
L 

A 

t 

1 

( 

1( 

1 

1: 

1: 

11 

11 

1( 

1’ 

1: 

1‘ 

21 

2 

2: 

2. 

2, 

2 

21 

2 

2 

lllllll llllllllll Illll lllll 11111 llllllllll lllllllllllull 
0 0 0 0 0 1  1 4 3 3  

.. I - * . *  

isfir UKE, 1 HL AKlLUlYA LUWORATION COM ISS O Arizona &!r~o r di nn& v P I s I on 
CARL J. KUNASEK 

CHAIRMAN 
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COMMISSIONER 

IN THE MATTER OF U S WEST 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. ’ S 1 
COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 27 1 1 
OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
ACT OF 1996 ) 

) Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238 

INTERIM REPORT OF THE 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION STAFF 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to the Commission’s December 3, 1999 Procedural Order, the Arizona 

Corporation Commission (“Commission” or “ACC”) Staff hereby submits its Interim Report on 

the issues raised by the parties in their comments on the Master Test Plan Version 4.0 (“MTP”). 

Three parties submitted comments on the MTP: U S WEST Communications, Inc. (“US 

WEST”), AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. and TCG Phoenix (collectively 

“AT&T”) and MCI WorldCom, Inc. (“MWIW’). A copy of the MTP, with the revisions 

underscored, is attached to this Report. 

11. DISCUSSION 

A. AT&T’s Comments on the MTP 

The first issue raised by AT&T involved MTP Section 3.1.2 and the 

accompanying diagram “Exhibit I1 Billing Architecture”, which AT&T claimed made no 

provision for the processes U S WEST uses to bill access charges to interexchange carriers 

(“IXCs”). AT&T Comments at pps. 1-2. Staff agrees with the comments of AT&T on this 

point, and accordingly has added on pps. 11 through 13 of the MTP, a new diagram depicting 

U S WEST’S processes for billing access charges and a description of this process as suggested 

by AT&T. 
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AT&T next commented that MTP Section 6.8 contains an incorrect Success 

criterion for the Capacity Test. AT&T Comments at p. 3 .  The Commission Staff agrees and the 

last bullet in Section 6.8 which reads: “non flow-through orders will not be processed” has been 

moved to Section 6.9. 

AT&T’s third comment related to the Interface Development Evaluation, Section 

7.2 of the MTP. AT&T states that CGT and U S WEST agreed that the evaluation would 

consider the development of all OSS interfaces. AT&T Comments at p. 4. AT&T states that the 

MTP now provides, however, that the evaluation is limited to “just the pre-ordering and ordering 

electronic interfaces and the IMA-GUI interface ...” AT&T Comments at p. 4. To address its 

concern, AT&T proposes to revise Section 7.2.4 of the MTP to include all OSS interfaces in the 

evaluation. Staff believes AT&T’s concern is legitimate and has made all of the amendments to 

Section 7.2.4 that AT&T requested. 

AT&T’s final concern related to Section 7.2.5 of the MTP, relates to the Change 

Management Process Evaluation. AT&T argues that this Section needs to be revised to include a 

review of U S WEST’s ability to implement at least one significant software release. AT&T 

Comments at p. 7. Staff has accepted the changes recommended by AT&T, and has incorporated 

them into the MTP. 

B. U S WEST’s Comments on the MTP 

The first issue raised by U S WEST is a general concern that while the MTP 

represents the parties’ agreements regarding technical parameters of the test, it should be 

understood that the MTP does not in any way represent any agreement as to legal positions. U S 

WEST Comments at p. 2. U S WEST pointed to several provisions in the MTP to illustrate its 

point. U S WEST Comments at p. 2. Staff agrees with this general observation and has revised 

Section 8.1 of the MTP to more accurately reflect the test’s purpose. In addition, Staff has 

incorporated the revision to Section 5.8 of the MTP which provides that the appropriate standard 

in the Retail Parity Evaluation is that “the BOC must provide access to competing carriers in 

substantially the same time and manner as it provides to itself.” U S WEST Comments, p. 3 .  
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Lastly, U S WEST in Appendix A to its Comments pointed out several minor 

typographical and/or grammatical errors which the Staff has incorporated. 

C. MCIW’s Comments on the MTP 

MCIW’s first comment on the MTP related to the definition of Unbundled 

Network Elements - Platform (“UNE-P”) contained in Appendices E and B, which MCIW 

claimed were inconsistent. MCIW Comments at pps. 1-2. Staff agrees and has replaced the 

definition contained in Appendix E with the definition found in Appendix B so that the two 

definitions are now consistent. Staff also incorporated language in the definition that recognizes 

the need to develop a more precise definition. 

MCIW next requests that the MTP be modified to specify the full production line 

of UNE-P that will be tested. MCIW Comments at p. 2. According to MCIW, Testing Scenarios 

for UNE-P should include the following: new, disconnect, conversion “as is”, conversion “as 

specified” and conversion with “directory listing change(s) (DL).” MCIW Comments at p. 2. 

Staff agrees that this should be done, however, this can be most appropriately accomplished 

through the TAG process and modification of the Test Standards Document (“TSD”). 

MCIW’s second concern relates to Subsection 3.3.2 of the MTP which is the 

Retail Parity Evaluation. MCIW states that the first sentence of that Subsection suggests that 

only the GUI interfaces are being evaluated for parity, instead of all OSS interfaces. MCIW 

Comments at p. 3. MCIW requests an amendment to this Subsection to include an evaluation of 

all of U S WEST’s OSS interfaces. Staff has incorporated an amendment to Subsection 3.3.2 of 

the MTP to include the evaluation of six Test Scenarios covering U S WEST’s ED1 and EB-TA 

interfaces. The language also states that U S WEST will be given an opportunity to review those 

six Test Cases. 

MCIW’s third concern is with Section 4 of the MTP, the Functionality Test. In 

response to MCIW’s concerns regarding Subsection 4.1, Staff has added the following language 

as requested by MCIW: “Determine if a participant CLEC can initiate a Mechanized Loop Test 

(“MLT”) for a reported trouble through EB-TA and determine if the Pseudo-CLEC can initiate a 

Mechanized Loop Test (“MLT”) for a reported trouble through IMA.” In response to MCIW’s 
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concerns regarding Subsections 4.7 and 4.9 that three billing cycles (rather than two) should be 

used to adequately evaluate and validate ordered products in the initial bill, changes or 

corrections to those products, if necessary, and in the final bill to verify disconnect, Staff has 

modified the language of 4.7.3.3 to state that if there appears to be a need for a third billing cycle 

in some instances, the matter will be referred to the TAG. 

Finally, MCIW asks that the Performance Measurement Program Audit Report 

and Performance Standards PO-1 and OP-8 agreed to at a recent TAG meeting be included in the 

MTP. Staff has included the Performance Measurement Program Audit Report as Appendix G 

and has incorporated PO-1 and OP-8 into Appendix B as requested. 
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Staff respectfully requests that the MTP, as revised herein, be approved. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 4th day of May, 2000. 

Docket Control 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Telephone: (602) 542-6022 
Facsmile: (602) 542-4870 
e-mail: maureenscott@cc.state.az.us 
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Andrew Crain 
U S WEST Communications, Inc. 
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1. Executive Overview 

U S WEST Communications, Inc. (U S WEST) has filed a notice with the Arizona 
Corporation Commission (ACC) indicating that it will file an application with the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC), pursuant to Section 27 1 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act),to provide interLATA 
telecommunications services that originate in Arizona. The FCC has indicated that 
for U S WEST to obtain 271 relief, it must demonstrate that it provides to 
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) non-discriminatory access to its 
Operational Support Systems (OSS) and that its systems are operationally ready and 
capable of handling reasonably foreseeable demand, with CLEC input. OSS are 
composed of various “back office” systems, databases and personnel that an 
incumbent LEC uses to commercially provision telecommunications service to its 
customers, resellers, and the purchasers of unbundled network elements. See Local 
Competition First Report and Order, 22 FCC paras. 516-28 (rel. August 8, 1996). 

The ACC issued a Procedural Order on June 8, 1999 in Docket No. T-00000A-97- 
0238 which required parties to submit comments on appropriate OSS (performance) 
standards which could be used to assess whether U S WEST meets the requirements 
of Section 271 pertaining to non-discriminatory access to its OSS. On the basis of 
responses to the June 8, 1999 Order, a second Procedural Order was issued on July 
2, 1999 which initiated a series of collaborative workshops to determine the 
appropriate OSS performance standards for U S WEST. 

The ACC had previously retained Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCI) to assist 
Commission Staff in evaluating the access that U S WEST provides to its OSS. 
DCI’s initial scope of work included an evaluation of the functionality of U S 
WEST’s OSS. On the basis of the July 2, 1999 Order, the ACC expanded DCI’s 
scope of work to include preparation of a Draft OSS Master Test Plan. DCI’s Draft 
Master Test Plan was distributed to all participants in the Arizona 271 proceeding. 
Following the first workshop, a Request for Proposal (WP) for conducting a 
comprehensive Third Party Test of U S WEST’s OSS was issued. Parties were 
allowed to comment on the proposals submitted and the ACC subsequently 
conducted a series of vendor interviews. Selections of a Third Party Test 
Administrator and a Third Party Test Transaction Generator were made in the 
fourth quarter of 1999. 

Participant comments and suggestions concerning the Draft Master Test Plan 
defined the agenda for the remaining workshops. At the last workshop, the parties 
established a Test Advisory Group (TAG) comprised of CLECs, U S WEST, and 
the ACC Staff to work through OSS testing issues on an ongoing basis. Through 
these workshops and subsequent TAG meetings, significant changes were made to 
the Master Test Plan, based on CLEC inputs and comments. The Master Test Plan 
was finalized, subject to ACC approval, by the Third Party Test Administrator, Cap 
Gemini Telecommunications, Inc. on March 23, 2000. 

04/06/00 



The overall purpose of the collaborative test process, to be validated by an 
independent third party retained by the ACC, is to demonstrate for the ACC, the 
FCC and the Department of Justice (DOJ) the extent of operational readiness, 
performance, and capability of U S WEST to provide CLECs with non- 
discriminatory access to OSS for pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, billing, 
repair and maintenance. In addition, colocation and database updates will also be 
evaluated. The Third Party Test Administrator’s detailed test procedures and 
criteria, including entrance and exit standards, will be set forth in the Arizona Test 
Standards Document, which is currently being finalized through the collaborative 
TAG process. This collaborative approach will enable the CLECs to identify their 
specific testing needs and concerns, and provide them an opportunity to offer 
significant input to the test. The test includes an assessment of the functionality and 
capacity of U S WEST’s OSS. The test will be conducted primarily in a production 
environment in addition to normal retail and CLEC activity. The test consists of  

Functionality Test - The Functionality Test (FT) is designed to provide 
information that the ACC can use to address the ability of U S WEST’s OSS 
to provide operational functionality to CLECs. The test will include a test of 
U S WEST’s processes including pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, 
maintenance & repair (M&R), and billing. The test will focus on resale, 
UNE-P, UNE-Loop, UNE-Loop with number portability, and number 
portability. These tests involve the collection of data in a controlled manner 
pursuant to specified test procedures, using specified input data. 

Retail Parity Evaluation - The Retail Parity Evaluation (PE) test is 
designed to provide the ACC with information with which to directly 
evaluate parity of U S WEST’s OSS. This test is a comparison of the ability 
of a CLEC representative using one of U S WEST’s OSS interfaces to 
provide an overall comparable level of service and experience to the level of 
service and experience that a U S WEST representative can provide using U 
S WEST’s standard internal OSS interfaces. The Retail Parity Evaluation 
test is designed to provide the ACC with information with which to directly 
evaluate parity of U S WEST’s OSS versus U S WEST retail operations. 
This test provides for comparing OSS responsiveness as well as comparing 
the quality of the data accessed by the representatives. This test provides for 
comparing OSS responsiveness as well as comparing the quality of the data 
screens presented to the representative. 

Capacity Test - The Capacity Test (CT) is designed to provide information 
which the ACC can use to assess the capability of U S WEST’s OSS to 
handle loads equal to or greater than those projected by the various CLEC 
participants for estimated volumes projected one year from the date of the 
running of the Capacity Test. These volumes will be determined by the Test 
Administrator using projected volumes provided by both U S WEST and the 
CLECs. This test will include a review of procedures associated with 
computer systems scalability and staff scalability to determine, under stated 
assumptions, whether or not U S WEST systems, operations and processes 
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are predictably capable of handling CLEC loads in the future, both projected 
and unexpected. 

Relationship Management Evaluation - The Relationship Management 
Evaluation will provide information that the ACC can use to determine 
whether the methods, procedures and information which U S WEST 
employs to communicate with the CLECs are effective. The evaluation will 
examine: 1) the CLEC Account Establishment Process, 2) the CLEC 
Account Management Processes, 3) the CLEC Training Process, 4) the 
Interface Development Process, and 5) the U S WEST Co-provider Industry 
Change Management Process. 

Performance Measurement Evaluation - The Performance Measurement 
Evaluation (PM) is designed to provide the ACC with statistically valid 
assessments of the performance measures established to evaluate U S WEST 
performance in providing service to the CLECs. The assessment will 
include reviews of Performance Measurement data collection and analysis 
(including an evaluation of the processes and procedures that U S WEST 
employs to collect data and calculate performance measurements), a 
performance evaluation over a three-month consecutive period specified by 
the ACC, Functionality and Capacity tests and Performance Measurement 
verification. Additionally, the assessment will determine if the reported U S 
WEST results and data are consistent with how the performance measures 
are described in the Service Performance Indicator Definitions (PID) 
(Appendix B) 

The testing evaluation will involve the following support mechanisms during 
testing: 

Test Exception Process: This is a formal process which includes retesting 
when an interface, system or process tested by the Pseudo-CLEC/Test 
Administrator does not meet established criteria, standards or expectations, 
in order to resolve the test exception. 

A Test Advisory Group: (TAG), consisting of the ACC, its consultant, the 
Test Administrator, the Pseudo-CLEC, U S WEST and those CLECs and 
other participants who wish to participate will be established. Its purpose 
will be to act as a communications mechanism to advise all parties of test 
results, exceptions, and corrective action and to provide CLEC feedback on 
the testing. 

This Master Test Plan sets forth the approach, scope and focus, timeline, roles and 
responsibilities, testing phases (planning, preparation, execution, and 
analysis/reporting), and all associated required activities for the testing of the CLEC 
access that U S WEST provides to its OSS. 



Many parties will need to cooperate regarding, and be accountable for, 
implementation of this test, including the Test Administrator, participating CLECs, 
the Pseudo-CLEC, the ACC, the ACC Staff, DCI, and U S WEST. U S WEST 
will also provide personnel to develop and execute cases on the retail side of the 
Retail Parity Test. The ACC Staff and the Test Administrator will oversee the 
execution of the testing and assess its results. CLECs and U S WEST will conduct 
testing in a production environment as appropriate (i.e., the test participant will use 
systems for those interfaces that are connected to U S WEST’s production OSS). 
This Master Test Plan provides a framework for the test participants to develop 
more detailed test plans. 

2. Introduction 

2.1 Purpose 

The FCC has indicated that for U S WEST to obtain Section 271 authority, it 
must demonstrate that: 

It provides to CLECs non-discriminatory access to its OSS for pre- 
ordering, ordering, provisioning, repair and maintenance, and billing: 
For those capabilities that have a retail analog (e.g., ordering resale), U 
S WEST must provide access in substantially the same time and manner 
that it provides itself. 

0 For those capabilities without a retail analog (e.g., ordering a loop), U S 
WEST must provide access that allows an efficient competitor a 
meaningful opportunity to compete. 

0 Its systems are operationally ready and capable of handling reasonably 
foreseeable demand. 

U S WEST’s successful execution of this comprehensive independent Third Party 
Test Plan will demonstrate to the ACC, the DOJ and the FCC the operational 
readiness, performance, and capacity of the access to OSS that U S WEST 
provides to CLECs. 

2.2 Overall Approach 

To implement this test, the ACC has retained Cap Gemini Telecommunications 
(CGT) to act as the Third Party Test Administrator to validate results of testing 
the access to OSS that U S WEST provides to CLECs, and provide day to day 
supervision of the test program. The Third Party Test Administrator will 
provide a final report and evaluation to the ACC. 

Hewlett Packard (HP) has been retained to participate in the testing as a 
‘Pseudo-CLEC’ or Third Party Test Transaction Generator. The Pseudo-CLEC 
will develop an 1 interface to U S WEST’s I 
Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) interface for use in the testing. The Pseudo- 
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CLEC will also develop the transaction generator to execute Test Cases for both 
the Functionality and Capacity Tests. MCIW agreed at the second workshop, to 
enter repair orders through its Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration 
(EB-TA) interface on the Pseudo-CLEC’s behalf. 

The ACC will approve the appropriate CLEC and Pseudo-CLEC involvement 
and participation as described herein and as developed through the workshop 
and TAG process. U S WEST will be responsible for many aspects of this 
testing effort. For those test cases generated by participating CLECs, U S 
WEST will process the pre-order, order, repair and billing transactions in a 
production environment. Additionally, U S WEST will provide subject matter 
experts (SMEs) to assist in test definition, root cause analysis, and other tasks 
requiring in-depth knowledge of and experience with U S WEST’s OSS and 
associated methods and procedures. Section 9 further defines roles and 
responsibilities of all test participants. 

The testing will include the functionality for pre-ordedorder, provisioning, 
maintenance and repair, and billing. Specific product types to be included are 
resale (with parity tests against the retail equivalents), UNE-P, UNE-L (with 
and without number portability), and number portability. The exact 
methodology which will be utilized for the Capacity Test is documented in the 
Test Standards Document which will be approved by the TAG prior to the start 
of tests, unless the parties agree otherwise or the Commission so orders. Other 
areas tested will include Retail Parity, Relationship Management and 
Performance Measurement, as set forth herein and in the Test Standards 
Document. 

It is important for U S WEST to maintain a level of ‘blindness’ as the tests are 
formulated and executed. In general, tests will be performed by CLEC and 
Pseudo-CLEC test participants in a live environment. The Test Administrator 
will maintain the greatest degree of ‘blindness’ as practical. The level of 
blindness will be governed in part by the January 25, 2000 paper entitled 
Arizona Corporation Commission Staff Report on the Process Issues Raised by 
the Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (hereinafter entitled and referred to as 
the “Openness Report”). See Appendix F. It is expected that issues regarding 
the appropriate level of blindness will continue to arise during the course of the 
Arizona OSS testing. Those issues will in the first instance be resolved, to the 
extent possible, through consensus of the TAG. To the extent consensus cannot 
be reached, the ACC, after consultation with the Third Party Test Administrator 
and Pseudo-CLEC, will determine the appropriate degree of blindness that 
should be maintained. 

The ACC shall retain final authority, based upon its independent review of the 
data and evaluative reports, to determine for regulatory purposes, and in any 
subsequent adjudication in which the issue is relevant, whether U S WEST’s 
OSS interfaces are in compliance with the specific standards outlined in Section 
271 of the 1996 Act and the FCC’s implementing rules and regulations. 



2.2.1 Test Exception Process 

The Test Exception Process is a formal process, which includes retesting 
when appropriate hereunder when an interface, system or process tested 
does not meet established criteria, standards or expectations, in order to 
resolve the test exception. The process includes the following steps: 

a. An interface, system, or process tested by the Pseudo-CLEC 
and/or the Test Administrator does not meet objective criteria, 
standards or expectations. 

b. The Test Administrator creates an Incident Work Order 
describing the issue(s) raised after certifying that the failing is 
factual. 

c. The Incident Work Order delivered to all TAG members for 
review in accordance with Appendix I of the 271 Test Standards 
Document. 

d. U S WEST prepares a written response to the Incident Work 
Order describing any intended fix(s). 

e. U S WEST advises the Test Administrator that the fix is complete 
and retesting can be undertaken using the Performance 
Acceptance Certificate Form as appropriate in accordance with 
Appendix I of the 271 Test Standards Document. 

f. The Test Administrator prepares the re-test, including, as needed, 
test scripts and cases for use by the Pseudo-CLEC. 

g. If the re-test results meet the criteria, standards, or expectations, 
then the process is considered complete and the Performance 
Acceptance Certificate Form is approved by the TAG in 
accordance with Appendix I of the 271 Test Standards Document. 

h. Interested parties file comments, if required, regarding the 
Exception and the resolution and re-testing steps. Retesting, if 
determined necessary by the TAG, is to determine if the fixes by 
U S WEST have resolved the problems causing the test case to 
fail. All criteria for the test must be passed at this point. 

i. If the applicable criteria have not been met, the process is 
repeated until the criteria are met, or U S WEST notifies the Test 
Administrator that no further work will be done to resolve the 
Exception. 



2.2.2 Test Advisory Group 

A Test Advisory Group (TAG), consisting of the ACC, its consultant, 
the Test Administrator, the Pseudo-CLEC, U S WEST and those CLECs 
and other participants who desire to participate has been established. Its 
purpose is to act as a communications mechanism to advise all parties of 
test results, exceptions, and corrective action and to provide CLEC 
feedback on the testing. Following receipt of responses to solicitations 
of interest in TAG participation, the ACC established the TAG and 
scheduled an organizational meeting. The ACC with input from the 
TAG, defined TAG operating procedures , including scope of 
involvement, how to place items on TAG meeting agendas, distribution 
of information, frequency of meetings and other matters. 

The TAG will generally conduct bi-monthly discussions, in person or by 
teleconference. As critical events occur, discussions will be in person 
meetings. Minutes will be kept of all such meetings or teleconferences. 
The TAG will attempt to resolve issues by consensus, escalating those it 
is unable to resolve to the ACC Staff for decisions. Further types of 
resolutions may include the following: 

0 Any TAG participant can add items to the TAG agenda or 
introduce issues for discussion 

0 Any TAG participant may have discussions with the ACC Staff 
regarding TAG related issues. Minutes of any TAG participant’s 
discussions of TAG related issues with the ACC Staff may be 
kept and may be made available to all TAG participants as 
determined appropriate by the ACC Staff. 

