.).

° General Process Comparisons (i.e., are additional steps or obstacles imposed

upon CLECs which do not apply to U S WEST retail representatives).
CROSS-CHECK

In order to validate its results, the Master Test Plan must evaluate U S WEST’s OSS
from two different but equally important perspectives. First, the Master Test Plan must evaluate the
parity between the OSS available to U S WEST’s retail operations and the OSS available to CLECs
through U S WEST’s wholesale operations. Second, the Master Test Plan should evaluate whether
the OSS is at parity when viewed in light of the experience of a typical customer. This additional
perspective would provide an important means of validating the data developed under the Master Test
Plan. Thus, OnePoint recommends the inclusion of a “pseudo customer” in-addition to the “pseudo
CLEC.” Focusing on the customer’s perspective may identify shortcomings and deficiencies in the
OSS or the Master Test Plan which might not otherwise become apparent based solely upon the CLEC

experience.
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TEST CASES

In implementing the Master Test Plan, the independent third party should consider no
less than 30 test cases for each test. Such a number of cases is necessary to ensure that the test fully
cover the range of scenarios that will likely be experienced by a CLEC. For example, testing should
include LSRs submitted through Interconnect Mediated Access (“IMA”) because the majority of
orders currently processed by U S WEST are processed through IMA, as indicated on page 15 of Dean
Buhler’s presentation captioned Non-Discriminatory Access to Operation Support Systems dated
September 9, 1999.

DEFINING METRICS WITH SPECIFICITY

The Master Test Plan must define each of the various metrics with specificity.
OnePoint recommends that Staff prepare definitions of the various metrics and that those definitions
be discussed at the third OSS workshop.

FOCUS ON COMMERCIAL USAGE

In its evaluation of Southwestern Bell Company in Oklahoma, the United States
Department of Justice stated that the most probative evidence of OSS functional readiness is actual
commercial usage. See, Department of Justice SBC Oklahoma Evaluation at 29-30. Thus, OnePoint
strongly urges that the Master Test Plan be supplemented to include specific provisions for gathering
actual historical data and commentary from current systemé users who effectively "test" the systems
every day.

MUTUAL COLLABORATION

The Mastér Test Plan should establish a collaborative monitoring process to identify
and improve OSS functionality as the process proceeds. This collaborative process should include:
(i) a process by which U S WEST will implement interim and then permanent remedies to address
deficiencies in OSS; (ii) an efficacious dispute resolution mechanism for addressing issues arising out
of the collaborative process including additions, deletions or changes to the performance

measurements; (ii1) a well-defined benchmark metric equation subject to third-party audit at U S

Crockej\PHX\715170.01 -6-
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WEST’s own expense; and (iv) an education program for implementation of interim and permanent

remedies.
CHANGE MANAGEMENT

OnePoint recommends that the Master Test Plan include additional detail regarding the
method by which necessary changes will be incorporated into the Master Test Plan as the testing
process moves forward. Further, the Master Test Plan currently lacks important detail regarding the
retesting of OSS functions, as may be required.

BURDEN OF PROOF
U S WEST has the burden of demonstrating that it has met all the requirements of

Section 271 of the 1996 Telecommunications Act. See, FCC Order 97-298, dated September 19,
1997, at page 80). U S WEST must provide the Arizona Corporation Commission with all the
empirical data necessary to substantiate any assertion that its provision of OSS functions is
nondiscriminatory. See Id., at page 104. Further, U S WEST must commit to a comprehensive, step-
by-step and quantifiable program for meeting its Section 271 obligations including performance

benchmarks, published results, time-frames, aﬁd self-executing penalties for failures. See Id., at page

85.
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