2.2.3 Master Issues Log 

The Third Party Test Administrator shall maintain a Master Issues Log 
of all OSS testing issues submitted or presented for resolution by any 
member or participant of the TAG. Each issue presented shall have its 
own unique identification code. The Master Issues Log will also indicate 
the matter or category (MTP, Measures, TAG etc.) to which the issue 
relates, any applicable Measurement ID code, the status of the issue, a 
description of the issue, the originator of the issue, the date the issue was 
opened, the due date for action, the action owner and the date the issue is 
closed. All issues will be resolved by consensus of the TAG. In the 
event consensus cannot be reached by TAG members, the Third Party 
Test Administrator will escalate the issue to the ACC. 



~~ 

2.2.4 Additional Tests 

It is recognized that unplanned troubles and other events may occur 
during the test period, which will indicate the need for Test Scenarios 
not already included in the Master Test Plan. To accommodate this 
eventuality the following process steps will be followed: 

a. Any participant may initiate a request for a new Test Scenario 
during the test period. 

b. The initiator documents the request in a format to be provided by 
the Test Administrator, and submits it to the Test Administrator, 
with copies to all participants. 

c. The Test Administrator evaluates the request and recommends its 
inclusion or rejection to the TAG. 

d. The TAG attempts resolution by consensus. 

e. If resolved in this manner, the Test Administrator implements this 
resolution and notifies all participants. 

f. If not resolved, the TAG escalates the request to the ACC Staff 
for decision. 

g. The ACC Staff reaches a decision and notifies participants. 

h. New Scenarios introduced during the test period will be tested in 
a manner which will not extend the overall test timeline unless 
recommended by the TAG and approved by the ACC Staff. 

2.2.5 Section 271 Web-site 

A web-site will be established for the Arizona Section 271 test. The 
web-site shall be a repository for information related to the test and U S 
WEST’S Section 271 application. 

2.3 Document History 

The Master Test Plan is a map for how the Arizona OSS tests will be conducted. 
The MTP lists Test Scenario level detail and other high level requirements 
describing how tests will be conducted in Arizona. The 271 Test Standards 
document developed by the Test Administrator provides detailed Test Cases 
within the Scenarios, Scripts and other exact specifications as to how the 
Arizona tests will be conducted. 

Drafts of the MTP were circulated to interested parties and reviewed in 
workshops and TAG meetings hosted by the ACC. See Document Milestones, 



page I. Before and at the workshop, the ACC solicited comments and 
suggestions from interested parties regarding changes to the overall testing 
strategy and the test plan. Changes were made through workshops and TAG 
Meetings. 

3. Scope 

3.1 System Architecture Overview 

In order to provide a common understanding of the OSS to be included in the 
Arizona Third Party Test, brief descriptions and schematic diagrams are 
provided. These include: IMA and ED1 architectures for preordering, ordering 
and provisioning, EB-TA and Interconnect Mediated Access Graphical User 
Interface (IMA-GUI) architecture for maintenance and repair, and CRIS and 
IABS architectures for billing. These will be augmented by more detailed OSS 
and other relevant system descriptions. 

3.1.1 IMA, EDI, And EB-TA Mediated Access Architecture 

For the IMA, ED1 and EB-TA electronic interfaces, the diagram 
provided on Exhibit I depicts the mediated access architecture currently 
provided by U S WEST. As shown, the CLEC OSSs or workstations 
access the U S WEST gateways through the security firewall. They 
communicate with the USW human-to-computer interface and/or the 
computer-to-computer interfaces to transmit and receive information. 
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Pre-Ordering and Ordering 

Once the transaction is received by the U S WEST gateway, a set of 
business rules is applied to determine how to process the request. To 
obtain information from U S WEST’S OSS or pass information to them, 
the OSS Access Layer (Data Arbiter, Fetch and Stuff, and MEDIACC) 
communicates with the downstream OSSs to send or retrieve the data. 
Regardless of whether a transaction is received by the U S WEST 
gateway through the IMA GUI or EDI, it will be processed through the 
same set of business rules and travel through the same OSS Access Layer 
to reach the downstream OSSs. If the transaction is the submission of a 
Local Service Request (LSR), the LSR is placed in the Common IMA 
database regardless of whether the LSR is transmitted though the IMA or 
the ED1 gateway. This database is updated with the status of the LSR as 
the Interconnect Service Center processes the LSR. 

Maintenance and Repair 

Likewise, if the transaction is a submission of a trouble report or any 
other trouble report request, the transaction is processed through 
MEDIACC and routed to the appropriate repair OSS. 

3.1.2 Billing Architectures 

CRIS Architecture 

For the billing interfaces, the diagram provided on Exhibit I1 describes 
the components that produce usage and monthly bill information. When 
an end-user customer’s account is resold to a CLEC, the resulting 
service order updates the account to reflect that change. As the end-user 
customer generates toll usage, it is sent from the AMA system into the 
CRIS billing system, where it is associated with the CLEC’s account. 
The toll usage is then forwarded to the CLEC in a daily usage feed file. 
U S WEST produces a billing summary file with all recurring and non- 
recurring charges and sends it to the CLEC on a monthly basis. 

In situations when U S WEST provides the terminating access point 
for the CLEC to a specific end-user, usape records are also generated 
bv the AMA system and sent to the CRIS billing system. The CRIS 
svstem then associates the usage records with the CLEC’s account. 
These usape records are sent to the CLEC via the same media 
choices that are available for the daily usage feed file (taDe. NDM, 
FTP, Comet, Web access) and can then be used by the CLEC to bill 
interexchange carriers for terminating access. 
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IABS Architecture 

For the trunk-side unbundled network elements (UNEs) and 
interconnection services, the architectural diagram shown on Exhibit I1 is 
a high level description of IABS. There are three usage feeds to the 
usage-processing module. Another entry point is the Access Service 
Request (ASR) submitted by the customer service representative. These 
ASRs go to the service order-processing module. Both usage and service 
orders are sent to the account management module to associate the usage 
and service order detail to accounts. 
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Additionally, the ED1 resale file is fed to the account management module. 
After usage and service order details are associated to accounts, the accounts are 
rated, and bills and customer service records (CSRs) are produced. Outputs for 
reciprocal compensation, interexchange meet point billing, resale and UNEs are 
then provided to the CLECs. 

3.2 Assumptions 

The following assumptions have been used in documenting this ACC Master 
Test Plan: 

0 Any third party support contract costs will include hardware for the 
pseudo-CLEC needs of the test, processing of transactions, and cost of 
human resources. 

0 U S WEST will be responsible for the installation and cost of the 
necessary connectivity facilities (including T 1 s) up to the interconnection 
demarcation point with the Pseudo-CLEC. 

0 U S WEST will pay for the costs of the Test Administrator and the 
Pseudo-CLEC . 

0 A Pseudo-CLEC will be established, using ED1 and IMA to submit pre- 
order transactions, LSRs and IMA trouble transactions for most tests. 
For those test scenarios where the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces can't provide 
the coverage required, voluntary CLEC coverage will be utilized to 
supplement the tests being performed by the Pseudo-CLEC. These 
scenarios will include EB-TA and EXACT (ASR) Scenarios or others 
where the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces to U S WEST OSS don't exist. 

0 The Capacity Test will be conducted using data generated via the 
Pseudo-CLEC, and possibly CLEC transaction simulators. 

0 All participants will ensure the testing does not disrupt existing customer 
services (e.g., 911 and other major services). 

0 The Capacity Test and the Functionality Test will be performed 
independent of each other. 

0 The required test volumes for Functionality, Retail Parity, and Capacity 
Tests will. be determined and documented in the final version of the 271 
Test Standards Document. 

0 Lines for Friendly accounts to be used for retail to CLEC conversion will 
be established prior to the start of the test and the initiation of transactions. 



3.3 Overview of Test Types 

The testing will include five types of Test Scenarios. Each of the five test types 
of Test Scenarios outlined below, and the following document sections (4 - 8) 
provide further detail for each Test Scenario type. 

3.3.1 Functionality Test 

The purpose of the Functionality Test is to determine the extent to which 
U S WEST’s OSS provides operational functionality to CLECs. The test 
determines whether the OSS adequately performs the pre-ordering, 
ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing functions 
using a set of predefined test scenarios. Testing will utilize U S WEST’s 
production OSS and processes including manual operations. 

The Functionality Test will focus on all OSS functions for resale, UNE- 
P, UNE-loop, UNE-loop with number portability, and number 
portability. Both business and residential orders will be tested, and the 
testing will encompass new, conversion ‘as is’, conversion ‘as specified’, 
partial migrations, change, disconnect, cancel, suspend, and restore 
activities. Test Cases developed for the Functionality Test will include 
end-to-end processing so that all functionality between pre-ordering and 
billing can be evaluated. 

3.3.2 Retail Parity Evaluation 

The Retail Parity Evaluation will compare the U S WEST g m g h k h ~  
kte&weIMA GUI provided to CLECs for processing pre-order 
inquiries, LSRs and repair requests to the U S WEST internal retail 
w m  utilized by U S WEST service order 
representatives. The Retail Parity Evaluation will compare the U S 
WEST ED1 and EB - TA interfaces provided to CLECs for processing 
pre-order inauires. LSRs. and repair reauests to the U S WEST internal 
retail OSS interfaces utilized by U S WEST service order 
representatives. The evaluation of ED1 and EB - TA will be limited to 
six test cases as determined by the TA. U S WEST will be given the 
opportunity to review these test cases and the evaluation covered 
thereby. Specifically, the purpose of this test is to determine whether a 
CLEC representative, using a U S WEST OSS interface, &=provide 
a level of service and experience in substantially the same time and 
manner as the level of service and experience that a U S WEST 
representative can provide using a U S WEST standard interface. 

The Evaluation will analyze the Retail Parity Test Case data with the 
primary purpose to determine if the U S WEST OSS accessed by the 
CLECs collects and provides the required information in substantially the 
same time and manner as the information submitted and received 

I’r.epareil By Clip Gemini Ieleconiinrrtiicatioii F 
91TI’ 4.0 15 0-1/06~00 



internally by U S WEST. The evaluation will also determine whether 
the information received by the CLEC Service Representative from the 
U S WEST OSS is comparable in quality and completeness to the 
information received internally by the U S WEST Service 
Representative. Additionally, the evaluation will determine if the data 
entry experience of a CLEC Service Order Entry Operator is comparable 
in quality and required level of effort to that experienced by the U S 
WEST Service Order Entry Operator. Specifically, the level of pre- 
order to order integration in the retail and resale interfaces will be 
compared. 

An important element in determining whether the resale Service 
Representative’s experience is in parity with the retail Service 
Representative’s experience is the degree to which correctly entered 
CLEC LSRs flow through the U S WEST OSS infrastructure in 
comparison to correctly entered U S WEST Service Orders. Flow 
through as addressed in the Retail Parity Evaluation is flow through of 
the LSR such that the order is accepted and presented to the backend 
systems. Flow through in the context of these retail parity evaluations 
does not include testing of how well orders are provisioned or billed. 
Therefore, the Test Cases for retail parity will be cancelled before 
provisioning occurs. 

Quantitative pre-order metrics such as TN, feature validation, address 
validation, PIC/LPIC, due date, and facility availability query times will 
be measured and reported for all pre-order Test Cases and for the pre- 
order portions of all order Test Cases (for the Retail Parity Test). These 
metrics will be collected as detailed Test Cases and Scripts are executed 
by U S WEST Service Representatives for retail and Pseudo-CLEC 
Service Representatives for resale. 

3.3.3 Capacity Test 

The Capacity Test will validate that U S WEST’s OSS Systems and 
processes can handle loads equal to or greater than those projected by the 
various CLEC participants for estimated volumes projected one year 
from the date of the running of the Capacity Test. Additionally, 
Capacity Testing includes a review of procedures associated with 
computer system scalability and staff scalability, to determine, under 
stated assumptions, whether or not U S WEST appears capable of 
handling both projected and unexpected CLEC future demand. U S 
WEST’s ability to handle unexpected CLEC future demand will be 
evaluated as part of these scalability evaluations. The Capacity Test 
differs from the Functionality Test, in that it is constructed of a 
repeatable, controlled, usually simulated test load, focused on volumes 
rather than on functionality. Consequently, a restricted subset of 
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functionality will be used as the input workload to drive the systems, and 
large volumes of pre-order and order transactions will be evaluated, 
based on forecasts one year from the running of the Capacity Tests. 

3.3.4 Relationship Management Test 

This test is a ‘process test’ to ensure that U S WEST’s system and/or 
process change control methods are appropriately handled and effectively 
communicated to CLECs, based on the defined change control 
procedures. This test focuses on the procedures U S WEST uses to 
interact with CLECs. 

To best demonstrate this ability, a new release of software may be 
introduced during the test period. During the new release, U S WEST’s 
ability to successfully notify and support affected CLECs will be 
evaluated. 
In addition, U S WEST’s overall interaction with CLECs concerning 
OSS will be evaluated. This includes U S WEST’s programs for 
providing systems information, system training, and system problem 
identification and resolution. 

3.3.5 Performance Measurement Evaluation 

The Performance Measurement Evaluation is an assessment of the 
performance measures processes established to evaluate U S WEST 
performance in providing service to the CLECs and to its retail 
customers. 

The purpose of the Performance Measurement Evaluation is to verify 
that U S WEST is properly collecting and using data when computing the 
results of performance measures. The evaluation will consist of the 
following: . Reviewing processes in place for collecting data 

= Computing results of performance measures and evaluating 
performance measure data for the three most current consecutive 
months to determine if U S WEST is properly computing results . Verifying Functionality and Capacity Test Performance 
Measurement 

3.4 Product TypesIOrder Types 

The testing will cover the various order types associated with the three modes of 
CLEC entry: resale, unbundled network elements, and number portability. 
Testing will include both residence and business orders and will encompass 
new, conversion “as is”, conversion “as specified”, partial migrations, change, 
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supplementals, disconnect, cancel, suspend, and restore order types, as relevant 
to the specific product scenario being tested. 

U S WEST’s OSS will generate acknowledgments (ED1 997), error rejections, 
Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs), Service Order Completions (SOCs) and 
jeopardy notifications to the CLECs, consistent with U S WEST’s documented 
business rules and specifications. 

Electronic gateways considered within the scope of this testing are IMA and 
ED1 for pre-order and order, EB-TA and IMA for maintenance and repair and, 
EM1 and ED1 for billing. These electronic gateways are the means in which 
CLECs access U S WEST’s OSS systems. 

The following product types will be processed via the electronic gateways: 

Resale - At a high level, the Test Scenarios to be included in the 
resale test are as follows: 

Retail to Resale Conversion - U S WEST customer converts 
to CLEC 

Resale - New connect of a CLEC customer 

Resale - Change features of an existing CLEC customer 

Resale - Disconnect a CLEC customer 

Suspend and Restore - CLEC initiates a request to suspend a 
customer’s service and may later initiate a request to restore 
service. 

0 Unbundled Network Elements -At a high level, the Test Scenarios to 
be included in this test for UNE-P and UNE-L orders are: 

0 Retail to UNE-P Conversion - U S WEST customer converts 
to CLEC 

0 Retail to UNE-L - U S WEST customer converts to CLEC, 
where unbundled loop is leased from U S WEST by CLEC 

0 Retail to UNE-L with Number Portability - U S WEST 
customer converts to CLEC, where unbundled loop with 
number portability is leased from U S WEST by CLEC 

0 UNE-L New - End user establishes new service (i.e., UNE- 
L) with CLEC 



0 Retail to Local Number Portability - U S WEST customer 
converts to a CLEC keeping the same TN but using only 
CLEC facilities; the customer takes a U S WEST number 
when they move to a CLEC 

0 UNE-P Change - Request to change a feature 

0 UNE-P Disconnect - Service is disconnected from the end- 
user 

0 UNE-L Disconnect - Service is disconnected from the end- 
user 

UNE-P to UNE-L 

The following sections will further detail how these order types and product 
types will be tested. 

4. Functionality Test 

4.1 Functionality Test Purpose 

The purpose of the Functionality Test (FT) is to provide information that the 
ACC can use to assess the ability of U S WEST systems to provide the requisite 
functionality to CLECs. These functions include: 

0 Pre-ordering 

0 Ordering 

0 Provisioning 

0 Maintenance & Repair (M&R) 

0 Billing 

0 Special functions, such as 91 1 and DA 

The first principal objective of the FT is to verify the ability of the Pseudo- 
CLEC to submit LSRs to the U S WEST OSS and have U S WEST successfully 
install the requested service or facilities in a timely fashion. This includes the 
ability to track the progress of the LSRs through those systems, install the 
service or facility and to observe final order completion, verify the 
establishment of billing records, and verify the accuracy of those records against 
known usage. In some cases, ASR test scenarios (entered into the U S WEST 
EXACT System) may need to be executed by volunteer CLECs. The integration 
quality of pre-order and order data will also be evaluated during the 
functionality tests. Additionally, comparisons of these functions in the retail and 
resale environments will be done as part of the Retail Parity Evaluation. 

04/06/00 



ACC I! S WEST OSS TEST PLiZN 

The second principal objective of the FT is to validate the ability of a CLEC 
participant to access M&R systems using EB-TA. Additionally, the Pseudo- 
CLEC will access M&R systems using the U S WEST IMA GUI. Relevant 
aspects of these accesses include the ability to: 

Determine whether these systems will generate a timely and correct 
trouble report. 

Determine whether U S WEST will notify the CLEC or the Pseudo- 
CLEC of successful restoration of service after the service fault was 
identified and corrected. 

Determine if a participant CLEC i 

Mechanized Loop Test (MLT) for a reported trouble through EB - TA 
and determine if the Pseudo CLEC can initiate a Mechanized LOOD Test 
(MLT) for a reported trouble through IMA. 

Scenarios verifying the MLT will be included in Test Cases for the 
Functionality Tests. The FT is also intended to address certain special 
subjects, including the 9 1 1/E9 1 1 and Directory Assistance databases. 

. . .  
T T\ --can initiate a 

4.2 Functionality Test Scope 
The Functionality Test will include a defined number of inputs and a specific set 
of scenarios. Scenarios are specific types of orders and products to be included 
in the 271 tests. The definition of Scenarios is primarily the responsibility of 
the CLECs and U S WEST with final additions possibly suggested by the Test 
Administrator. 
Test Cases are different order types or product instances within a Scenario. 
Additionally, Test Case definitions include information on the inputs, purpose, 
expected results, measures, and failure criteria for the Test Case. The 
development of Test Cases is the responsibility of the Test Administrator. 
Test Scripts are detailed step by step instructions for each Test Case. The 
development of Test Scripts are the responsibility of the Test Administrator. 

Iterations are additional instances of Test Scripts of a specific Test Case with 
minor data changes to increase the samples within a statistical cell to achieve the 
required sample size. The development of additional iterations to achieve a 
required sample size is the responsibility of the Test Administrator. 

The Test Cases will include appropriate Test Case instances and iterations 
covering the order types and product types detailed in Section 3 and in Appendix 
A'. The set of Scenarios will be enhanced with CLEC input through workshop 
and TAG participation. 

' Appendix A is a detailed listing of the Test Scenarios for the Functionality Test and the Retail Parity 
Evaluation. Scenarios 1 to 126 are the Scenarios for the Functionality Test, and Scenarios 127 to 165 are 
the Scenarios for the Retail Parity Test. The chart lists each Scenario by order type, and it also includes 
columns indicating the details of the Scenario (e.g. the features involved, listing information), and 
Prepared By Cap Gemini 7'eleco?iimiiriicrrtioii.s 
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The Test Administrator will analyze these Scenarios, develop Test Cases, and 
determine the proper mix of orders and the number of iterations required for 
loading and for statistical validity. 

These Test Cases will be submitted to U S WEST via prescribed electronic 
methods, as proposed below. 

4.2.1 Pre-Order/Order/Provisioning Processes 

Pre-ordering is the process that allows CLECs the ability to query U S 
WEST’S databases to verify or obtain certain information necessary to 
issue a valid LSR. Ordering is the process that CLECs use to format 
and issue LSRs to U S WEST. Provisioning consists of the processes 
that U S WEST uses to install the service or facility ordered. The pre- 
order, order, and provisioning Functionality Test will involve the 
following interfaces: 

EDI: Utilizing a Pseudo-CLEC to test the ED1 preorderjorder 
interface; and 

IMA GUI: Using a combination of Pseudo-CLEC data and CLEC- 
supplied data for the IMA GUI pre-order/order test. 

4.2.2 Maintenance and Repair Interfaces 

Maintenance and Repair (M&R) is the function used by CLECs to report 
end user and network troubles to U S WEST, test the end user lines by 
MLT, sectionalize the trouble conditions, and check the status of the 
reported troubles. Any trouble, planned or unplanned that occurs during 
the test process will be considered part of the tests. The process to be 
utilized for the retests is defined in section 2.2.1. 

The Maintenance and Repair Functionality Test will involve the 
following interfaces: 

EB-TA: Collaboration with one or more CLECs to test the existing 
EB-TA interface for maintenance and repair test transactions. 

IMA GUI: 
test transactions. 

Using Pseudo-CLEC data for maintenance and repair 

4.2.3 Billing Interfaces 

Billing is the ability of U S WEST to provide CLECs with accurate 
wholesale bills and usage data, as well as records, for the services, 
features, network elements (e.g., loop,) and features that were ordered 

explanation of the directory listings for the Scenario, and an indication of whether or not a maintenance 
and repair test will be included in the Scenario. 
I’reprrrerl l ly  Cap C m i i i i  il’eleconit~uiiikntictr2 c 
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and provisioned. The primary focus for testing the billing interfaces is 
to validate the timeliness, accuracy, and completeness of the U S WEST 
billing processes. 

The Billing Functional Test will involve the following interfaces: 

EMI: (Exchange Message Interface) - This is an ATIS standard 
format of messages used for the interchange of telecommunications 
message information among telephone companies. Telephone 
companies use EM1 to charge billable, non-billable, sample, 
settlement, and study data. 

EDI: (Electronic Data Interchange) -This standard allows for 
the transmission of billing data between trading partners. ED1 
software translates fixed field or “flat” files that are extracted from 
applications into a standard format and hands off the translated data 
to communications software for transmission. 

4.3 Functionality Test Coverage and Scenarios 

Functionality Test coverage has been established to ensure that the functionality 
being tested best reflects the current and anticipated business environment. The 
development of the Scenario coverage is designed to ensure that each Scenario 
provides value-added processing, and duplication of common processes is 
minimized. In order to gain a reliable statistical sample of processing measures, 
several iterations of similar tests may be necessary. The Test Administrator will 
analyze these ordering Scenarios to determine the proper mix of orders and the 
number of iterations required for loading and statistical validity. 

The Functionality Test will include flow-through service orders and manual 
processes used to process orders. Flow-through orders are electronically 
received LSRs that have service orders accepted by the Service Order 
Processor without intervention. 

Section 1 of Appendix A details the proposed Test Scenarios for the 
Functionality Test. These Scenarios will be used to create the detailed Test 
Cases and subsequent orders/LSR/ASR. At a high level, the Scenarios consist 
of pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, and billing. A subset of the Scenarios 
will also include maintenance and repair activities. The following provides an 
overview of the test Scenarios based on the processes to be tested. 

4.3.1 Pre-Ordering/Ordering 

The pre-order process of the Functionality Test will include the 
following: 

0 Address Validation 



0 

0 Service and Feature Availability 
0 Telephone Number Reservation 
0 

0 Facility Availability 
0 Loop Qualification 
0 Reject/failed inquiries 

Customer Service Record (CSR) Inquiry 

Due date assignment (includes order for which dispatch is or is 
not required) 

4.3.2 Ordering/Provisioning 

Functionality included in the provisioning process of the Functionality 
Tests include the following: 

0 

0 

Receipt and Acknowledgement of LSRs 
Reject Processing 
Manual or Mechanized Service Order Creation 
Receipt of the FOC (Firm Order Confirmation) 
Service Order Status Query 
Processing through the SOPS (Service Order Processors) 
Completion of the LSRs (Installation of the ordered service or 
facility) 
Receipt of the notification for Service Order Completion (SOC) 
91 1 and DA database updates 

The Functionality Test will also cover the ability of the U S WEST OSS 
to receive the following order activities as inbound transactions: 

0 New Account Establishment 
0 Conversion (retail to resale or UNE-P) 

Change 
0 Suspend/Restore 
0 Disconnect 
0 Supplemental Orders 
0 Cancellation Orders 

The Functionality Test will test the ability of U S WEST’S OSS to send 
the following outbound transactions: 

0 Order RejectiodError Notification 
0 Order Acknowledgement 
0 Firm Order Confirmation 
0 Jeopardy Notice (or equivalent) 
0 Service Order Completion Report 



Loss notification 
Update 91 1 and DA databases 

4.3.3 Back-End Processing 

Back-end processing is the ability to establish services and features as 
requested in LSRs. The Back-End Functionality Test will test the ability 
of U S WEST’S back-end systems to provide CLECs with the services 
and features being requested, and to update databases, including 911 and 
DA. The Service Order Completion notification to the CLEC indicates 
that provisioning is complete. 

4.3.4 Billing 

Billing is the ability for U S WEST to provide accurate, timely, and 
complete usage data and billing records to CLECs for the services, 
features, network items, and functions that were ordered and 
provisioned. In addition, verification of the documented charges must 
occur for recurring, non-recurring, usage-sensitive charges, and 
miscellaneous charges. The primary focus of the Billing Functionality 
Test is to validate the ability of the billing systems to receive the input in 
a timely manner and to process the bills accurately. Elements of this test 
include the following: 

Verify that what is ordered is what is billed 
Verify that the bills provide for accurate recurring, non- 
recurring, and usage-sensitive charges 
Verify that rates are applied correctly for each product, 
service, or element 
Verify that taxes and surcharges have been assessed correctly 
Verify that discounts and adjustments are performed correctly 
Verify that prorated amounts are charged accurately according 
to the disconnect date 
Verify that disconnects are processed and appear accurately 
on the bill 
Verify that daily usage files are updated accurately. Data 
contained in Daily Usage Feeds will be compared to call logs 
and Telco Bills. 

If discrepancies are determined, they will be handled utilizing the 
Incident Work Order Process defined in Appendix I of the 271 Test 
Standards Document. 

4.3.5 Maintenance and Repair 
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Maintenance and Repair (M&R) provides the ability for CLECs to report 
trouble to U S WEST and to check the status of trouble tickets. A select 
set of the Functionality Test Scenarios will contain planned M&R 
activities and will be developed considering the highest volume types of 
troubles. The focus of the Maintenance and Repair Functionality Test 
will be on the evaluation of the electronic trouble request submission 
(trouble report) process, status (trouble handling), and repair (closing of 
the ticket). Test Scenarios will include the following: 

0 No DialTone 
0 Static/Noise on the Line 

Cannot Call Out 
Cannot Be Called 

0 Cannot Call Long Distance 
0 Features Not Working 

4.4 Functionality Test Volumes 

The appropriate test volume will be set to ensure that all tests are conducted 
with enough data to allow statistical soundness when evaluating the processes 
and outputs. The number of accounts, transactions, and test iterations will be 
determined by the Test Administrator to ensure that the test volume is adequate. 

4.5 Functionality Test Data 

The input data LSRs and ASRs required for the Functionality Test are data 
originating from CLECs and the Pseudo-CLEC (resale, UNE-P, UDIT, and 
UNE-L test cases and retail to resale conversion test cases). The proposed 
method for establishing and processing these data is through the use of Friendly 
accounts, known henceforth as Friendlies, and test accounts. Enough accounts 
must be established to ensure statistical soundness. 

Since a production environment approach is being used, the Friendlies accounts 
will reflect real customers and facilities, and will consist of U S WEST, CLEC, 
and ACC employees. A CLEC’s own account may also be used. 

The management of Friendlies is an important aspect of this test. An additional 
line(s) for the residential Friendlies will be provisioned to each of the homes to 
ensure that the existing service is not disrupted. Once the testing has been 
completed, these lines will be disconnected. The processes and associated high- 
level tasks required to manage the Friendlies are as follows: 

0 Determine number of Friendlies required based on total number of 
scenarios, conditions to be validated, and statistical validity 
Determine distribution and location of Friendlies 



N 

0 Identify Friendlies and associated locations 
0 Map Friendlies/locations to test scenarios/call scenarios 
0 Provide for environmental needs for Friendlies (additional line 

installation) 
0 Determine the process for managing the Friendlies and notifying them of 

their testing responsibilities 

4.6 Functionality Test Participants 

A successful Functionality Test requires participation, commitment, and 
accountability from the following: 

0 Pseudo-CLEC - The third party retained to create and run the test 
transaction generator will act as a Pseudo-CLEC and have the same 
responsibilities as the CLECs below during the testing phases. The 
Pseudo-CLEC will be additionally responsible for customizing its 
transaction generation software to function with U S WEST’s OSS 
before testing begins. 

0 Test Administrator - The role of the selected Test Administrator is to 
monitor/oversee the testing effort, act as test supervisor in the day-to-day 
operations of the project, track issues that arise during the test, 
determine Root-Cause Analyses of Issues with participating CLEC, 
Pseudo-CLEC and U S WEST input, analyze the outcome of the test 
effort, and provide a feedback report to the ACC. Specifically, the Test 
Administrator will be responsible for the generation of the actual test 
cases and the coordination of other parties involved in the testing. 

0 Test Friendlies - The Friendlies will be actual volunteers. They will 
receive packets of information detailing the types of transactions (calls) 
they will be required to originate, the dates required, and any 
documentation they are required to create to document their test calls. 

U S WEST - U S WEST will act in a supporting role as directed by the 
ACC and its DCI representatives. This role includes providing subject 
matter experts (SMEs) for consulting and support during test planning, 
preparation, execution, and analysis. U S WEST’s systems, operations, 
and processes are the basis for the test. 

0 CLECs - CLECs selected by the ACC to participate in the testing effort 
will be required to provide input to test cases and Friendlies accounts 
based on the scenarios defined in Appendix B. Additionally, they will be 
responsible for conducting the tests and reporting the outputs based on 
the direction from the ACC and the Test Administrator. 



A complete list of roles and responsibilities for the entire testing effort is 
detailed in Section 9. 

4.7 Functionality Test Phases 

The purpose of this section is to detail the types of activities required in each of 
the Functionality Test phases: Test Planning, Test Preparation, Test Execution, 
and Test Analysis and Reporting. These activities will be tracked in an overall 
project plan to be created and maintained by the Test Administrator. 

4.7.1 Test Planning 

This section details the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
necessary for the Functionality Test Planning Phase. 

4.7.1.1 Test Planning Activities 

Baseline the ACC Master Test Plan and providing revisions as 
necessary 
Define scope and objectives 
Develop Test Milestones 
Define test management items (jeopardy management, issue 
management, etc.) 
Define test participants roles and responsibilities 
Define the Test Scenarios 
Establish the data approach 
Establish the appropriate testing volumes 
Determine the appropriate resources to support the test 
preparation and execution phases 

4.7.1.2 Test Planning Entrance Criteria 

The following are the entrance criteria to the Functional Planning 
Phase, as there must be a firm understanding of the technical 
basis and objectives of the test before the remaining planning can 
be completed. 

Identify test volumes, such as the exact number of Friendlies 
and test accounts and the total number of activities initiated by 
the Friendlies within the testing timeframe 
Identify test iterations to establish the appropriate number of 
tests and volumes to ensure statistical soundness 
Identify test execution interval (number of days) to cover 
multiple billing periods and other constraints such as 
installation intervals 
Identify test participants and the associated roles of each 



Manage test ‘blindness’ 
0 Identify the Friendlies mix and locations 

Define the overall testing environment 
The statistical methodology has been established 

4.7.1.3 Test Planning Exit Criteria 

The Test Planning Phase exit criteria consist of assurances that 
the work in subsequent phases is understood by all participants. 
Written planning outputs will be supplied to the Test 
Administrator and reviewed in planning sessions. The exit 
criteria consist of establishment of the following: 

0 

Test Milestones defined 
0 

Baselined test plan for each participant 

Defined schedule, including critical path items 

4.7.2 Test Preparation 

This section details the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
necessary for the Functionality Test Preparation Phase. 

4.7.2.1 Test Preparation Phase Activities (by Test Administrator) 

Develop detailed test monitoring plans 
Develop detailed project plans 
Define OSS environment requirements 
Finalize the Test Scenarios and analyze the test coverage 
Identify and assigning the Friendlies 
Create the Friendlies test packages 

4.7.2.2 Test Preparation Entrance Criteria 

0 All participant input to the test plans have been received and 
documented. 

0 All participant input to the test specifications have been 
acquired and documented. 

0 Determine available Friendlies 

4.7.2.3 Test Preparation Exit Criteria 

Activities in the test plans necessary for the start of test execution 
must be complete. This phase requires Test Script review by the 
Test Administrator. 

4.7.3 Test Execution 



This section details the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
necessary for the Functionality Test Execution Phase. 

4.7.3.1 Test Execution Phase Activities 

Test execution includes the following key activities: 

CLEC participants, Pseudo-CLEC. and U S WEST 

Execute the Test Cases according to the individual test plans 
Document test results, issues, resolution, and status 

Test Administrator 

Position staff at Pseudo-CLEC and CLEC facilities to observe 
the input and processing of transactions 
Conduct surveillance of Pseudo-CLEC interaction with U S 
WEST in the resolution of issues 
Review weekly status summaries on the current state of each 
test scenario 
Review data submitted by test participants 
Determine whether the Pseudo-CLEC defined timeline of 
LSR submission was followed 
Reports problems uncovered in the test, tracks problem 
resolutions and retests for resolution with the consensus of the 
TAG - per Section 2.2.1 “Test Exception Process” 

4.7.3.2 Test Execution Entrance Criteria 

Baselined test plans for each participant 
Test Scripts for testing for each participant 
Friendlies preparation 
Operationally ready and available interfaces and systems 
required for the testing 
Executed system and access agreements, including assignment 
of required sign-on accounts and passwords 
Appropriate SME staff 
Sufficient establishment of the Arizona Performance Measures 
The Test Administrator has sufficiently completed its 
evaluation of the U S West processes for data collection and 
calculation of the Arizona Performance Measures 

4.7.3.3 Test Execution Exit Criteria 
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A review session is required to complete this phase. 

0 All test specifications executed and classified as pass/fail 
according to the plan 
No outstanding major problems, as determined and concurred 
by the TA and the ACC 
1 or 2 billing cycles verified, and a sufficient number of 
disconnects verified. 
If there appears to be a need for a 3‘d billing cycle in some 
instances. the matter will be referred to and reviewed by the 
TAG. 

0 

4.7.4 Test Analysis and Reporting 

This section details the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
necessary for the Functionality Test Analysis and Reporting Phase. 

4.7.4.1 Test Analysis and Reporting Phase Activities (by Test 
Administrator) 

0 Examine the data submitted by the Pseudo-CLEC for 
accuracy and completeness 
Analyze the complete transactional processing for each order 
Track issues that arose during the test 
Perform Root-Cause Analyses of all Issues and follow the 
Test Exception process in section 2.2.1 
Recommend technical solutions to obstacles encountered 
during the test 
Prepare a report for the ACC 

4.7.4.2 Test Analysis and Reporting Entrance Criteria 

This phase requires all outcomes documented during the test 
execution phase. 

4.7.4.3 Test Analysis and Reporting Exit Criteria 

A review session is mandatory to complete this phase. Required 
documents at this review session are the participants’ results, 
which will be combined into a single report document and 
presented to the ACC. The Test Administrator will also complete 
a report for the ACC to be submitted along with the participants’ 
results. 

4.8 Functionality Test Success Criteria 
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5. 

Measurable Standards (Benchmarks and Parity Measures) for Performance 
Measures listed in Appendix B, as modified with CLEC and U S WEST input 
during the Workshops, and as approved by the ACC, will serve as criteria for 
success of Functionality Testing. 

The Functionality Test success criteria will indicate that all processing is stable 
(Le., no major service interrupting or semi-major service impacting issues, and 
few minor problems). Test results can include a small number of U S WEST 
software and method problems. Based on the analysis of any such problem, the 
failure may be sufficiently serious to abort the test and restart once the failure 
has been fixed. If the scope of the failure is small and the problem is not 
serious, the test may continue, or U S WEST may opt to provide a fix. U S 
WEST must identify any failures that it discovers, along with a complete 
explanation, to the Test Administrator for distribution. The decision on whether 
or not to proceed with the test will be made by the Test Administrator with 
approval from the ACC. 

4.9 Functionality Test Assumptions 

0 Wherever possible, activities and tests will be streamlined and conducted 
in parallel. 

0 CLECs will provide input to the test scenarios, test specifications and 
cases. 

0 Preparation of the environmental needs for Friendlies will not require 
significant infrastructure changes. 
The test participants can run their tests independently. 
Two bill cycles are planned, and a bill cycle is 30 days. 

0 

0 

Retail Parity Evaluation 

5.1 Retail Parity Evaluation Purpose 

The Retail Parity Evaluation is a type of functionality test that evaluates whether 
a CLEC representative, using a U S WEST i&ede&O SS interface, is able to 1 
provide a level of service and experience to customers in substantially the same 
time and manner as the level of service and experience that a U S WEST 
representative can provide using the equivalent internal U S WEST OSS 
interface. The primary goal of the Retail Parity Evaluation is to compare the 
CLEC's ability to process pre-order inquiries, LSRs and repair requests 
(utilizing the OSS Interfaces), to the U S WEST retail equivalent utilization of 
the systems. Specifically, the purpose of this test is to determine whether a 
CLEC representative, using a U S WEST OSS interface, can provide service in 
substantially the same time and manner as the service that a U S WEST 
representative provides. 
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5.2 Retail Parity Evaluation Scope 

A specific set of Test Scenarios which have Retail comparisons are to be used 
for the Retail Parity Evaluation. These tests cover pre-ordering, ordering, and 
maintenance and repair Scenarios as defined in Section 3. In general, each 
CLEC Test Scenario has a corresponding U S WEST retail Scenario in order to 
conduct a comparison of functionality. 

The Retail Parity Evaluation is both a quantitative and qualitative test. It is 
quantitative in that it evaluates, to the extent possible and appropriate, OSS 
response times on a comparative basis, recognizing a difference in processes. It 
is qualitative in that it compares the information that a U S WEST representative 
handling a customer can obtain compared to that which a CLEC representative 
can obtain, in terms of equivalency and accuracy. This includes not only 
standard pre-order and ordering functionality, but also other information needed 
to handle customers, such as: order status, escalations, and obtaining 
preferential or vanity numbers. 

The focus of the Retail Parity Evaluation is on the experience which the 
customer has while on the line with a CLEC representative, in comparison to 
the experience of a customer while on the line with a U S WEST representative. 
Because of this, once the order has been submitted, it is only necessary to run 
the Retail Parity Evaluation through the ordering processes or through 
submission of a trouble report. Consequently, the Retail Parity Evaluation 
activities will be cancelled in the Service Order Processor (SOP). 

The Retail Parity Evaluation will involve test comparisons between the IMA 
GUI and the retail systems utilized by U S WEST’S Service Order 
Representatives. 

5.3 Retail Parity Evaluation Coverage and Scenarios 

Section 2 of Appendix A details the proposed Test Scenarios for the Retail 
Parity Evaluation. These Scenarios will be used to create the detailed Test 
Cases and subsequent orders/LSRs. At a high level, the Scenarios cover pre- 
ordering and ordering processing. The following provides a high-level 
overview of the Retail Parity Evaluation Scenarios: 

0 Resale New Connect compared to Retail New Connect 
0 Retail to Resale Conversion compared to Retail ‘Win Back’ 
0 Resale Change compared to Retail Change 
0 Resale Suspend and Restore compared to Retail Suspend and Restore 
0 Various Resale Maintenance and Repair Activities (Reporting, Start 

using, MLT) compared to the equivalent Retail Activities 
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5.4 Retail Parity Evaluation Volumes 

The appropriate test volume will be established to ensure that the comparison 
process provides a reliable statistical sample of performance measurements 
when evaluating the processes and outputs. It is anticipated that the volume 
required for this effort will be a subset of the volumes required for the overall 
Functionality Test detailed in Section 4. However, the number of accounts, 
transactions, and test iterations must still be determined to ensure that the test 
volume is adequate. The Test Administrator will determine these volumes. 

5.5 Retail Parity Evaluation Data 

The goal of the Retail Parity Evaluation is to evaluate resale transactions against 
the equivalent retail transactions. Consequently, this effort should use test 
accounts, or Friendlies, where the basic account set-up and locations can be as 
similar as possible to provide the most accurate comparison. For example, to 
test that scheduling appointments for the dispatch of an installation technician 
occurs equally for retail and resale customers, it is most desirable to have these 
accounts serviced out of the same wire center, and as geographically close to 
one another as possible. 

Data must originate from both resale CLECs and from U S WEST retail. 
Enough accounts must be established and tested to support the right sample 
amount to ensure statistical soundness. Like the Functionality Test, the Retail 
Parity Evaluation will be conducted in a production environment, and U S 
WEST active participants (e.g., customer service reps) will maintain the 
required level of ‘blindness’ by not knowing which accounts are in production as 
test accounts. 

5.6 Retail Parity Evaluation Participants 

The participants required for conducting a successful Retail Parity Evaluation 
are the same as those detailed in the Functionality Test, Section 4.6. U S 
WEST will have an additional role to execute test cases, since pre-order, order, 
and M&R activities must be established for retail customers. 

5.7 Retail Parity Evaluation Phases 

Although the phases and required activities for the Retail Parity Evaluation are 
similar to those defined in Section 4.7 for the Functionality Test, a number of 
other phases and activities are necessary. 

5.7.1 Test Planning 

This section details the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
necessary for the Retail Parity Test Planning Phase. 



5.7.1.1 Test Planning Activities 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Define scope and objectives 
Define test management items (jeopardy management, issue 
management, etc .) 
Define test participants roles and responsibilities 
Define the Test Scenarios 
Develop the comparison approach for pre-order, order and 
maintenance scenarios 
Develop the Test Cases 
Develop the Test Scripts 
Establish the data approach 
Establish the appropriate testing volumes 
Determine the appropriate resources to support the test 
preparation and execution phases 

5.7.1.2 Test Planning Entrance Criteria 

0 Identify test volumes, such as the exact number of Friendlies 
and test accounts and the total number of activities initiated by 
the Friendlies within the testing timeframe 

0 Identify test iterations to establish the appropriate number of 
tests and volumes to ensure statistical soundness 

0 Identify test execution interval (number of days) to cover 
multiple billing periods and other constraints such as 
installation intervals 
Identify test participants and the associated roles of each 
Identify the Friendlies mix and locations 
Define the overall testing environment 
The statistical methodology has been established 

0 

0 

0 

5.7.1.3 Test Planning Exit Criteria 

0 

0 

0 

Baselined test plan for each participant 
Baselined Test Scripts are complete 
Test specifications from the Pseudo-CLEC participants 
Defined schedule, including critical path items 

5.7.2 Test Preparation 

This section documents the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
required for the Retail Parity Test Preparation Phase. 



5.7.2.1 Test Preparation Phase Activities 

Develop detailed test monitoring plans 
Develop detailed project plans 
Define OSS environment requirements 
Finalize the Test Scenarios and analyze the test coverage 
Finalize the Test Scripts 
Establish segregated operating terminals at U S WEST 
Identify and assigning the Friendlies 
Create the Friendlies test packages 

5.7.2.2 Test Preparation Entrance Criteria 

Determine available Friendlies 

Test Standards written, reviewed and commented on by TAG 
Scope of the tests finalized and approved by the TAG 

5.7.2.3 Test Preparation Exit Criteria 

0 Test plan activities section complete 
Test Scripts reviewed by Test Administrator 

5.7.3 Test Execution 

This section documents the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
required for the Retail Parity Test Execution Phase. 

5.7.3.1 Test Execution Activities 

Pseudo-CLEC and U S WEST 

0 Execute the Test Cases according to the scripted Test Cases 
per the instructions of the monitoring Test Administrator 
representative. 
Document test results, issues, resolution, and status 

Test Administrator 

Position staff at Pseudo-CLEC and U S WEST facilities to 
observe the input and processing of orders 

0 Closely guide the execution of the Retail Parity Evaluation 
Test Scripts in both the Pseudo-CLEC and U S WEST 
facilities carefully counting and measuring the planned data 
and documenting the results on the Test Scripts. 
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0 Review recorded Report problems uncovered in the test, track 
problem resolutions and retests for resolution with the 
consensus of the TAG 

5.7.3.2 Test Execution Entrance Criteria 

Baselined test plans for each participant 
Test Scripts for testing for each participant 

0 Friendlies preparation 
0 Operationally ready and available interfaces and systems 

required for the testing 
0 Executed system and access agreements, including assignment 

of required sign-on accounts and passwords 
Appropriate SME staff 

0 Sufficient establishment of the Arizona Performance Measures 

5.7.3.3 Test Execution Exit Criteria 

0 All Test Scripts executed and classified as “pass” according to 
the plan 

0 No outstanding major problems, as determined and concurred 
by the third party and the ACC 

5.8 Retail Parity Evaluation Success Criteria 

This Test will depend on the following success criteria: 

0 What assurance does the Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative have 
that the order, with an eligible service type, will flow through once 
released versus the assurance the U S WEST Service Representative 
has? 

0 Is the time and effort to perform pre-order queries substantially the 
same for Pseudo-CLEC and U S WEST Service Representatives? 

0 Is the level of pre-order to order integration substantially the same 
for Pseudo-CLEC and U S WEST Service Representatives? 

0 Is the data on the screens presented to the Pseudo-CLEC Service 
Representative substantially the same- e a t h e  
data presented to the U S WEST Service Representative? 

I 
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0 For service to be installed in the same serving area, are substantially 
the same- facilities available for the U S WEST Service 
Representative and the Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative? 

Is the procedure used to reserve large blocks of TNs substantially the 
sameey-wde& for both a Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative and 
a U S WEST Service Representative? 

For service to be installed in the same serving area, are reasonably 
similar due date intervals experienced by the U S WEST Service 
Representative and the Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative? 

0 Is a- substantially the same opportunity provided to the I 
Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative and the U S WEST Service 
Representative to expedite due dates? 

Is the procedure to obtain and/or reserve a “vanity” TN substantially 
the sameetpwde& for both a Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative 
and a U S WEST Service Representative? 

0 Is the ability to make a change on a pending order substantially the 
same- for both a Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative and for a 
U S WEST Service Representative? 

I 0 Is awxpal-substantially the same ability provided to both the 
Pseudo-CLEC Service Representative and the U S WEST Service 
Representative to query status of a pending service order? 

For “working left-in” situations, does IMA provide the Pseudo- 
CLEC Service Representative a- substantially the same 
amount of status information as is provided to the U S WEST 
Service Representative? 

I 

0 Are the hours of system availability substantiallv the sametk-wme 
for Pseudo-CLEC Service Representatives and for U S WEST 
Service Representatives? The determination will factor in the 
purposes for which the interfaces are up and available within U S 
WEST. 

I 

5.9 Retail Parity Evaluation Assumptions 

0 The Retail Parity Evaluation will not require end-to-end processing to 
billing; orders generated for the Retail Parity Evaluation can be cancelled in 
the Service Order Processing (SOP) systems once the Test Case is complete. 
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Time measurements will be established only for cases where accurate 
comparisons can be accomplished. 

The assumptions related to Friendlies in Section 4.8 for the Functionality 
Test apply to the Retail Parity Evaluation. 

6. Capacity Test 

6.1 Capacity Test Purpose 

The Capacity Test will validate that U S WEST’s OSS Systems and processes 
for pre-order and ordering transactions can predictably handle loads equal to or 
greater than those projected by the various CLEC participants for estimated 
volumes projected one year from the date of the running of the Capacity Test. 
While some limited aspects of U S WEST’s provisioning processes will be 
evaluated, the test will pass no judgement on the capacity of U S WEST’s 
provisioning processes. For the Capacity Test, it is assumed that U S WEST 
will provision CLEC service requests in parity with retail operations. The 
Capacity Test is different from the Functionality Test, since it is constructed of 
a repeatable, controlled, and usually simulated test load. Volumes for this 
testing effort will be established by the Test Administrator with U S WEST and 
CLEC input. The forecast information will be used to determine the appropriate 
number and mix of accounts, transactions, and test iterations. Issues addressed 
by the Capacity Test include: 

0 System capacity testing, i.e. testing using load generators to verify the 
capacity of designated U S WEST OSS 

0 System scalability, i.e. the ability of U S WEST systems to handle a 
growth rate that may be higher than anticipated 

Staff scalability, i.e. the ability of U S WEST personnel staffing 
processes to handle a growth rate that may be higher than anticipated 

6.2 Capacity Test Scope 

For the purposes of the Capacity Test, U S WEST’s OSS interfaces will be 
tested, including both the ED1 and the IMA GUI interfaces. The Test 
Administrator will, with CLEC and U S WEST input, determine the parameters 
involved in conducting the capacity tests of the U S WEST systems. A balance 
between simplicity of testing and statistical soundness of the analysis must be 
reached in determining the appropriate test conditions. 

The Capacity Test will include tests for evaluating the capacity of U S WEST’s 
pre-order, ordering, and provisioning OSS interfaces for resale, UNE-P, UNE- 
loop, UNE-loop with number portability, and number portability. Testing will 
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be performed with U S WEST’S electronic gateways, including both IMA and 
ED1 gateways. 

For each of the tests and for each electronic gateway in the pre-order, order, 
and provisioning process, the Capacity Test will evaluate the following: 

Selected performance measures for which the appropriate capacity 
measure is established 

Standard computer metrics (such as processor utilization) 

0 OSS scalability, including procedures for capacity expansion and 
estimates of the largest volume that the OSS configuration accepts under 
normal conditions 

During the Capacity Test, the scalability of each interface involved in the test 
must be evaluated. For each system in the test, U S WEST should demonstrate 
its approach to scalability to ensure that future volume growth can be properly 
planned for before existing resources are exhausted. 

6.3 Capacity Test Coverage and Scenarios 

Capacity Test coverage and associated Scenarios will include a representative 
mix of the pre-order queries and order transactions tested in the Functionality 
Test. 

For the pre-ordering Capacity Test, the workload will consist of an equal 
number of the query types listed below: 

0 Address Validation 

0 Customer Service Record (CSR) 

0 Service and Feature Availability 

0 Appointment Scheduling Inquiry 

0 Facility Availability 

0 Telephone number inquiry 

For the ordering Capacity Test, a representative mix of clean LSRs and LSRs 
with errors will be used. The test will validate the capacity of the systems to 
process typical commercial LSRs in a production environment, and not the 
functionality across extensive LSR types. Test conditions that provide for 
mechanized error and rejections will be included. 

Special conditions, such as future dates on LSRs, may be placed on the test 
transactions so that production processing is not adversely affected. The special 
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conditions will also provide an alternative method for identifying test orders for 
data extraction and test clean-up activities. 

Test Scenarios were further defined once the Test Administrator and the Pseudo- 
CLEC were selected. 

6.4 Capacity Test Volumes 

The Test Administrator will be responsible for determining the appropriate 
volumes for the Capacity Test, based on historical data and forecasts for one 
year beyond the start of the Capacity Tests, derived from input from U S WEST 
and CLECs. In addition, the specific hour-by-hour volume requirements will 
also be determined by the Test Administrator and communicated to the 
participating CLECs. The volume units for orders are LSRs, while the units 
for pre-orders are service queries. Factors utilized in test volume determination 
include: 

0 The number of CLEC pre-order queries for each LSR 

0 A loading factor for Arizona, considering that the systems are 
utilized for all U S WEST states, if necessary 

0 A loading factor to account for forecast error 

0 An estimate of hourly volumes and busy hour considerations 

To attain a satisfactory volume of transactions, the test mix may contain 
replications of transactions. Replications are inputs which are essentially the 
same, but which contain different data so that they are unique for the purpose of 
the test. 

6.5 Capacity Test Data 

Each participating CLEC may and the Pseudo-CLEC will provide the input data 
for executing the Capacity Test. In other third party OSS testing, participating 
CLECs have used test simulators to effectively generate the required volumes of 
tests. As mentioned above, replication of transactions will most likely be 
required to attain a satisfactory volume of transactions. 

The Capacity Test should be run with clean (error-free) LSRs to ensure that the 
focus is on transaction volumes and not functionality. However, a number of 
error LSRs (to be determined by the TAG with input from the Pseudo-CLEC) 
will be inserted as part of the test. The input ‘seed’ data will consist of data that 
has passed through the pre-order and order portions of the Functionality Test 
without error, and will then be ‘replicated’ as necessary by CLEC simulators 
and the Pseudo-CLEC to provide adequate volumes. 



6.6 Capacity Test Participants 

Although the Capacity Test participants are the same participants as outlined in 
Section 4.6 for the Functionality Test, the involvement of U S WEST in the 
Capacity Tests will be limited. The Capacity Test schedule of what tests are to 
be done on which days and times, and the frequency of those tests will not be 
known in advance by U S WEST. Therefore, scheduling activities and actual 
schedules for the execution of the Capacity Tests will be blind to U S WEST. 
The Pseudo-CLEC will play an important role in this test, because transaction 
generator software will be necessary for generating many replicated transactions 
to meet the volume requirements. 

6.7 Capacity Test Phases 

The purpose of this section is to detail the types of activities required in each of 
the Capacity Test phases: Test Planning, Test Preparation, Test Execution, and 
Test Analysis and Reporting. These activities will be tracked in an overall 
project plan to be created and maintained by the Test Administrator. 

6.7.1 Test Planning 

This section documents the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
required for the Capacity Test Planning Phase. 

6.7.1.1 Test Planning Activities 

Define test participants roles and responsibilities including the 
Pseudo-CLEC 

0 Define the Test Scenarios 
0 Establish the appropriate testing volumes 

Determine the appropriate resources to support the test 
preparation and execution phases 

0 Define and validate the test plans: Test plans should include 
the test environment description, entrance and exit criteria, 
test execution schedule, and the approach for generating LSRs 

6.7.1.2 Test Planning Entrance Criteria 

The following are the entrance criteria to the Capacity Planning 
Phase. There must be a firm understanding of the technical basis 
and objectives of the test before the rest of the planning can be 
completed. 



0 Definition and appropriate adjustment of workload mix and 
volumes 
Determination of the systems involved in the test 0 

0 Determination of participants 
0 Finalization of success criteria 
0 Determination of the times of day for testing, including times 

of low system activity and normal business hours 

6.7.1.3 Test Planning Exit Criteria 

0 Baselined test plan for each participant 
0 Test specifications for each participant 
0 Defined schedule, including critical path items 

6.7.2 Test Preparation 

This section documents the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
required for the Capacity Test Preparation Phase. 

6.7.2.1 Test Preparation Activities 

The Test Preparation Phase requires that the Test Administrator 
prepare Test Scripts outlining the input and the definition of 
expected observations for pre-ordering and ordering. Once the 
Scripts are written, the Test Administrator will review and 
approve the Scripts. 

6.7.2.2 Test Preparation Entrance Criteria 

0 

0 A production test environment 
0 

Valid and reviewed test plans for each participant 

A scheduled date for the tests 

6.7.2.3 Test Preparation Exit Criteria 

This phase requires Test Scripts for pre-order and order activities 
validated by the Test Administrator. A review session is 
required. 

6.7.3 Test Execution 

This section documents the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria 
required for the Capacity Test Execution Phase. 



6.7.3.1 Test Execution Activities 

Pseudo-CLEC will do the following: 

0 Execute the Test Cases according to the test plans 
Capture and record all relevant data 

U S WEST will provide the following: 

0 Performance Measurement calculations based on Capacity 
Test data 

6.7.3.2 Test Execution Entrance Criteria 

Test Scripts for the pre-order tests 
0 Test Scripts for the order tests 

Mechanisms to verify test results and to maintain a permanent 
record 
Performance Measures process sufficiently evaluated by the 
Test Administrator 

6.7.3.3 Test Execution Exit Criteria 

A review session with all participants is required to complete this 
phase. The Execution Phase is complete when the Test 
Administrator concurs that the following conditions are met: 

0 All test specifications are executed and classified as 
Passed/Failed according to plan 

0 No outstanding major problems exist, by definition and 
concurrence of the Test Administrator and the ACC 
No unresolved escalated issues exist 

6.7.4 Test Analysis and Reporting 

This section details the activities, entrance criteria, and exit criteria required 
for the Capacity Test Analysis and Reporting Phase. 

6.7.4.1 Test Analysis and Reporting Activities 

0 Analyze executed Test Cases and ensure that all Test Cases 
were executed and no major issues are outstanding 

0 Evaluate the system capacity versus forecasted load 
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0 

0 

Evaluate whether the systems met the expectations of the 
Performance Measurement criteria 
Prepare a Report for the ACC 

6.7.4.2 Test Analysis and Reporting Entrance Criteria 

This phase requires the outcomes recorded in the Test Scripts 
(i.e., a successful execution). 

6.7.4.3 Test Analysis and Reporting Exit Criteria 

A review session is required to complete this phase. Completion 
of the Capacity Test will be documented in two reports to the 
ACC: one from the Pseudo-CLEC, and a second called the Test 
Administrator’s Evaluation Report, which will include the 
validated analysis of the participants’ reports. 

6.8 Capacity Test Success Criteria 

0 The relevant performance measures standards met 
0 All tested U S WEST OSS handled the offered load 
0 The Capacity Test execution did not cause application or system failures 

I 
6.9 Capacity Test Assumptions 

0 Non flow-through orders will not be processed I 
0 Pre-Ordering and Ordering Capacity Tests can be executed independent 

of each other 
The volume mix and arrival rate will be based on forecasted expectations 
for one year beyond the date of the test 
A subset of the Functionality Test orders will be used for the Capacity 
Test. The orders will be replicated to provide the required volume and 
mix. Purchase Order Number (PON), Telephone Number (TN), 
Appointment Date, Name, and Address fields will be ‘parameterized’ 
(Le., the value of the parameter will change for an instance of the test) 
so as to achieve the volume needs of the test 
No new interconnect Service Center personnel will be added solely for 
the Capacity Test 

0 

0 

0 

6.10 Systems Scalability 

U S WEST pre-order and order activities depend on the capabilities of certain 
computer systems. The Test Administrator will perform a system scalability 
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analysis to determine if U S WEST has adequate procedures for scaling their 
systems so that they will have adequate capacity to handle CLEC loads. The 
System Scalability Evaluation will include an examination of the OSS 
interfaces, systems that support the interfaces, and databases that are accessed 
in order to provide the necessary information for the OSS function. 

Included in this review are the following: 

Evaluate the procedures for tracking OSS load and capacity 

0 Evaluate the procedures for forecasting future OSS load 

Evaluate the process for providing OSS computer growth 

The System Scalability Test will also evaluate the backup, security, disaster 
recovery and procedures that guide the U S WEST staff in executing the 
OSS interface data security processes. 

6.11 Staff Scalability 

U S WEST pre-order and order activities also depend in many cases on 
manual processes to adequately meet their CLEC customer demand. The 
Test Administrator will perform a staff scalability analysis to determine if U 
S WEST has the ability to increase the number of personnel available to 
perform these manual functions. Included in this review are the following: 

0 Evaluate the procedural framework that U S WEST has in place to 
develop force models for its CLEC support centers 

Evaluate the volume contingency plans that U S WEST has in place 
to meet dramatic increases in CLEC order volume 

Evaluate the disaster recovery plans that U S WEST has in place to 
assure continued operations 

Evaluate the scalability of recruiting and training programs that U S 
WEST has in place to provide for the availability of staff with the 
necessary skills to adequately perform the manual support functions. 

7. Relationship Management Evaluation 

7.1 Relationship Management Purpose 

The Relationship Management Evaluation is a “process test” to ensure that U S 
WEST’S CLEC Account Establishment/Maintenance, CLEC Account 
Management, CLEC Training, Interface Development, and Change 
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Management Processes are appropriately conducted and communicated to 
CLECs effectively, based on defined procedures and documentation in place at 
the time of the evaluation. 

7.2 Relationship Management Evaluation Scope 

The Relationship Management Evaluation will examine the processes associated 
with the business relationships between U S WEST and the CLEC community. 
Five business operations areas will be evaluated: CLEC Account Establishment, 
CLEC Account Management, ED1 and IMA Interface Development, and U S 
WEST OSS Co-provider Industry Change Management Process 
(€X€PMCICMP). I 

CLEC Account Establishment 

This evaluation will examine methods and procedures provided by U S 
WEST for establishing a new CLEC customer. The evaluation will focus on 
the available documentation accessible to a CLEC business, &on 
consultative assistance that U S WEST provides to a CLEC, and on any 
additional d o c u m e n t a t i 0 n . i  . .  

CLEC Account Management 

The CLEC Account Management evaluation will examine the methods, 
procedures and actions provided by U S WEST for managing their business 
relationship with the CLECs. The evaluation will examine Responses to 
Account inquiries, Help Desk Call Processing, Help Desk call closures, 
Help Desk Status Tracking, Problem Escalation, Forecasting, and 
Communications. 

CLEC Training Evaluation 

The scope of the CLEC Training Evaluation is to evaluate the availability of 
training schedules, the frequency of training on the various areas where 
training is offered, the detail of the training curriculum and the effectiveness 
of the training content. 

Interface Development 

This evaluation will examine the documentation, specification and 
consultative assistance provided by U S WEST to CLECs for use in building 
a-€Wan ED1 -interface and an EB-TA interface or installing IMA. This test I 
will also include an evaluation of the test environment U S WEST provides 
CLECs for pre-testing their ED1 interfaces. Also. a billing interface will be 
established and tested. 
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U S WEST OSS Chanpe Manayement Process Evaluation 

The U S WEST OSS Change Management Process will be examined to ensure 
that U S WEST’s systems and/or processes for change management are 
appropriately and effectively conducted and communicated to the CLEC’s, 
based on the defined change management procedures. The Change 
Management (CM) Evaluation will evaluate U S WEST Methods and 
Procedures used to communicate with the CLECs in regard to U S WEST’s 
OSS performance and system updates, and by which it processes changes. 
The result of this effort will be the evaluation of the CM process, validation 
that it works as stated, and a Change Management Report stating the findings. 

This process evaluation validates that U S WEST properly communicates its 
change management methods and procedures for system performance and 
system updates to each of the CLECs. This is a cooperative process for the 
CLECs and U S WEST to identify, communicate, and track OSS interface 
new functionality, enhancements to existing functionality, and required code 
maintenance included in software releases. 

This evaluation is essential to ensure that the CLECs are: 

a) Provided with notice of pending system changes, 
b) Provided with notice far enough in advance to be prepared when the 

enhancement is implemented 
c) Have a communication process between themselves and U S WEST 

for resolving problems that arise in relation to system upgrades. 

7.2.1 CLEC Account Establishment Evaluation 

The Test Administrator will validate the procedures, and monitor and 
evaluate U S WEST’s execution of them. This evaluation will be used 
to ascertain the comprehensiveness of the published methods and 
procedures for establishing and maintaining a CLEC account. The 
methods and procedures will be evaluated on how appropriate the 
instructions are for completing necessary paperwork and what information 
is contained in the documentation. 

The activities that will be performed in conducting the CLEC Account 
Establishment Evaluation are as follows: 

a) Gather U S WEST CLEC Account Establishment 
documentation 

b) Review and evaluate the account establishment and 
maintenance documentation provided by the Pseudo-CLEC 

c) Perform U S WEST, Pseudo-CLEC, and CLEC personnel 
interviews 
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d) Document observations 

Gather Documentation 

The U S WEST CLEC Account Establishment documentation will 
be retrieved from the U S WEST web site or will otherwise be 
provided by U S WEST. The Test Administrator will gather the 
documentation through network access and through contacts with 
U S WEST. 
Review and Evaluate Documentation 

This review will evaluate the overall policies and practices for 
establishing and maintaining the account relationship. The 
Pseudo-CLEC will keep records of their account establishment 
experiences. The Test Administrator will review and evaluate that 
documentation and compare it to the documented U S WEST 
processes. 

Performance Interviews 

The Test Administrator will perform interviews with the Pseudo- 
CLEC, participating CLEC’s and U S WEST personnel to 
document the experiences encountered when establishing a new 
CLEC account. 

Document Observations 

All observations will be documented and reported in the 
Relationship Management summary report 

7.2.1.1 Entrance Criteria 

CLEC Account Establishment and Maintenance 
documentation is available 
Standard Interconnection Agreement Template 
Customer Questionnaire Template 
Access to U S WEST, Pseudo-CLEC, and CLEC personnel 
Pseudo-CLEC Interconnection Agreement 
Pseudo-CLEC Customer Questionnaire 
Evaluation Criteria and Checklist 
Interview Questionnaire 

7.2.1.2 Exit Criteria 

a) Completed checklists and questionnaires 
b) Documentation on results of observations 
c) Summary report including an Inventory of Documentation 
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7.2.2 CLEC Account Management Evaluation 

The CLEC Account Management test will evaluate the methods, 
procedures and actions provided by U S WEST for managing their 
business relationship with the CLECs. The evaluation will examine 
Responses to Account inquiries, Help Desk Call Processing, Help Desk 
call closures, Help Desk Status Tracking, Problem Escalation, 
Forecasting, and Communications. 

The activities that will be performed in conducting the CLEC Account 
Management Evaluation are as follows: 

a) Gather U S WEST CLEC Help Desk, Forecasting, 
Communications, and other Account Management Process 
Documentation 

b) Review and evaluate the account documentation provided by U S 
WEST 

c) Perform U S WEST, Pseudo-CLEC, and CLEC personnel 
interviews 

d) Document observations 

Gather Documentation 

The U S WEST CLEC Help Desk, Forecasting, Communications, 
and other Account Management Process documentation will be 
retrieved from the U S WEST web site or will otherwise be 
provided by U S WEST. The Test Administrator will gather the 
documentation through network access and through contacts with 
U S WEST. 

Review and Evaluate Documentation 

This review will evaluate the U S WEST Processes and practices 
in managing the CLEC account relationship. The Test 
Administrator will review and evaluate the clarity and sufficiency 
of U S WEST'S Process documentation. The ultimate evaluation 
will be based on many factors, one of which will be the 
documentation. 

Perform Interviews 

The Test Administrator will perform interviews with the Pseudo- 
CLEC, participating CLEC's and U S WEST personnel to 
document the experiences encountered in regards to Responses to 
Account inquiries, Help Desk Call Processing, Help Desk call 
closures, Help Desk Status Tracking, Problem Escalation, 
Forecasting, and Communications 



Document Observations 

All observations will be documented and reported in the 
Relationship Management summary report. 

7.2.2.1 Entrance Criteria 

a) CLEC Help Desk, Forecasting, Communications, and other 
Account Management Process documentation is available 

b) Access to U S WEST, Pseudo-CLEC, and CLEC personnel 
c) Evaluation Criteria and Checklist 
d) Interview Questionnaire 

7.2.2.2 Exit Criteria 

a) Completed checklists and questionnaires 
b) Documentation on results of observations 
c) Summary report including an Inventory of Documentation 

7.2.3 CLEC Training Evaluation 

This test will be used to determine the availability of training schedules to 
the CLECs, how often this information is made available and in what 
formats this information is offered. The frequency of training on different 
topics and the curriculum will also be evaluated. The documentation that 
is readily available to the CLECs will be used in this test. 

The CLEC Training Evaluation will include the following activities: 

a) Gather U S WEST published training documentation 
b) Review and evaluate training documentation provided to the 

Pseudo-CLEC 
c) Document observations of training classes 

Gather Documentation 

The U S WEST training schedules and associated documentation 
will be retrieved from the U S WEST web site or otherwise be 
provided by U S WEST. The Test Administrator will perform the 
gathering of the documentation through network access and 
through contacts with U S WEST. 

Review and Evaluate Documentation 

The Pseudo-CLEC will keep records of its U S WEST training. 
The Test Administrator will review and evaluate that 
documentation and compare it to the U S WEST documentation. 
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Interviews will be conducted with the Pseudo-CLEC personnel to 
determine the comprehensiveness of the training they received. 

Document Observations 

All observations will be documented and reported in the 
Relationship Management summary report. 

7.2.3.1 Entrance Criteria 

a) Training Schedules 
b) Published syllabuses and handbooks 
c) Evaluation Criteria and Checklist 
d) Interview Questionnaire 
e )  Pseudo-CLEC documentation of training 

7.2.3.2 Exit Criteria 

a) Completed checklists and questionnaires 
b) Documentation on results of evaluation of training information 

provided by U S WEST 
c) All findings and results will be documented in the Relationship 

Management Summary report 

7.2.4 Interface Development Evaluation 

The Interface Development Evaluation is an evaluation of the U S WEST 
Interface Development and Implementation Documentation for ED1 and 
IMA GUI installation. The Test Administrator will perform this 
evaluation with involvement by U S WEST, the CLECs, and the Pseudo- 
CLEC. 

The Interface Development Evaluation will involve the following 
activities : 

a) Gather documentation 
b) Review and evaluate documentation 
e )  Monitor and evaluate U S WEST'S processes and procedures 

supporting CLEC interface development (EDI, EB-TA, and 
Billing) and implementation (ED1 and IMA) efforts 

d) Attend U S WESTKLEC or U S WEST/Pseudo-CLEC interface 
technical meetings 

e) Document observations 
f) Determine whether U S WEST provides CLECs adequate access 

to testing %&-&es- that enables CLECs to implement the ED€ 
electronic interfaces 

. . .  
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Gather Documentation 

The U S WEST ED1 Interface Process and ED1 development 
related documentation will be retrieved from their web site or 
provided by U S WEST. Additionally, the IMA Implementation 
Process and associated implementation documentation will also be 
retrieved. The documentation necessary for development of the 
EB-TA and billing interfaces will also be obtained. The Test 
Administrator will perform the gathering of the documentation 
through network access and through contacts with U S WEST. 

Review and Evaluate Documentation 

The U S WEST Interface Development Process documentation 
will be reviewed and evaluated by the Pseudo-CLEC and Test 
Administrator. The observations of the Pseudo CLEC will be 
documented and will be included in the Relationship management I 
summary report. The focus will be on the clarity, completeness 
and sufficiency of the information U S WEST makes available to 
CLECs for developing EDPelectronic interfaces and installing the I 
IMA OSS interfaces. 

Monitor and Evaluate U S WEST’s Processes Supporting 
CLEC Interface Development 

The monitoring process will be conducted at U S WEST 
facilities, CLEC facilities, and Pseudo-CLEC facilities. The Test 
Administrator will observe the processes for design&* 
development, testing. and implementation of an ED1 interface and 
the processes for 1 
-acquiring and implementing an IMA GUI Interface 
to the 
the processes for design and development of the EB-TA and 
Billing interfaces. The Test Administrator will conduct interviews 
with U S WEST, the Pseudo-CLEC, and CLEC personnel. This 
will be a cooperative process to identify, discuss, and track OSS 
interface development and implementation activities in progress. 
The monitoring evaluation will attempt to answer the following 
questions: 

U S WEST OSS. The Test Administrator will observe 

a) Are U S WEST processes, timing and communications 
governing the development of a&D€electronic interfaces to 
U S WEST’s OSS or implementing a 
interface to the U S WEST OSS carried out in accordance 

U S WEST IMA GUI 
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with the U S WEST processes and procedures published and 
available to the CLECs? 

Are the terms and definitions utilized in the ED1 development 
and IMA GUI implementation documentation published and 
available to the CLECs? 

Can the CLECs and the Pseudo-CLEC obtain documentation 
relating to building an interface and/or configuring service to 

interfaces? Is the documentation clear, accurate, and 
sufficient to build the interface? 

the U S WEST EDI. EB-TA. Billing, and IMA GUI I 

Are meetings to discuss interface development reasonably 
scheduled and attended by U S WEST subject matter experts? 

e) Does U S WEST provide CLECs with adequate access to 
testing; facilities that enable CLECs to implement an electronic 
interface. 

Attend ED1 Interface Development Meeting 

With U S WEST and CLEC or Pseudo-CLEC permission, the 
Test Administrator will attend ED1 Interface Development 
meetings to gather information and evaluate U S WEST’s 
relationship with the parties involved in the CLEC ED1 
Development process. 

Document Observations 

All observations will be documented and reported in the 
Relationship Management summary report. 

7.2.4.1 Entrance Criteria 

a) U S WEST’s documented Development processes and 
Technical Documentation for Be lec t ron ic  interface 
development and IMA InstallatiodConfiguration 

I 
b) Evaluation criteria and checklists 
e) Interview Questionnaire 

7.2.4.2 Exit Criteria 

a) Completed checklists and questionnaires 
b) Documentation on results of evaluations and observations 
c) Summary report 

Prepared Uy Cup Geiniizi 7’elecommiinicatiolrs 
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7.2.5 Change Management Process Evaluation 

The Change Management Process Evaluation is an evaluation by the 
Test Administrator with involvement by U S WEST, the CLECs, and 
the Pseudo-CLEC. The Methods and Procedures (M&P) established 
by U S WEST will be acquired. U S WEST will be monitored and 
evaluated on its adherence to its published M&P for change 
management. Following the collection of documentation, the Test 
Administrator will identify, discuss, and track available instances of 
specific OSS Interface new functionality, enhancements and 
maintenance. 

The activities of this evaluation will include: 

Gather documentation 
Review and evaluate documentation 
Monitor and evaluate U S WEST’s ability to execute change 
management methods and procedures for a significant software 
release 
Attend regularly scheduled change management meetings 
Document observations 

I 

Gather Documentation 

The U S WEST Change Management Methods and Procedures (M&P) 
will be retrieved from their web site or provided by U S WEST. The 
Test Administrator will perform the gathering of the documentation 
through network access and through contacts with U S WEST. 

Review and Evaluate Documentation 

The U S WEST change management process documentation will be 
reviewed and evaluated by the Test Administrator. The observations 
by the Test Administrator will be documented and will be included in 
the summary report. The evaluation will attempt to answer questions 
relating to U S WEST’s effectiveness in managing changes to their 
OSS systems supporting CLECs. 

Monitor and Evaluate 

The Test Administrator will monitor the execution of the Change 
Management procedures based upon the observation criteria. The 
purpose of this process is to ensure that U S WEST is adhering to the 
methods and procedures it has established. It is imperative that the 
CLECs be provided with advance notice to system changes and 
enhancements and a test environment to test system changes prior to 

Prepared Buy Cap C;einini Telecoinm 11 11 icatioir s 
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implementation. Without proper lead-time and a test environment the 
CLECs will not be prepared to meet the user requirements of the 
changes or enhancements. 

The monitoring process will be conducted at U S WEST facilities, 
CLEC facilities, Pseudo-CLEC facilities and through the CICMP 
monthly meetings held by U S WEST. The Test Administrator will 
observe the process in action by U S WEST, will conduct interviews 
with U S WEST and CLEC personnel, and attend monthly U S 
WEST CICMP meetings. This will be a cooperative process to 
identify, discuss, and track OSS interface new functionality, 
enhancements to existing software, and required code maintenance. 
The monitoring evaluation will evaluate U S WEST’s execution of 
their published Change Management Processes for OSS systems used 
by the CLECs and will include a review of U S WEST’s ability to 
implement at least one significant software release. 

Attend CICMF’ Meetinps 

The Test Administrator will attend monthly CICMP meetings to 
gather information and evaluate U S WEST’s change management 
process. 

7 2.5.1 Entrance Criteria 

a) U S WEST’s documented change management procedures I 
b) Evaluation criteria and checklists 
c) Interview Questionnaire 

7.2.5.2 Exit Criteria 

a) Completed checklists and questionnaires 
b) Documentation on results of evaluations and observations 
C) Summary report 

8. Performance Measurement Evaluation 

8.1 Performance Measurement Evaluation Purpose 

The Performance Measurement (PM) Evaluation is designed to provide the ACC 
with a statistically valid assessment of U S WEST’s performance in providing 
service to the CLECs based on established performance measures. The 
Performance Measurements define those standards & - b y t h e s t h a t  W S  

will be used to 
evaluate U S WEST’s performance in the areas tested. 
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Performance Measures fall into three broad categories: parity, benchmark, and 
report only. Parity measures show that US WEST OSS systems allow parity 
access for competing CLECs. Benchmarks define a level of performance for 
service provided to a CLEC for which there is not an equivalent function within 
U S WEST. The report-only category is provided for those measures that the 
Commission or other regulatory body determined were of interest but were used 
for diagnostic purposes, often because they back-up other Performance 
Measures. The report only category also includes measures for which there is 
not yet sufficient information or the need to set a benchmark. 

The evaluation of US WEST Performance Review falls into 4 components: 

PM Process Review 
0 Historical Evaluation 
0 Functionality Test Evaluation 
0 Capacity Test Evaluation 

8.2 Performance Measurement Evaluation Scope 

In its Statement of Generally Available Terms, U S WEST has committed to 
provide results of the performance measurements listed in Appendices B and C. 
The ACC, with CLEC and U S WEST input, established final Performance 
Measurement criteria (benchmarks) for U S WEST in the OSS workshops. 
Appendices B and C are summarized in the following paragraphs. 

0 Appendix B contains detailed descriptions of U S WEST’S performance 
measurements. Each page lists: (1) the indicator number for the 
measurement, (2) the name of the measurement, (3) the purpose of the 
measurement, (4) a detailed description of the measurement, (4) the 
formula used to compute the result of the measurement, (5)  relevant 
notes and explanations, and (6) the measurable standard for the 
measurement. 

0 Appendix C lists the performance measurements and indicates which will 
be included in the Functionality Test and in the Capacity Test. The 
Functionality Test is comprised of OSS functionality testing and end-to- 
end functionality testing. Only those measurements with a Yes indication 
will be considered during the Functionality and Capacity Tests. Those 
measurements will also be evaluated during the Performance 
Measurement Evaluation to verify that U S WEST is collecting adequate 
data and computing accurate results. Those measurements with No Yes 
indication, will only be included in the testing to the extent that they are 
evaluated during the Performance Measurement Evaluation to verify that 
U S WEST is collecting adequate data and computing accurate results. 



8.3 Performance Measurement Evaluation Coverage and Scenarios 

The Performance Measurement Evaluation will include both an evaluation of the 
processes and procedures U S WEST has in place for collecting data and 
computing the results of the performance measurements listed in Appendices B 
& C and  a n  evaluation of the three most current consecutive months of data for 
those performance measurements. The following sections provide an overview 
of the Performance Measurement Evaluation: 

8.3.1 Review of Data Collection Process 

The Performance Measurement Evaluation will include an evaluation of 
the process and procedures in place to verify that data is being collected 
and used in a proper fashion when computing performance measures. 
This evaluation will include: 

Examination of documentation; 
0 Evaluation of U S WEST’s data collection, analysis and reporting 

processes based on Performance Indicators Definition (in 
Appendix B). 
Interviews of U S WEST personnel; and 

0 Clarification discussions with CLEC representatives, where 
appropriate. 

8.3.2 Historical Data Evaluation 

The Performance Measurement Evaluation will include an examination 
of performance measurement data from a three-month period to 
determine if U S WEST is correctly computing the results. The purpose 
of the historical data evaluation is to determine the validity of U S 
WEST’s performance measurement reporting through analysis of U S 
WEST’s calculations using the input data employed by U S WEST, or to 
determine whether such data warrants different conclusions. This 
evaluation will include: 

0 Review of the calculation of performance measurements; 
0 Independent calculation of results, using data provided by U S 

WEST; 
0 Calculation of z-statistics for performance measurements; and 
0 Comparison to z-statistics computed by U S WEST. 
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0 Determination of the extent that U S WEST’s historical data are 
consistent with the Performance Indicators Definition (in 
Appendix B). 

Performance Indicator Definition (PID) 
Version 
1. 

2. Second PID 

First PID used in AZ workshops 

8.3.3 Functionality and Capacity Test Performance Measurements 

Date of PID Comments 
Mar 99 

24 Seu 99 

(As part of U S WEST’s Arizona SGAT 
filing) 
(Used in 30 Seo - 1 Oct 99 Workshoos) 

The Performance Measurements listed in Appendix C will be evaluated 
for the Functionality Test and the Capacity Test. For each test, data will 
be collected for the performance measures with a yes entry in the 
applicable section of the table. The table identifies the performance 
measures for the Functionality Test as either OSS Performance or End- 
to-End. This distinction is meant to clarify the role of the performance 
measure during test evaluation. 

3. Third PID 
4. Version 3.1 

5. Version 3.2 
6 .  Version 4.0 

7. Version 4.1 
8. Version 4.2 
9. Version 4.3 
10. Version 4.4 
11. Version 4.5 

8.4 History of Arizona 271 Performance Indicator Definition Documents 

I ,  

15 Oct 99 
01 Nov 99 

15 Nov 99 
06 Dec 99 

03 Jan 00 
12 Jan 00 
24 Jan 00 
01 Feb 00 
18 Feb 00 

(Used in 2 1 Oct 99 workshop) 
(First AZ PID marked with version number on 
document) 

(First PID utilizing new format of standard 
boxes for each dimension defined) 
(With correction issued 04 Jan) 

The following table provides a chronology of revisions to the Performance 
Indicator Definition (PID) documents. As shown, there were twelve versions 
issued between March, 1999 and March, 2000 as a result of numerous 
discussions with the parties. 

I I 

12. Version 4.6 I20Mar00  

8.5 Performance Measurement Evaluation Test Plan 

8.5.1 Review of Data Collection Process 

U S WEST will provide an explanation and documentation of its 
performance measurement process and procedures. The Test 
Administrator will validate the process and procedures and monitor U S 



WEST’S ability to execute them. If appropriate, the Test Administrator 
will conduct interviews of U S WEST and/or CLEC personnel. 

The Performance Measurement Process review conducted by the Test 
Administrator will answer the following questions: 

Are the U S WEST documented performance measure business 
rules, gathering methods and procedures sufficient to ensure that 
the data elements gathered are accurate and complete? 

Are any of the U S WEST data gathering or calculation processes 
manual? If so, are U S WEST manual data gathering and 
calculation processes sufficiently documented to ensure 
completeness, proper disaggregation, and accuracy? 

Does the U S WEST performance measures process 
documentation contain proper information mapping data elements 
needed to compute each performance measure to a specific U S 
WEST system? 

Are the U S WEST documented data gathering and exclusion 
business rules consistent with the PID? 

Are the U S WEST calculations performed as defined in the PID? 

Are U S WEST supervisory review processes adequately 
documented and practiced to ensure calculation compliance in 
place and adequate to ensure the continuing accuracy of 
calculations? 

Are documented U S WEST change control procedures in place 
to ensure that changes to data are tracked and available for 
review? Are these sufficient? 

Is the U S WEST Performance Measurement Report Version 
Control Process documented, sufficient and practiced? 

Are historical logs available for changes to reported performance 
measures? 

Do procedures for changing data include appropriate 
changehersion control? Are these procedures documented and 
consistent with the PID? 

Are Performance Measurement Reports currently available on the 
U S WEST web-site? If no, does U S WEST have plans to post 



Performance Measurements on their web-site? If so, are clearly 
written posting processes and change management processes 
documented and in practice? 

8.5.2 Historical Data Evaluation 

U S WEST will provide performance measurement raw data from a three 
consecutive month period. The Test Administrator will validate the 
process and procedures and monitor U S WEST’s ability to execute 
them. If appropriate, the Test Administrator will conduct interviews of 
U S WEST and/or CLEC personnel. 

8.5.3 Functionality Testing and Capacity Testing 

During Functionality Testing and Capacity Testing, U S WEST will 
provide appropriate performance measure data and results. The Test 
Administrator will verify such data and incorporate the results into the 
Functionality Testing and Capacity Testing. The Test Administrator will 
acquire and/or develop data, calculate Functionality and Capacity test 
results, and validate results of U S WEST, Pseudo-CLEC and CLEC 
analyses 

8.6 Performance Measurement Evaluation Entrance and Exit Criteria 

The entrance criteria for this test include the U S WEST documented processes 
and procedures for the enumerated performance measurements listed in 
appendices B and C .  Exit criteria will include a final report that performance 
measurement collection, analysis and reporting processes as reviewed by CGT 
are fully compliant with the performance measurements contained in the PID. 
Exiting this test will include a review session where all observed activities, data 
and results will be reviewed for validity. The actual exit criteria will be an 
outcome report generated by the Test Administrator detailing observations 
regarding U S WEST’s performance measurements 

8.7 Performance Measurement Evaluation Participants 

The Performance Measurement Evaluation participants are the same participants 
as outlined in Section 4.6 for the Functionality Test with the exception that 
Friendlies will not be involved. The Test Administrator will play an important 
role in this test in that it will perform the evaluation of the performance 
measurement data and calculations provided by U S WEST. 



8.8 Performance Measurement Evaluation Assumptions 

The performance measurements to be evaluated are those enumerated in 
Appendices B and C, as modified by the ACC. 

The Historical Data Evaluation will be based upon three months of data for 
each enumerated performance measurement. 

9. Roles and Responsibilities 

9.1 TheACC 

The role of the Commission Staff is to: 

Oversee the development of the tests 

Oversee the test process 

Define the scope of the tests 

Provide approval of baseline documents, including the Master Test Plan 

Appoint the test supervisor to oversee day-to-day activities 

Review the Test Administrator Test report and Pseudo-CLEC report and 
provide comment 

Make decisions on issues for which there is not agreement among 
parties, including issues escalated to the ACC by the TAG 

Submit Reports and make a recommendation to the ACC. 

The responsibilities of DCI will include: 

0 Act with/for the ACC to establish the draft and final Master Test Plan 

Provide ongoing counsel and technical support to the ACC throughout 
the testing process 

Maintain communications among all interested parties and manage the 
flow of information among parties as directed or approved by the 
Commission Staff 



Apprise the Third Party Test Administrator and the Commission Staff of 
its communications with all parties or TAG participants on a weekly 
basis and any conclusions reached 

Assist the ACC in overseeing the test process and in evaluating test 
results and recommendations 

9.3 Test Administrator 

As part of its role of oversight or audit, the Test Administrator will: 

Provide final input to the Master Test Plan, including development 
and validation of  

Functional Test coverage and Scenarios. 

Parity Test coverage and Scenarios. 

Capacity Test coverage and Scenarios. 

Change Management methods and processes. 

Scalability of U S WEST interfaces. 

Ensure that U S WEST is following established business rules, and 
accurately collecting data and computing performance measurement 
results. 

Monitor test sites and activities, the test planning schedule, test execution 
schedule, overall project schedule and baseline documents. 

Prepare test planning schedule, test execution schedule, and overall 
project schedule. 

Track testing action items. 

Assign accountabilities and track resolution of issues/problems identified. 

Collect test status from U S WEST, Pseudo-CLEC and participating 
CLECs and report status to the ACC. 

Provide day-to-day supervision of the test program, including 
supervision of Friendlies. 

Analyze test results. 

Submit a report of results and its evaluation to the ACC, explicitly 
describing results of each of the five tests (e.g. functionality, capacity, 



etc.) and its evaluation for each, as well as overall results and overall 
evaluation. 

0 Provide technical advice to all test participants. 

0 With the TAG, ensure that testing is conducted in such a way as to 
achieve blindness to U S WEST. 

0 Maintain the level of openness in its contacts with U S WEST specified 
in Exhibit F and submit to the TAG and ACC on a bi-monthly basis a 
report of its incidental contacts with U S WEST. 

9.4 Participating CLECs 

Participating CLECs will have the following responsibilities: 

0 Provide input to the final Master Test Plan, through the TAG 

Provide input to the test specifications. 

0 Provide input to the test execution plans. 

0 Provide for test execution. 

0 Provide test support and SMEs as necessary to the Test Administrator. 

9.5 Pseudo-CLEC 

The Pseudo-CLEC will have the same responsibilities as the participating 
CLECs above, but will also have responsibility for the following: 

0 Build an application-to-application OSS interface necessary for the 
testing (based upon baseline documentation provided by U S WEST). 

0 Review and evaluate U S WEST documentation of EDI, IMA and EB- 
TA interfaces. 

0 Document the relative ease or complexity of creating the interface. 

0 Electronically submit pre-order inquiries, LSRs, associated trouble 
reports, and other transactions through U S WEST OSS interfaces. 

0 Receive various U S WEST confirmations, jeopardy notices, completion 
notices and responses back from querying the various OSS functions. 
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Build the capability to deliver and receive a volume of transactions, 
including pre-order, LSRs, and trouble reports to allow for functionality 
and capacity testing of the U S WEST OSS systems, including manual 
processes when electronic processes fail, or as designed and specified in 
the Master Test Plan. 

Provide test results data to the Test Administrator for evaluation. 

0 The Pseudo-CLEC will not engage in any evaluation of test results. 

Maintain the level of openness in its contacts with U S WEST as set 
forth in Exhibit F and submit to the TAG and ACC on a bi-monthly basis 
a report of its incidental contacts with U S WEST. 

9.6 U S WEST 

U S WEST is a direct participant of the test with the following roles and 
responsibilities : 

Provide input to the final Master Test Plan. 

0 Provide the OSS environment to be used for the test. 

Provide subject matter expertise in a collaborative development effort 
with the Pseudo-CLEC, with the CLECs, with the Test Administrator 
and with the ACC. 

Provide technical specifications and resources to be used by the Pseudo- 
CLEC for establishment as a pseudo-CLEC and for customization of the 
transaction generation software. 

Provide personnel to input orders for cases specified in the Master Test 
Plan according to established methods and procedures on the retail side 
of the Retail Comparison Test. 

Provide support of the testing effort at the direction of the ACC. This 
support will include many organizations within U S WEST, and tasks 
such as the day-to-day management of the supporting team, root cause 
analysis, production data and systems SME support, etc. 

9.7TAG 

The role of the TAG shall be as follows: 



Conduct bi-monthly , and event related conferences, either by in-person 
meetings or teleconferences to inform all participants of testing progress 
and current status. 

Periodically review test results and offer advice, observations and 
provide input to the test process. 

Facilitate CLEC participation in the test process. 

Participate in the Change Management process. 

Review instances of reported exceptions and other issues as they arise. 
Attempt to resolve by consensus. 

As necessary, escalate exceptions to the ACC for decisions on whether 
or not to retest. 

As necessary, escalate unresolved issues to the ACC for decisions. 

Accept participant input on any matters related to testing, direct it to the 
cognizant parties, and, as necessary, process as described in the 
preceding bullet-points . 

The TAG, through the Test Administrator, will monitor test plans to 
ensure, as much as practical, that the test process is blind to U S WEST. 

The TAG will adopt a Change Control Process that will be applied for 
the Master Test Plan including the Performance Indicator Definitions 
(PID) and the Test Standards 



10. Proposed Schedule and Timeline 

Task 
Submit Draft Arizona OSS Test Plan to ACC for review 

A summary of the key milestones and critical path items for the success of the 
project is provided in the following draft timeline. This timeline is meant to 
represent the high-level, major milestones associated with this test and will be 
further detailed during test planning and placed into an overall project plan. 
The project plan will be modified and maintained by the Test Administrator and 
ACC as the Master Test Plan is finalized, and used primarily as input to track 
the overall milestones. All test participants will have their own internal plans to 
map to the overall project plan. 

BASELINE DATE 
Completed 

Draft OSS Test Plan Finalized by ACC 
Draft Arizona OSS Test Plan Distributed to U S WEST and 

Completed 
Completed 

CLECs 

And Contract Signed 
Pseudo CLEC Startup and TG Ramp-up Process 
Pseudo CLEC Information Gathering & Training 
Development of test transaction generator 

Draft Arizona OSS Test Plan presented at lst Workshop 
Request For Proposal Distributed to Vendors (includes draft 

10/ W99- 12/2 1/99 
1212 1 /99- 1/26/00 
TBD 

Arizona OSS Test Plan) 
Responses from Vendors Due to ACC 
Vendor(s) Selected 

- 
Test Account Mapping to Test Cases 
Performance Measurement Process Evaluation 
Performance Measurement Historical Data Evaluation 

Comdeted 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

Completed 

Test Standard Document Completion 
Functionality Test Execution 
Retail Comparison Test Execution 
Capacity Tesr Execution 
Test Analysis and Reporting 

Comdeted 

TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 

10/ 15/99 

Test Planning - 

Test Case Definition 
Test Preparation - 

Define Test Bed 

Test Bed Implementation 

TBD 
TBD 

TBD 



AGC ti s WEST oss m s r  PIAN 

11. Conclusion and Summary 

This OSS Test Plan defines the testing approach and strategy, as well as the 
entrance and exit criteria, to support each phase of testing. This document 
additionally defines the expectations of the test participants and provides for a 
collaborative approach toward OSS testing. The next required steps for defining 
the detailed test cases, data volume and mix, and resource requirements can 
begin based on the information contained in this document. 

When successfully executed in a collaborative approach with the ACC, this OSS 
Test Plan will demonstrate U S WEST’S operational readiness, performance, 
and capacity to provide access to pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, repair 
and maintenance, and billing OSS functionality to CLECs in the state of 
Arizona. 
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U S WEST'S SERVICE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR DEFINITIONS (PID) 

Arizona 271 Working PID Version 4.6 

Introduction 

U S WEST will report performance results for the service performance indicators defined herein. U S WEST will report 

separate performance results associated with the services it provides to Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) in 

aggregate (except as noted herein), to CLECs individually and, as applicable, to U S WEST'S retail customers in 

aggregate. Within these categories, performance results related to service provisioning and repair will be reported for the 

products listed in each definition. All reports provided hereunder will be subject to agreements of confidentiality and/or 

nondisclosure. 
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Reporting Period: One month 

Electronic Gateway Availability 

GA-1 - Gateway Availability - IMA-GU16 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the quality of CLEC access to the IMA electronic gateway and two associated systems, focusing on the 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate results 

extent they are actually available to CLECs. 
Description: 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 
Results will be reported as follows: 
GA- 1 A IMA Graphical User Interface Gateway 
GA-IB “Fetch-N-Stuff“ system 
GA-1C Data Arbiter system 

GA- 1A: Measures the availability of the IMA (Interconnect Mediated Access) interface, including the Firm Order 
Manager (FOM), and reports the percentage of scheduled up time the IMA interface is available for view 
andor input. 

For provisioning preorder transactions, the current “scheduled up time” hours are 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 
MST, Monday through Sunday. 
For repair transactions, the current scheduled up time hours are 2: 15 a.m. to 1 1 : 15 p.m. MST, Monday 
through Friday; 2: 15 a.m. to 1O:OO p.m. MST on Saturday; and 7:OO a.m. to 11:15 p.m. MST on 
Sunday. 

GA- 1B: Measures the availability of the “Fetch-N-Stuff” system, which facilitates access for the IMA-GUI 
interface and the IMA-ED1 interface (see GA-2), and reports the percentage of scheduled time the Fetch-N- 
Stuff system is available. Scheduled times will be no less than the same hours as listed for IMA and EDI. 

and the IMA-ED1 interface (see GA-2), and reports the percentage of scheduled time the Data Arbiter 
system is available. Scheduled times will be no less than the same hours as listed for IMA and EDI. 

Scheduled down time is time identified and communicated that the interface is not available due to maintenance 
andor upgrade work. 
When figuring scheduled available time, the scheduled down time is subtracted from the committed available 

GA- 1 C: Measures the availability of the Data Arbiter system, which facilitates access for the IMA-GUI interface 

Product Reporting: None 

Availability: 
Available 

Standard: 99.25 percent 

Notes: 

6 Graphical User Inte@ace 
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GA-2 - Gateway Availability - IMA-ED1 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate 
results 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 
(See GA-1 for reporting of "Fetch-n-Stuff' and Data Arbiter 
systems availability.) 

Product Reporting: None 

Availability: Available 

Standard: 99.25 percent 

Notes: 



GA-3 - Gateway Availability - EB-TA 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate results 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the quality of CLEC access to the EB-TA interface, focusing on the extent the gateway is actually 
available to CLECs. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Product Reporting: None Standard: 99.25 percent 

Availability: Available Notes: 



Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate results 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Formula: 
[Number of Hours and Minutes EXACT is Available to Competing Carriers During Reporting Period / Number 
of Hours and Minutes EXACT was Scheduled to be Available During Reporting Period1 x 100 

Product Reporting: None 

Availability: Available 

Exclusions: None 

Standard: 99.25 percent 

Notes: 
I 
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P re-Orde rlOrder 

Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Seconds 

Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
U S WEST retail 
aggregate. 

Formula: C [(Query 

I 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. Results are reported as follows: 
PO- 1A Pre-OrderiOrder Response Time for IMA (CLEC transactions) 
PO- 1B Pre-OrderiOrder Response Time for ED1 (CLEC transactions) 
PO- 1C Pre-orderiorder Response Time for U S WEST (Retail transactions) 

1. 
2. Service Availability Information 
3. Facility Availability 
4. Street Address Validation 
5. Customer Service Records 
6. Telephone Number 
7 .  Loop Qualification 

Results are reported separately for each of the following transaction types:* 
Appointment Scheduling (Due Date Reservation, where appointment is required) 

For PO-1A (transactions via IMA) and PO-1C (retail transactions), response times for 
each of the above transactions will be reported in two parts: (a) time to access the request 
screen, and (b) time to receive the response for the specified transaction. 
* As additional transactions, currently done manually, are mechanized, they will be 
measured and added to or included in the above list of transactions, as applicable. 

:sponse Date & Time) - (Query Submission Date & Time)] / (Number of Queries 
Submitted in Reporting Period) 
Exclusions: Rejected requests/ errors 

Product Reporting: None Standard: 

1. ADDointment 

2. Service Availability 

3. Facilitv Availability 
4. Street Address 

Validation 
5. Customer Service 

Records 

scheduling 

Information 

< I O  SECONDS 
30 seconds** 

<2$ seconds*** 
< 10 second8 
< 12.5 seconds** * 
< I O  seconds 
To be determined 

< I O  seconds 
30 seconds** 

<25 seconds*** 
< I O  seconds 
<12.5 seconds*** 
< 10 seconds 
To be de termined 



PO-1 - Pre-Order/Order Response Times (continued) 

Availability: 
Available: 

6. Telephone Number 
7. LOOD Qualification 

** USW Intends to 
reduce the Service 
Availabilitv Benchmark 
to 25 seconds bv 8/1/00 

*** Times reflect non- 
complex senices, 
including residential, 
simple business. or POTS 
account. Does not include 
xDSL. account >25 lines. 

- PO- IA Pre-Order/Order Response Time for 
IMA, CLEC transactions: 
- 1-6 Available 

EDI, CLEC transactions 1-6 

U S WEST Retail transactions: 

- PO- 1 B Pre-OrderiOrder Response Time for 

- PO- 1 C Pre-orderiorder Response Time for 

- 1-6 
Under Development - Mar 00: 
- PO-1A Transaction 7 
- PO-1B Transaction 7 
- PO- 1 C Transactions 7 

- PO- 1A Transaction 7 Megabit as Retail 
0 Under Development - May 00 

1.1.1.1.1.1.1.1.1 Comparable 

Comparable 
- PO- 1 B Transaction 7 Megabit as Retail 

- PO- 1C Transaction 7 Megabit as Retail 
ComDarable 

Votes: 
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PO-2 - Electronic Flow-through 
Purpose: 
Monitors the extent U S WEST’S processing of CLEC Local Service Requests (LSRs) is completely electronic, 
focusing on the degree that electronically-transmitted LSRs flow directly to the service order processor without 
human intervention or without manual retyping.. 
Description: 
PO-2A - Measures the percentage of all electronic LSRs that flow from the specified electronic gateway 
interface to the Service Order Processor (SOP) without any human intervention. 

Includes all LSRs that are submitted electronically through the specified interface during the reporting 
period, subject to exclusions specified below. 

PO-2B - Measures the percentage of all flow-through-eligible LSRs that flow from the specified electronic 
gateway interface to the SOP without any human intervention. 

Includes all flow-through-eligible LSRs that are submitted electronically through the specified interface 
during the reporting period, subject to exclusions 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC and U S WEST Retail results 

Formula: 

ecified below. 
Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level (per multi- 
state system serving the state). 
Results for PO-2A and PO-2B will be reported 
according to the gateway interface used to submit the 
LSR: 

1 LSRs received via IMA 
2 LSRs received via ED1 

PO-2A = [(Number of Electronic LSRs that pass from the Gateway Interface to the SOP without human 
mtervention) / (Total Number of Electronic LSRs pass through the Gateway Interface)] x 100 
PO-2B = [(Number of flow-through-eligible Electronic LSRs that actually pass from the Gateway Interface to 
:he SOP without human intervention) I (Number of flow-through-eligible Electronic LSRs received through the 
Sateway Interface)] x 100 
Exclusions: 
?ejected LSRs, non-electronic LSRs (e.g., via fax or courier). 
Product Reporting: 

0 Resale aggregate 
0 Unbundled Loops aggregate 

Availability: Under Development: 
CLEC results - Apr 00 

0 U S WEST Retail - May 00 
0 

Standard: PO-2A: 
Resale: Diagnostic (Parity expectation) 
Unbundled Loops: Diagnostic (85 percent expectation) 

Diagnostic 
PO-2B: 

Notes: 
(1) Eligible Flow-Through orders include: POTS Resale, 
Unbundled Loops, Local Number Portability and 
Unbundled Loops with Local Number Portability. 
(2) Supplements to LSR’s do not flow through and are 
not included. 
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PO-3 - LSR Rejection Notice Interval 
Purpose: 
Monitors the timeliness with which U S WEST notifies CLECs that electronic LSRs were rejected. 
Description: 
Measures the interval (in business days) between the receipt of a Local Service Request (LSR) and the rejection 
of the LSR for standard categories of errorslreasons. 

Includes all LSRs submitted through the specified interface that are rejected during the reporting period. 
Standard reasons for rejections are: missing/incomplete/mismatching/unintelligible information, duplicate 
request or LSR/PON (purchase order number), no separate LSR for each account telephone number 
affected, no valid contract, no valid end user verification, account not working in U S WEST territory, 
service-affecting order pending, request is outside established parameters for service, and lack of CLEC 
response to U S WEST question for clarification about the LSR. 
included in the interval is time required for efforts by U S WEST to work with the CLEC to avoid the 
necessity of rejecting the LSR. 
With hours:minutes reporting, hours counted are business hours, defined as time during normal business 

0 

- 
hours of the interconnection provisioning center. 

Reporting Period: One month 
Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Unit of Measure: Business Days 
Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level (per multi- 
state system serving the state). 
Results for this indicator are reported according to the 
gateway interface used to submit the LSR: 

PO-3A LSRs received via IMA 
PO-3B LSRs received via ED1 
PO-3C LSRs received via facsimile 

Formula: 
C [(Date and time of Rejection Notice transmittal) - (Date and time of LSR receipt)] / (Total number of LSR 
Rejection Notifications) 
Exclusions: None 

Product Reporting: Not applicable (reported by 
xdering interface). 

Availability: 
Available: 

Under Development: 
- PO-3A - via IMA - Available 

- 
- 

- 
PO-3B - via ED1 - Apr 00 
PO-3C - via fax - Mar 00 

Standard: 
PO-3A and -3B: I 4.5 business hours 
PO-3C: I 24 work week clock hours 

Notes: 



Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Product Reporting: Not applicable (reported by 
ordering interface). 
Availability: 

Available: 

Under Development: 
- PO-4A - via IMA - Available 

PO-4B - via ED1 - Apr 00 
PO-4C - via fax - Apr 00 

- 

- 

Unit of Measure: Percent of LSRs 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. (per 
multi-state system serving the state). 
Results for this indicator are reported according to the 
gateway interface used to submit the LSR: 

PO-4A LSRs received via IMA 
PO-4B LSRs received via ED1 
PO-4C LSRs received via facsimile 

Standard: No benchmark - diagnostic 

Notes: 
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Reporting Period: One month 

PO-5 - Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) On Time 
Purpose: 
Monitors the timeliness with which U S WEST returns Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) to CLECs in response 
to LSRsiASRs received from CLECs, focusing on the degree to which FOCs are provided within specified 
intervals. 
Description: 
Measures the percentage of Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs) that are provided to CLECs within the intervals 
specified under “Standards” below for FOC notifications. 

Includes all LSRs/ASRs that are submitted during the reporting period through the specified interface or in 
the specified manner (Le., facsimile) that receive an FOC, subject to exclusions specified below. 
(Acknowledgments sent separately from an FOC (e.g., ED1 997 transactions) are not included.) 
The interval measured is the period between the application date and time, as defined herein, and 
U S WEST’S response with a FOC notification (notification date and time). 
“Fully electronic” LSRs are those that (1) are received via IMA or EDI, (2) involve no manual intervention, 

and ( 3 )  are provided mechanically to the CLEC. 
“Electronicimanual” LSRs are received electronically via IMA or ED1 and involve manual processing. 
“Manual” LSRs are received manually (via facsimile) and processed manually. 
ASRs are measured only in business days. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Formula: 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level (per multi-state system serving the 
state). 
Results for this indicator are reported as follows: 
0 PO-5A: FOCs provided for f i l ly  electronic LSRs received via: 

- PO-5A-1 IMA 
- PO-5A-2 ED1 

0 PO-5B:*FOCs provided for electronicimanual LSRs received via: 
- PO-5B-1 IMA 
- PO-5B-2 ED1 

0 P0-5C:* FOCs provided for manual LSRs received via Facsimile. 

0 PO-5D: FOCs provided for ASRs requesting LIS Trunks. 

* Each of the PO-5B and PO-5C measurements listed above will be fkrther 
disaggregated as follows: 
- (a) FOCs provided for Resale services 
- (b) FOCs provided for Unbundled Loops 
- ( c) FOCs provided for LNP 

[Count of LSRsiASRs for which the original FOC’s “(FOC Notification Date & Time) - (Application Date & 
Time)” is within the intervals specified for the service category involved] / (Total Number of original FOC 
Notifications transmitted for the service category in the reporting period). 
Exclusions: LSRsiASRs involving individual case basis (ICB) handling based on quantities of lines, as specified 
in the “Standards” section below, or serviceirequest types deemed to be projects 



PO-5 FOCs On Time (Continued) 

Product Reporting: 
ForPO-5A: 

Mechanized FOC 
returns for: 
- Resale orders and 
- UNE orders. 

- LNP orders 
For PO-5B and 

PO-5C: 
- (a) Resale services 

listed at right; 
- (b) Unbundled 

Loops (all types). 

0 For PO-5D: LIS 
Trunks. 

Standards: 

For PO-SA (all): 95% within 20 minutes 

0 

0 For PO-5D (LIS Trunks): 85% within eight business davs 

For PO-5B (all) and PO-5C: 90% within stardard FOC intervals (specified 
below) 

Standard FOC Intervals for PO-5B and PO-5C 

Product Group 
Resale 

Residence and Business POTS 1-39 lines 
ISDN-Basic 1 - 10 lines 

Conversion As Is 
AddingiChanging features 
Add primary directory listing to established loop 
Add call appearance 

with no Common Block Configuration 
Centrex line feature changesiaddsiremovals 

Centrex Non-Design 1-19 lines 

LNP 1-24 lines 
Unbundled Loops (all types) 1-24 loops 

Unbundled Network Element-Platform (UNE-P) 
Conversions as-is (including UNE-P to UNE-P conversion 
and Resale to UNE-P conversion) 1 -X lines 
(where “X’ lines is the same number of lines applying to the 
FOC interval for the like retail service) 

Resale 
ISDN-Basic 1-10 line 

Conversion As Specified 
New Installs 
Address Changes 
Change to add Loop 

ISDN-PRI (Facility) 1-3 
Direct Inward Dialing (DID) 
PBX 1-24 trunks 

1-24 trunks 

DSO or Voice Grade Equivalent 1-24 
DS1 Facility 1-24 
DS3 Facility 1-3 

LNP 25-49 lines 

;OC Interval 

Next 
Business Day 

Two 
Business 

Days 

\(;b: I 1  



Resale 
Centrex (including Centrex 2 1, 
Non-design, Centrex 2 1 Basic ISDN, 
Centrex-Plus, Centron, Centrex Primes) 

Centrex CMS services 
Tie lines 
NARs activity 

Station lines 
Automatic Route Selection 
Uniform Call Distribution 
Additional numbers 

1- I O  lines 
With Common Block Configuration required 

Subsequent to initial Common Block) 

LIS Trunks; 1-240 trunk circuits 

Availability : 
Under Development: 
- PO-SA - Apr 00 
- PO-5B - Apr 00 
- PO-5C- Apr OO'.3 
- PO-SD - Apr 00 
- Unbundled Loops - Analog: changing 

application date to eliminate 3 pm cutoff - Apr 
00 

' PO-5B-1 (IMA) and -5B-2 (EDI) will be 
reported combined until Aug 00 

' Inclusion of Centrex and ISDN results - Aug 00 
Inclusion of UNE-P results - Dec 00 

Notes: 

Three 
Business 

Days 

8 business 
days 

1. LSRs with quantities above the highest number 

2. 
specified for each product type are considered ICB. 

For FOCs requiring manual handling, processing 
hours include only the business hours of the 
interconnection service center. 



PO-6 - Completion Notices Transmitted by noon the Next Business Day 
Purpose: 
Reports the timeliness of completion notifications, focusing on the percentage of notifications transmitted to the 
CLEC by noon the next business day. 

Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC 
Formula: 
[(Total Number of Notifications Transmitted by noon the next business day) i (Total Number of Orders 
Completed)] x 100 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 

Exdamtion: The percentage is calculated by dividing the number of completion notifications transmitted to 
CLECs bv the next business day bv the total number of orders completed in the reporting period. 

Product Reporting: Not applicable (reported for all 
completion notifications, except LIS trunk orders, 
statewide). 
Availability: Available. 

Exclusions: None 

Standard: 
95 percent 

Notes: 



PO-8 - Jeopardy Notice Interval 
Purpose: 
Evaluates the timeliness ofjeopardy notifications, focusing on how far in advance of original due dates jeopardy 
notifications are provided to CLECs (regardless of whether the due date was actually missed). 
Description: 
Measures the average time lapsed between the date the customer is first notified of an order jeopardy event and the 
original due date of the order. 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC and U S WEST Retail 
results 

Includes all orders receiving jeopardy notifications in the reporting period. 
Unit of Measure: Business days 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
(This measure is reported by jeopardy notification process as used 
the categories shown under Product ReDortine.) 

Formula: 
[Z(Date of the original due date of orders receiving jeopardy notification - Date of the first jeopardy notification) 
/ Total orders receiving jeopardy notification] 
Exclusions: 

Jeopardies done after the original due date i: 

A Non-Designed Services 
B 
C LIS Trunks 

Product Reporting: 

Unbundled Loops and Number Portability 

Availability: 
Under Development 
- 

- 

LIS Trunks - Mar 00 

Non-Designed Services - Mar 00 
Unbundled Loops and Number Portability - 
Mar 00 

- 

last. 
Standard: 
A Parity with Retail POTS 
B Parity with Retail POTS 
C Parity with Feature Group D (FGD) services 

Notes: 



PO-9 - Timely Jeopardy Notices 

Reporting Period: One month 

Purpose : 
When original due dates are missed, measures the extent to which U S WEST notifies customers in advance of 
ieoDardized due dates. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC 
aggregate, individual CLEC and 
U S WEST Retail results 

0 Jeopardy notifications-after the original due date is p 
Product Reporting: 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
(This measure is reported by jeopardy notification process as used 
for the categories shown under Product Reporting.) 

A Non-Designed Services 
B 
C LIS Trunks (available) 

Unbundled Loops and Number Portability 

Availability: 
0 Under Development 
- 
- 

Non-Designed Services - Mar 00 
Unbundled Loops and Number Portability - 
Mar 00 

- LIS Trunks - Mar 00 

t. 
Standard: 
A Parity with Retail POTS 
B Parity with Retail POTS 
C Parity with Feature Group D (FGD) Services 

Notes: 



Ordering and Provisioning 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate and 
U S WEST Retail results 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Formula: 
[(Total Calls Answered by Center within 20 seconds) / (Total Calls received by Center)] x 100 

Product Reporting: Not applicable Standard: Parity 

Availability: Available Notes: 



OP-3 - Installation Commitments Met 

Reporting Period: One month 

Purpose : 
Evaluates the extent to which U S WEST installs services for Customers by the scheduled due date. 
Description: 
Measures the percentage of orders for which the scheduled due date is met. 

All inward orders (Change, New, and Transfer order types) assigned a due date by U S WEST and 
completed/closed during the reporting period are measured, subject to exclusions specified below. These 
include orders with customer-requested due dates longer than the standard interval. 
Completion date on or before original due date i q  counted as a met due date. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting 
Comparisons: CLEC 
aggregate, individual 
CLEC and 
U S WEST Retail 
results 

I 
Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 

Results for non-designed services will be disaggregated and reported according to 
orders involving: 

OP-3A Dispatches within MSAs; 
OP-3B Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
OP-3C No dispatches. 

Results for designed services, except analog unbundled loops, will be disaggregated 
according to installations: 

OP-3D In High Density areas; and 
OP-3E In Low Density areas. 

0 Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as “OP-3 Analog 
Loops aggregate”) to facilitate comparison with Residence and Business POTS, with 
dispatch, which will be reported both in aggregate (as “OP-3 Res & Bus POTS 
aggregate with dispatch’) and separately, as specified under OP-3A through -3C 
above. 

Formula: 
[(Total Orders completed on Original Due Date) / (Total Orders Completed)] x 100 

ExDlanation: The percent commitments met is obtained by dividing the total number of service orders completed 
on the original due date by the total number of service orders completed during the measurement period. 
Exclusions: 

0 Disconnect, From (another form of disconnect) and Record order types. 
0 Due dates missed for standard categories of customer reasons. Standard categories of customer 

reasons are: previous service at the location did not have a disconnect order issued, no access to 
customer premises, or customer requested a later due date when the technician arrived to do the 
work. 



OP - 3 Installation Commitments Met (continued) 

Resale - Non-designed 
Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex 

Product Reporting: I Standards: 
Non-designed Wholesale Services - 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

7 ~ 

Basic ISDN 
ADSL (MegaBit) 

0 Unbundled Network Element - Platform ( W E - P )  
(non-designed only) 

Designed Wholesale Services - 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with like non-designed retail service 

0 Resale - Designed 
Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 
DID 
DSO 
DS 1 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services (aggregate) 

LIS Trunks 

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT) 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks (separately 
reported) 

Private Line: 

0 Unbundled Loops: 
Analog Loop 
Non-loaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DS 1 -capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 

Parity with retail Res and Bus POTS with dispatch 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 

ADSL-qualified Loop 
Loop types of DS3 and higher bit-rates 
(aggregate) 

E91 1/91 1 Trunks 
Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P) 

- 

Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed) with dispatch 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate services 

Parity with retail E91 1/91 1 Trunks (designed) 
Appropriate retail service 

(aggregate) 



OP-4 - Installation Interval 

Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Business Days 

Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and U S WEST 
Retail results 

Formula: 

I 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for non-designed services will be disaggregated and reported 
according to orders involving: 

OP-4A Dispatches within MSAs; 
OP-4B Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
OP-4C No dispatches. 

Results for designed services, except analogunbundled loops, will be 
disaggregated according to installations: 

OP-4D In High Density areas; and 
OP-4E In Low Density areas. 

0 Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as “OP-4 
Analog Loops aggregate”) to facilitate comparison with Residence and 
Business POTS, with dispatch, which will be reported both in aggregate (as 
“OP-4 Res & Bus POTS aggregate with dispatch”) and separately, as specified 
under OP-4A through -4C above. 

C[(Order Completion Date) - (Order Application Date)] / Total Number of Orders Completed 

Explanation: The average installation interval is derived by dividing the sum of installation intervals for all 
orders (in business davs) bv total number of service orders completed in the reporting period. 
Exclusions: 

0 Orders with customer requested due dates greater than the current standard interval. (This exclusion does 
- not apply to LIS trunks, for which orders for all requested intervals are included.) 

0 Orders with intervals lengthened due to customer-caused delays. 
Disconnect, From (another form of disconnect) and Record order types. 



OP-4 - Installation Interval (continued) 

Resale - Non-designed 
Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex 

Product ReDorting: I Standards: 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

- I 

Non-desimed Wholesale Services - 

Basic ISDN 
ADSL (MegaBit) 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P) 
(non-designed only) 

Designed Wholesale Services - 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with like non-designed retail service 

Resale - Designed 
Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

DID 
DSO 

I Parity with retail service 
1 Paritv with retail service 

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 
(UDIT) 

UDIT - DS 1 level 
UDIT - Above DS 1 level 

0 -Unbundled Loops: 
Analog Loop 
Non-loaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DS 1-capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 

Loop types of DS3 and higher bit-rates 
(aggregate) 

E91 1/91 1 Trunks 
Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P) 
(designed onlv) 

DS 1 1 Paritv with retail service 

- 
(separately reported) is expected, subject to evaluation 
of the impact of customer-requested long intervals.) 
Private Line: 

Parity with DS 1 Private Line- Service 
Parity with Private Line- Services above DS 1 level 

Parity with retail Res and Bus POTS with dispatch 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed) with 
dispatch 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate services 
(aggregate) 
Parity with retail E91 119 1 1 Trunks (designed) 
Appropriate retail service 

I 

DS3 and higher bit-rate services (aggregate) I Parity with retail service 

Availability: Available: 
Under Development: 

Unbundled Loops - Analog: change application 
date to eliminate 3 pm cutoff - Apr 00 
- 

_ _ _  - 

LIS Trunks I Diagnostic (Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks 

Notes: 



Y 

Reporting Period: One month (for trouble reports); 
Average of prior and current reporting month (for new 

OP-5 - New Service Installations without Trouble Reports 

Unit of Measure: Percent of recently-completed 
orders 

Purpose: 
Evaluates accuracy of ordering and installation of services, focusing on the average monthly extent new order 
installations are free of trouble reDorts for thirtv (30) calendar days following installation. 

I installation activitv). 
Reporting 
Comparisons: CLEC 
aggregate, individual 
CLEC and U S WEST 
Retail results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
0 Results for non-designed services will be disaggregated and reported 

according to orders involving: 
OP-5A Service installations dispatched within MSAs; 
OP-5B Service installations dispatched outside MSAs; and 
OP-5C Service installations non-dispatched. 

0 Results for designed services, except analog unbundled loops, will be 
disaggregated according to orders involving: 

OP-5D Service installations in High Density areas; and 
OP-5E Service installations in Low Density areas. 

Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as “OP-5 
Analog Loops aggregate”) to facilitate comparison with Residence and Business 
POTS, with dispatch, which will be reported both in aggregate (as “OP-5 Res & 
Bus POTS aggregate with dispatch”) and separately, as specified under OP-5.4 
through -5C above. 

0 

Formula: 
[((Number of New Installation Orders completed in the [prior + current monthsli2) - (Total Number of New 

Installation-related Trouble Reports received within 30 Calendar Days of Order Completion)) / (Number of New 
Installation Orders completed in the [prior + current monthsli2) ] x 100 

Explanation: This formula is the same as “1 - (New Installation Trouble Rate),” where the New Installation 
Trouble Rate is the percentage of all new installations experiencing trouble reports within 30 days after 
ins tallation. 
Exclusions: 

r 
0 Trouble reports found to be related to customer equipment, customer education (instruction on how to use 

product or service), and inside wire. 
Subsequent trouble reports (i.e., redundant reports for the same trouble before it is closed). 
Information tickets generated for internal U S WEST systeminetwork monitoring purposes. 
Reports of problems received on day of installation before provisioning order is closed as complete. 



OP-5 - New Service Installations without Trouble Reports (Continued) 
I Product ReDorting: I Standards: - 

Non-designed Wholesale Services - 
Resale - Non-designed 

Residential single line service Parity with retail service - 
Business single line service 
Centrex 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

ADSL (MegaBit) 

Designed Wholesale Services - 
Resale - Designed 

Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 
DID 
DSO 
DS 1 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services (aggregate) 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P) 
(non-designed only) 

LIS Trunks 

Parity with like non-designed retail service 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks (separately 

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 
( W I T )  

UDIT - DS 1 level 
W I T  - Above DS 1 level 

Unbundled Loops: 
Analog Loop 
Non-loaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DS 1 -capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 

Loop types ofDS3 and higher bit-rates 
(aggregate) 

0 E9111911 Trunks 
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reported) 
Private Line: 

Parity with DS 1 Private Line- Service 
Parity with Private Line- Services above DS 1 level 

Parity with retail Res and Bus POTS with dispatch 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed) with 
dispatch 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate services 
(aggregate) 
Parity with retail E91 1/91 1 Trunks (designed) 

Unbundled Network Element - Platfarm (UNE-P) 
(designed only) 

Appropriate retail service 

Availability: Available: 
- 

Notes: 



Reporting Period: One month 

OP-6 - Delayed Days 

Unit of Measure: Business Days 

Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and U S WEST 
Retail results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
0 Results for non-designed services will be disaggregated and reported for OP-6A 

and OP-6B according to orders involving: 
1 Dispatches within MSAs; 
2 Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
3 No dispatches. 

0 Results for designed services, except analog unbundled loops, will be 
disaggregated for OP-6A and OP-6B according to installations: 

4 
5 In Low Density areas. 

In High Density areas; and 

Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as “OP-6 Analog 
Loops aggregate”) to facilitate comparison with Residence and Business POTS, with 
dispatch, which will be reported both in aggregate (as “OP-6 Res & Bus POTS 
aggregate with dispatch”) and separately, as specified under OP-6A- 1 through -3 above. 

Formula: 
OP-6A = z[(Actual Completion Date of late order for non-facility reasons) - (Original Due Date of late order)] / 

(Total Number of Late Orders for non-facility reasons) 

Date of late order)] / (Total Number of Late Orders for facility reasons) 
OP-6B = 

Exclusions: Orders delayed due to Customer reasons are excluded. 

C[(Actual Completion Date of late order for facility reasons) - (Original Due 



OP-6 - Delayed Days (continued) 
Product Reporting: 
Non-desianed Wholesale Services - 

0 Resale - Non-desianed 

Standards: 

Residential single line service 
Business sinde line service 

1 Parity with retail service 
I Paritv with retail service 

Basic ISDN 
ADSL (MegaBit) 

0 Unbundled Network Element - Platform 

- 
Centrex I Paritv with retail service 1 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with like non-designed retail service 

0 Resale - Designed 
Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 
DID 
DSO 
DSI 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services 
(aggregate) 

0 LISTrunks 

0 Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks 
(separately reported) 
Private Line 

(UDIT) 
UDlT - DSI level I Paritv with DSI Private Line- Service 

0 Unbundled Loops: 
Analog Loop 
Non-loaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DSI-capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 

Loop types of DS3 and higher bit-rates 
(aggregate) 

0 E911/911 Trunks 
0 Unbundled Network Element - Platform 

UDlT - Above DSI level i Parit; with Private Line- Services above DSI level I 
Parity with retail Res and Bus POTS with dispatch 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail DSI (designed) 
Parity with retail DSI (designed) 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed), with 
dispatch 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate services 

Parity with retail E91 1/91 1 Trunks (designed) 
Appropriate retail service 

(aggregate) 
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Reporting Period: One month 

Formula: 
C[Completion time - Lift time] i (Total Number of unbundled loops with coordinated cutovers completed in the 
reporting period) 

Unit of Measure: Minutes and seconds 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC 
aggregate and individual CLEC 
results 

I:\! lltil I B 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 

Product Reporting: Coordinated Unbundled Loops - 
Reported separately for: 

0 Analog Loops 
0 All other Loop Types 

Availability: Under Development - Mar 00 

Standard: Diagnostic in light of OP- 13 
(Coordinated Cuts On Time) 

Notes: 



OP-8 - Number Portability Timeliness 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Unit of Measure: Percent of triggers set on time 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 

I 

Availability: Under Development - Mar 00 1 Notes: 

Product Reporting: None Standard: 95% 



OP-13 - Coordinated Cuts On Time - Unbundled Loop 
Purpose: 
Evaluates the percentage of coordinated cuts of unbundled loops that are completed on time, focusing on cuts 
completed within one hour of the committed order due time and the percent that were started without CLEC 
approval. 
Description: 

Reporting Period: One month 

Includes all LSRs for coordinated cuts of unbundled loops that are completed/closed during the reporting 
period, subject to exclusions specified below. 
OP- 13A - Measures the percentage of LSRs (CLEC orders) for all coordinated cuts of unbundled loops that 
are started and completed on time. For coordinated loop cuts to be counted as “on time” in this 
measurement, the CLEC must agree to the start time, and U S WEST must (1) receive verbal CLEC 
approval before starting the cut, (2) complete the physical work and appropriate tests, (3) complete the 
U S WEST portion of any associated LNP orders and (4) call the CLEC with completion information, all 
within one hour of the committed order due time. 
OP- 13B - Measures the percentage of all LSRs for coordinated cuts of unbundled loops that are actually 
started without CLEC approval. 
The “actual start” time is defined as the time U S WEST ”lifts” the loop. 
“Scheduled start time” is defined as the confirmed appointment time (as stated on the FOC), or a newly 
negotiated time. 
The “committed order due time” is based on the number and type of loops involved in the cut and is 
calculated by adding the applicable time interval from the following list to the scheduled start time: 
- Analog unbundled loops: 

I to 16 lines: 1 Hour 
17 to 24 lines: 2 Hours 
25+ lines: Project* 

1 to 5 lines: 1 Hour 
6 to 8 lines: 2 Hours 
9 to 11 lines: 3 Hours 
12 to 24 lines: 4 Hours 
25+ lines: Project* 

negotiated between CLEC and U S WEST. 

- All other unbundled loops: 

* For Projects, the committed order due times, scheduled due dates, and appointment times will be 

“Actual end time” is defined as when U S WEST notifies the CLEC that the U S WEST physical work and 
the appropriate tests have been successfully accomplished, including the U S WEST portion of any 
coordinated LNP orders. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC 
aggregate and individual CLEC 
results 

1 \ I l l 1 3 1  I‘ 13 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for this measurement will be reported according to: 

OP- 13A Cuts Completed On Time 
OP-13B Cuts Started Without CLEC Approval 
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Product Reporting: Coordinated Unbundled Loops - 
Reported separately for: 

Analog Loops 
0 All Other Loops 

OP-13 - Coordinated Cuts On Time - Unbundled LOOD (continued) 

Standard: 
OP-13A: 90 Percent or more 
OP-13B: Diagnostic 

Formula: 
OP-13A = (Count of LSRs for Coordinated Unbundled Loop cuts completed “On Time”) / (Total Number of 
LSRs for Coordinated Unbundled Loop Cuts completed in the reporting period) 
OP- 13B = (Count of LSRs for Coordinated Unbundled Loop cuts whose actual start time occurs without 
CLEC approval) / (Total Number of LSRs for Coordinated Unbundled Loop Cuts completed in the reporting 
period) 

Availability: Under Development - Mar 00 

Exclusions: 
Applicable to OP- 13A: 

0 Time intervals during the cutover process associated with CLEC-caused delays: 
CLEC not ready by 30 minutes after the Appointment Time. 

Notes: 
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Maintenance and Repair 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate and 
U S WEST Retail levels. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Explanation: Percentage is derived from total number of calls answered within 20 seconds divided by total 
number of calls received. 
Exclusions: Time spent in the VRU (Voice Response Unit) is not counted. 

Product Reporting: None 

Availability: Available 

Standard: Parity 

Notes: 

\ I  \Ii('11 20. 2 0 0 0  
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Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and U S WEST 
Retail results 

I 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
0 Results for listed products, except analog unbundled loops, will be 

disaggregated and reported according to trouble reports involving: 
MR-3A Dispatches within MSAs; 
MR-3B Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
MR-3C No dispatches. 

Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as “MR-3 Analog 
Loops aggregate”) to facilitate comparison with Residence and Business POTS, 
which will be reported both in aggregate (as “MR-3 Res & Bus POTS aggregate”) 
and separately, as specified under MR-3A through -3C above. 

Formula: 
(Number of Out of Service Trouble Reports Closed within 24 hours) / (Total Number of Out of Service Troubli 
Reports Received) x 100 

Explanation: Percentage is obtained by dividing the total number of 00s reports closed within 24 hours by the 
total number of 00s reports received during the measurement period. 
Exclusions: 

0 Trouble reports found to be related to customer equipment, customer education (instruction on 
how to use product or service) and inside wire. 

0 Subsequent trouble reports (Le., redundant reports for the same trouble before it is closed). 
0 Information tickets generated for internal U S WEST systemhetwork monitoring purposes. 
0 Time delays due to “no access” are excluded from repair time. 

Reports of problems received on day of installation before provisioning order is closed as complete. 
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MR-3 - Out of Service Cleared within 24 Hours (Continued) 

Product Reporting: 
Resale: 

Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex 

Basic ISDN 
ADSL (MegaBit) 

Unbundled Loom: 
Analog Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P) 
(non-designed only) 

Availability: Available: 
I -  

Standards: 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Parity with retail Res and Bus POTS 
Pari& with retail MegaBit (non-designed) 
Appropriate non-designed retail service 

Notes: 
(PBX Trunks and DID, as designed services, moved to 
MR-5 product reporting list.) 



MR-4 - All Troubles Cleared within 48 hours 

Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Percent 

/Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and U S WEST 
Retail results 

I 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
0 Results for listed products, except analog unbundled loops, will be 

disaggregated and reported according to trouble reports involving: 
MR-4A Dispatches within MSAs; 
MR-4B Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
MR-4C No dispatches. 
Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as "MR-4 Analog 
Loops aggregate") to facilitate comparison with Residence and Business POTS, 
which will be reported both in aggregate (as "MR-4 Res & Bus POTS aggregate") 
and sevaratelv. as svecified under MR-4A through -4C above. 

Formula: 
[ (Total Maintenance Reports Completed within 48 hours) / (Total Maintenance Reports Closed) 3 x 100 
Exclusions: 

0 Trouble reports found to be related to customer equipment, customer education (instruction on 
how to use product or service), and inside wire. 

0 Subsequent trouble reports (i.e., redundant reports for the same trouble before it is closed). 
0 Information tickets generated for internal U S WEST systemhetwork monitoring purposes. 
0 Time delays due to "no access" are excluded from repair time. 

Reports of problems received on day of installation before provisioning order is closed as complete. 



MR-4 - All Troubles Cleared within 48 Hours (Continued) 

Product Reporting: 
Resale: 

Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex 

Standards: 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Basic ISDN 
ADSL (MegaBit) 

0 Unbundled Loops: 
Analog Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P) 
(non-designed only) 

Availability: Available: 
- 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Parity with retail Res and Bus POTS 
Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed) 
Parity with like non-designed retail service 

Notes: 
(PBX Trunks and DID, as designed services, moved to 
MR-5 product reporting list.) 



Reporting Period: One month 

aggregate, individual CLEC and 
U S WEST Retail results 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for listed products will be disaggregated according to trouble 
reports: 

MR-5A 
MR-SB In Low Density areas. 

In High Density areas; and 

Formula: 
[(Number of Trouble Reports Closed within 4 hours) / (Total Trouble Reports Received)] x 100 
Exclusions: 

0 Trouble reports found to be related to customer equipment, customer education (instruction on how 
to use product or service), and inside wire. 

0 Subsequent trouble reports (i.e., redundant reports for the same trouble before it is closed). 
0 Information tickets generated for internal U S WEST systemhetwork monitoring purposes. 
0 Time delays due to "no access" are excluded from repair time. 

Reports of problems received on day of installation before provisioning order is closed as 
comdete. 
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Resale: 
Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 

MR-5 - All Troubles Cleared within 4 hours (continued) 

Parity with retail service 
Paritv with retail service 

I Product Reporting: I Standards: 1 

DID 
DSO 
DSI 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services 
(aggregate) 

LISTrunks 

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 
(UDIT) 

UDlT - DSI level 
UDlT - Above DSI level 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks 

Private Line: 

Parity with DSI Private Line- Service 
Parity with Private Line- Services above DSI 

(reported separately) 

level 
Unbundled Loops: 

Non-loaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DSI-capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 
ADS L-qual ified Loop 
Loop types of DS3 and higher bit-rates 

Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail DSI (designed) 
Parity with retail DSI (designed) 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed) 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate services 

(aggregate) 
E911/911 Trunks 

0 Unbundled Network Element - Platform 

(aggregate) 
Parity with retail E91 1/91 1 Trunks (designed) 
Parity with like designed retail service 

(UNE-P) (designed only) 
Availability: Available: 

- 
Notes: 



MR-6 - Mean Time to Restore 
Purpose: 
Evaluates timeliness of repair, focusing how long it takes to restore services to proper operation. 
Description: 
Measures the time actually taken to resolve requests for repair. 

Includes all trouble reports closed during the reporting period, subject to exclusions specified below. 
Includes customer direct reports, customer-relayed reports, and test assist reports. I Unit of Measure: Hours and Minutes Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and U S WEST 
Retail results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for non-designed services will be disaggregated and reported 
according to repairs involving: 

MR-6A Dispatches within MSAs; 
MR-6B Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
MR-6C No dispatches. 

0 Results for designed services, except analog unbundled loops, will be 
disaggregated according to repair reports involving services located: 

MR-6D In High Density areas; and 
MR-6E In Low Density areas. 

Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as “MR-6 Analog 
Loops aggregate”) to facilitate comparison with Residence and Business POTS, which 
will be reported both in aggregate (as “MR-6 Res & Bus POTS aggregate”) and 
separately, as specified under MR-6A through -6C above. 

Formula: 
I[ (Date & Time Repair Ticket Closed) - (Date & Time of Repair Report)] / (Total number of repair reports) 
Exclusions: 

Trouble reports found to be related to customer equipment, customer education (instruction on how 
to use product or service), and inside wire. 

0 Subsequent trouble reports (Le., redundant reports for the same trouble before it is closed). 
Information tickets generated for internal U S WEST systemhetwork monitoring purposes. 
Time delays due to “no access” are excluded from repair time. 
Reports of problems received on day of installation before provisioning order is closed as complete. 
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Product Reporting: 
Non-desianed Wholesale Services - 

Resale - Non-desianed 

MR-6 - Mean Time to Restore (Continued) 

Standards: 

Business single line service 
Centrex 

Parity with retail service 
Paritv with retail service 

Basic ISDN 
ADSL (MegaBit) 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform 
(UNE-P) (non-designed only) 

Designed Wholesale Services - 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with like non-designed retail service 

Resale - Designed 
Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 
DID 
DSO 
DS1 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services 
(aggregate) 

LISTrunks 

Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 
(UDIT): 

UDlT - DSI level 
UDlT - Above DSI level 

Unbundled Loops: 
Analoa LOOD 1 Paritv with retail Res and Bus POTS 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks (separately 
reported) 

Private Line: 
Parity with DS1 Private Line- Service 
Paritv with Private Line- Services above DS1 level 

Non-liaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DSI-capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 
Loop types of DS3 and higher bit-rates 

' Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail DSI (designed) 
Parity with retail DSI (designed) 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed) 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate services 

(aggregate) 
E911/911 Trunks 
Unbundled Network Element - Platform 
(UNE-P) (designed only) 

Availability: Available: 
- 

(aggregate) 
Parity with retail E91 1/91 1 Trunks (designed) 
Appropriate retail service 



e 

Reporting Period: One month 

MR-7 - Repair Repeat Report Rate 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting 
Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC 
and U S WEST 
Retail results 

Formula: 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
0 Results for non-designed services will be disaggregated and reported according 

to repeated repair reports involving: 
MR-7A Dispatches within MSAs; 
MR-7B Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
MR-7C No dispatches. 
Results for designed services, except analog unbundled loops, will be 
disaggregated according to repeated repair reports: 
MR-7D 
MR-7E In Low Density areas. 
Results for analog unbundled loops will be reported in aggregate (as “MR-7 Analog 
Loops aggregate”) to facilitate comparison with Residence and Business POTS, which 
will be reported both in aggregate (as “MR-7 Res & Bus POTS aggregate”) and 
separately, as specified under MR-7A through -7C above. 

In High Density areas; and 

0 

([(Total repeated repair reports occurring within 30 calendar days of initial trouble report) / (Total number of 
Trouble Reports in the reporting period)] x 100). 
Exclusions: 

Trouble reports found to be related to customer equipment, customer education (instruction on 
how to use product or service), and inside wire. 
Subsequent trouble reports (i.e., redundant reports for the same trouble before it is closed). 
Information tickets generated for internal U S WEST systemhetwork monitoring purposes. 

0 Reports of problems received on day of installation before provisioning order is closed as complete. 
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MR-7 - Repair Repeat Report Rate (Continued) 

Non-desiFned Wholesale Services - 
Resale - Non-designed 

Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 

Basic ISDN I Paritv with retail service 
ADSL (MegaBit) 

Unbundled Network Element - Platform ( W E - P )  
Parity with retail service 
Parity with like non-designed retail service 

(non-designed only) 
Designed Wholesale Services - 

Resale - Designed 
Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 
DID 
DSO 
DS 1 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Paritv with retail service 

DS3 and higher bit-rate services (aggregate) 
LIS Trunks 

0 Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 
(UDIT) 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks (reported 
separately) 

Private Line: 



. 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, individual 
CLEC and U S WEST Retail results 

MR-8 - Trouble Rate 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the overall rate of trouble reDorts as a Dercentane of the total installed base of the service or element. 



MR-8 - Trouble Rate (continued) 

Non-designed Wholesale Services - 
0 Resale - Non-designed 

Residential single line service 
Business sinele line service 

I Product Reporting: I Standards: 1 

Parity with retail service 
Paritv with retail service 

0 Resale: I I 

(non-des igned only) 
Designed Wholesale Services - 
0 Resale - Designed 

Primary ISDN 
PBX Trunks 
DID 
DSO 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Paritv with retail service 

" I 

Centrex I Parity with retail service 

~ .~ 

DS 1 
DS3 and higher bit-rate services (aggregate) 

LIS Trunks 

t I Paritv with retail service 
I 

Basic ISDN 

Parity with retail service 
Parity with retail service 
Parity with U S WEST Interoffice Trunks (reported 
separately) 

ADSL (MegaBit) 1 Parity with MegaBit service 
Unbundled Network Element - Platform (WE-P)  I Parity with like non-designed retail service 

0 Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 
(UDIT) 

UDIT - DS 1 level 
UDIT - Above DS 1 level 

Private Line: 
Parity with DS 1 Private Line- Service 
Paritv with Private Line- Services above DS 1 level 

0 Unbundled Loops: 
Analog Loop 
Non-loaded Loop (2-wire) 
Non-loaded Loop (4-wire) 
DS 1 -capable Loop 
ISDN-capable Loop 
ADSL-qualified Loop 
Loop types of DS3 and higher bit-rates 

Parity with retail Res and Bus POTS 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail DS 1 (designed) 
Parity with retail ISDN BRI (designed) 
Parity with retail MegaBit (non-designed) 
Parity with retail DS3 and higher bit-rate services 

(aggregate) 1 (aggregate) 
E91 1/91 1 Trunks I Parity with retail E9 1 1 9 1 1 Trunks (designed) 

I Unbundled Network Element - Platform (WE-P)  1 Appropriate retail service 1 



MR-9 - Repair Appointments Met 

Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Percent 

designed) 

I Notes: 
Availability: Available 

Reporting Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate, 
individual CLEC and 
U S WEST Retail results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for listed non-designed products will be disaggregated and 
reported according to orders involving: 

MR-9A Dispatches within MSAs; 
MR-9B Dispatches outside MSAs; and 
MR-9C No dispatches. 

Product Reporting: 
Resale: 

Residential single line service 
Business single line service 
Centrex (non-designed) 
PBX Trunks (non-designed) 
Basic ISDN 

Unbundled Elements - Platform (UNE-P) (non- 

Standard: Parity 



BI-1 -Time to Provide Recorded Usage Records 

Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Business Days 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, individual 
CLECs, and U S WEST Retail results 
Formula: 
BI- 1 A - x(Date Record Transmitted or made available - Date Usage Recorded)/(Total number of records) 
BI-1 B - [(# of daily usage records for Jointly provided switched access sent within four days)/(Total 
daily usage records for Jointly provided switched access in the report period)]x100 
Exclusions: 

Disaggregation Reporting: State level. 

Instances where the CLEC requests other than daily usa 
Product Reporting: 

0 UNEs and Resale 
Jointly-provided Switched Access 

Availability: 
Available: 
- BI- 1A UNEs and Resale 

Under Development: 
BI-IB Jointly-provided Switched Access - 
April 00 

- 

2 transmission or availability. 
Standard: 
BI-LA - Parity with U S WEST retail. 
BI-1B - 95% within 5 business days 

Notes: 
(In implementing agreement in final subcommittee 
meetings of the parties, this measurement reflects a 
split into an interval measurement, BI-lA, and a 
percentage measurement, BI- 1 B.) 



. 

Reporting Period: One month 

BI-2 - Invoices Delivered within 10 Days 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the timeliness with which U S WEST delivers industry standard electronically transmitted bills to 
CLECs. focusing on the Dercent delivered within ten calendar d a w  

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, individual 
CLECs, and U S WEST Retail results 

Description: 
Measures the percentage of invoices that are delivered within ten days, based on the number of days between the 
bill date and bill delivery. 
0 Includes all industry standard electronically transmitted invoices for local exchange services and toll, subject 

Disaggregation Reporting: State level 

Product Reporting: 
UNEs and Resale 

Availability: 
UNEs and Resale - March 00 

Standard: 
99% within 10 calendar days 

Notes: Reciprocal Compensation MOUs will be added 
to Product Reporting if and when those bills are 
electronically transmitted. 



BI-3 - Billing Accuracy - Adjustments for Errors 

Reporting Period: One month 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the accuracy with which U S WEST bills CLECs, focusing on the percentage of billed revenue 
adjusted due to errors. 
Description: 
Measures the billed revenue minus amounts adjusted off bills due to errors, as a percentage of total billed 
revenue. 

Both the billed revenue and amounts adjusted off bills due to error are calculated from bills rendered in the 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, individual 
CLECs, and U S WEST Retail results 

Disaggregation Reporting: State level. 

Formula: 
x(Revenue Billed without Error)/(Total Billed Revenue billed in Reporting Period) 
Exclusions: 

UNEs and Resale - None 
0 Reciprocal Compensation Minutes of Use - Billing adjustments as a result of CLEC-caused errors in return 

of minutes of use 

Product Reporting: 
UNEs and Resale 
Reciprocal compensation Minutes of Use (MOU) 

Availability: 
AvailableReciprocal Compensation (MOU): 
January 00 data 

Under Development 
UNEs and Resale: March 00 data 

Standard: 
0 UNEs and Resale: Parity with U S WEST retail 

bills. 
Reciprocal Compensation (MOU) - 95% 0 

Notes: 
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Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, individual 
CLECs, and U S WEST Retail results 

Product Reporting: 
UNEs and Resale 
Reciprocal Compensation (MOU) 

Availability: 
BI-4A - UNEs and Resale 

CRIS I)  \’I. \: \ I  \ I <  00 
I \1ss I )  \I. I: \ I  \ K  00 

BI-4B - Reciprocal Compensation (MOU) - Jan 
00 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: State level. 

Standard: 
BI-4A - UNEs and Resale: Parity with U S WEST 
Retail bills. 
t .i I - 4 1 3 - I: 1.: c‘ 1 I’ I< ( ) c. \ I 2 c ’ ( ) \ I I’ 1.: \ s \ -1 ‘ 1 ( \ 

( \ I O [  I :  0 5 f C  
Notes: 
(In implementing agreement in final subcommittee 
meetings of the parties, this measurement reflects a 
split into measurements of percentage of charges (for 
UNEs and Resale), BI-4A; and percentage of minutes 
of use (for Reciprocal Compensation), BI-4B.) 



Database Updates 

Reporting Period: One month 

DB-1 - Time to Update Databases 
Purpose: 
Evaluates the time reauired for uudates to the databases of E91 1. LIDB. and Directorv Listings. 

Unit of Measure: Hours and Minutes 

Description: 
Measures the average time required to update the databases of E91 1, LIDB, and Directory Listings. 

Reporting Comparisons: Combined results for all 
updates 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level 
(except E9 1 I ,  at state level). 

I 

Formula: 
[(Date and Time of database update for each database update in the reporting period) - (Date and Time of 
submissions of data for entry into the database for each database update in the reporting period) I' Total database 
updates completed in the reporting period] 
Exclusions: None 

Product Reporting: 
E911 
LIDB 
Directory Listings 

Availability: 
Under Development - Apr 00 

Standard: Parity by design 

Notes: For Emergency Services, this measurement 
replaces the former ES- 1 indicator, which measured 
percent of ALI database updates completed within 24 
hours. 



DB-2 - Accurate Database Updates 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: Combined results for all 
updates 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the accuracy of database updates completed without errors in the reporting period. 
Description: 
Measures the percentage of database updates completed without errors in the reporting period. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 
(except E91 I ,  at state level). 

I 

Formula: 
[Total database updates completed without errors in the reporting period / Total database updates completed in 
the reporting period] x 100 
Exclusions: None 

Product Reporting: 
E911 

0 LIDB 
Directory Listings 

Availability: 
Under Development - Apr 00 

Standard: Parity by design 

Notes: 

I -: 1 I I I i: 1-1- ii 



D i rectory Assistance 

DA-1 - Speed of Answer - Directory Assistance 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: Results for U S WEST and 
all CLECs are combined. 

Purpose: 
Evaluates timeliness of customer access to U S WEST'S Directory Assistance operators, focusing on how long it 
takes for calls to be answered. 

Unit of Measure: Seconds 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Product Reporting: None 

Availability: Available 

Standard: Parity by design 

Notes: 



DA-2 - Calls Answered within Ten Seconds - Directory Assistance 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: Results for U S WEST and 
all CLECs are combined. 

Purpose: 
Evaluates timeliness of customer access to U S WEST's Directory Assistance Operators, focusing on the number 
of calls answered within 10 seconds. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Product Reporting: None 

Formula: 
[(Total Calls Answered by Center within 10 seconds) / (Total Calls Answered by Center)] x 100 
Exclusions: None. 

Standard: Parity by design 

Availability: Available Notes: 



Operator Services 

OS-1 - Speed of Answer - Operator Services 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: U S WEST and all CLECs 
are aggregated in a single measure. 
-. 

Unit of Measure: Seconds 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Product Reporting: None I Standard: Parity by design 

Availability: Available Notes: 



Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: U S WEST and all CLECs 
are aggregated in a single measure. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: Region-wide level. 

Product Reporting: None 

Availability: Available 

Standard: Parity by design 

Notes: 



Network Performance 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: U S WEST network results, 
CLEC aggregate and individual CLEC results. 

NI-1 - Trunk Blocking 

Unit of Measure: Percent Blockage 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Reports the percentage of trunks blocking in 
interconnection final trunks, reported by: 

NI-1A Interconnection (LIS) trunks to 

NI-IB Interconnection (LIS) trunks to 

Reports the percentage of trunks blocking in local 
interoffice final trunks. reported by: 

U S WEST tandem offices: 

U S WEST end offices. 

NI-1C Trunks connecting U S WEST end 
offices to U S WEST tandem offices; 

NI- ID Trunks connecting U S WEST end 
offices to other U S WEST end offices. 

Product Reporting: None 

Availability: Available 

Standard: 
WhereNI-1A I l o o :  I Yo 
Where NI-1A > 1 O f J :  Parity with NI-1C 
Where NI-IB 2 loo: 1 Yo 
WhereNI-IB > l o o :  Parity with NI- ID 
Notes: 



NP-1 - NXX Code Activation 

Reporting Period: One month 

Reporting Comparisons: CLEC aggregate, individual 
CLEC and U S WEST Retail results. 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the timeliness of U S WEST'S NXX code activation prior to the LERG effective date. 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Disaggregation Reporting: State level. 

Product Reporting: None Standard: Parity 

4vailability: Under development - Feb 00 Notes: 



Colocation 

CP-1 - Installation Interval 

Reporting Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the timeliness of U S WEST’S installation of colocation arrangements for CLECs. focusing on the 
average time to complete such arrangements. 
Description: 
Measures the interval between the receipt of the down payment from the CLEC and the completion of the 
colocation installation, expressed in calendar days. 

Includes all colocations assigned a Ready For Service (RFS) date by U S K’EST and completed during the 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for this indicator are disaggregated and reported as  follows: 

A- 1 Physical Colocations (including caged. cageless and shared) 

reporting period, subject to exclusions specified below. 
Reporting Period: One month 1 Unit of IMeasure: Calendar Days 

Product Reporting: 
0 Virtual Colocation 
0 Physical Colocation 

Availability: Available 

I 

Standard: 90 calendar days 

Notes: 

A-2 Augments to Physical Colocations. 
B- 1 Virtual Colocations. 
B-2 Augments to Virtual Colocations. 

Formula: 
CF(Co1ocation Completion Date) - (Colocation Down Payment Date)] ’ (Total Number of Colocations 
ComDleted in ReDorting Period) 



. 

Reporting Period: One month 

CP-2 - Installation Commitments Met 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Reporting Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for this indicator are disaggregated and reported as follows: 

A- I .  
A-2 Augments to Physical Colocations. 
B- 1 Virtual Colocations. 
B-2 Augments to Virtual Colocations. 

Physical Colocations (including caged. cageless and shared) 

Product Reporting: 
Virtual Colocation 
Physical Colocation 

Availability: Available 

Standard: 90 percent or more 

Notes: 



CP-4 - Feasibility Study Commitments Met 

Reporting Period: One month Unit of Measure: Percent 

Formula: 
[(Total Applicable Colocation Feasibility studies completed in agreed-upon timeframe) / (Total applicable 
Colocation Feasibility studies completed)] x IO0 
Exclusions: None 

Reporting Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide le.cel. 
Results for this indicator are disaggregated and reported as follows: 

A- I .  
A-2 Augments to Physical Colocations. 
B- I Virtual Colocations. 
B-2 Augments to Virtual Colocations. 

Physical Colocations (including caged, cageless and shared) 

Product Reporting: 
Virtual Colocation 
Physical Colocation 

Availability: Available 

Standard: 90 percent or more 

Notes: 



. 

Reporting Period: One month 

CP-6 - Quote Commitments Met 

Unit of Measure: Percent 

Purpose: 
Evaluates the degree that U S WEST met its stated commitment in the sub-process function of providing a 
colocation quote to the CLEC. 

Reporting Comparisons: 
CLEC aggregate and 
individual CLEC results 

Disaggregation Reporting: Statewide level. 
Results for this indicator are disaggregated and reported as follows: 

A- 1 
A-2 Augments to Physical Colocations. 
B- 1 Virtual Colocations. 
B-2 Augments to Virtual Colocations. 

Physical Colocations (including caged. cageless and shared) 

Product Reporting: 
Virtual Colocation 
Physical Colocation 

Availability: Available 

Standard: 90 percent or more 

Notes: 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Application Date (and Time) - The date (and time) on which U S WEST receives a complete and accurate 
local service request (LSR) or access service request (ASR: as follows: 

For LSRs and ASRs received after 3:OOPM for Designed Sewices. Unbundled Loops (except analog 
loops), and Local Number Portability (except non-designed, flow-throdgh LNP). the application date (and 
time) is the next business day. 

For POTS Resale (Residence and Business), Centrex Resale Non-Design services. analog Unbundled 
Loops. and non-designed, flow-through LNP, the application date is the same business day on which U S 
WEST receives a complete and accurate LSR. 

Automatic Location Information (ALI) - The feature of E91 1 that displays at the Public Safety Answering 
Point (PSAP) the street address of the calling telephone number. This feature requires a data storage and 
retrieval system for translating telephone numbers to the associated address. ALI may include Emergency 
Service Number (ESN), street address, room or floor, and names of the enforcement. fire and medical agencies 
with jurisdictional responsibility for the address. The Management System (E9 1 I )  database is used to update 
the Automatic E9 1 1 Location Information databases. 
Bill Date - The date shown at the top of the bill, representing the date on Lvhich U S WEST begins to close the 
bill. 
Blocking - condition on a telecommunications network where, due to a maintenance problem or an traffic 
volumes exceeding trunking capacity in a part of the network, some or all originating or terminating calls 
cannot reach their final destinations. Depending on the condition and the part of the network affected, the 
network may make subsequent attempts to complete the call or the call may be completely blocked. If the call 
is completely blocked, the calling party will have to re-initiate the call attempt. 
Business Day - Workdays that U S WEST is normally open for business. Business Day = Monday through 
Friday, excluding weekends and U S WEST published Holidays including New Year’s Day, Memorial Day, 
July 4‘h, Labor Day, Thanksgiving and Christmas. 
Code Activation (Opening) - Process by which new NPA/NXXs (area codelprefix) is defined, through 
software translations to network databases and switches, in telephone networks. Code activation (openings) 
allow for new groups of telephone numbers (usually in blocks of 10,000) to be made available for assignment 
to an ILEC’s or CLEC’s customers, and for calls to those numbers to be passed between carriers. 
Common Channel Signaling System 7 (CCSS7) - A network architecture used to for the exchange of 
signaling information between telecommunications nodes and networks on an out-of-band basis. Information 
exchanged provides for call set-up and supports services and features such as CLASS and database query and 
response. 
Common Transport - Trunk groups between tandem and end office switches that are shared by more than one 
carrier, often including the traffic of both the ILEC and several CLECs. 
Completion - The time in the order process when the sewice has been provisioned and service is available. 
Completion Notice - A notification the ILEC provides to the CLEC to inform the CLEC that the requested 
service order activity is complete. 
Coordinated Customer Conversion Orders that have a due date negotiated between the ILEC, the CLEC. and 
the customer so that work activities can be performed on a coordinated basis under the direction of the 
receiving carrier. 
Customer Requested Due Date - A specific due date requested by the customer which is either shorter or 
longer than the standard interval or the interval offered by the ILEC. 
Customer Trouble Reports - A report that the carrier providing the underlying service opens when notified 
that a customer has a problem with their service. Once resolved. the disposition of the trouble is changed to 
closed. 
Dedicated Transport - A network facility reserved to the exclusive use of a single customer, carrier or pair of 
carriers used to exchange switched or special, local exchange, or exchange access traffic. 
Delayed Order - An order which has been completed after the scheduled due date and/or time. 
Directory Assistance Database - A database that contains subscriber records used to provide live or 
automated operator-assisted directory assistance. Including 41 1 ,  555-1212. NPA-555-1212. 
Directory Listings - Subscriber information used for DA andor telephone directory publishing, including 
name and telephone number, and optionally, the customer’s address. 



DEFINITION OF TERMS (continued) 

DS-0 - Digital Service Level 0. 
occasionally at 56 kbps. 
DS-I - Digital Service Level 1. Service provided at a digital signal speed of 1.544 Mbps. 
DS-3 - Digital Service Level 3. Service provided at a digital signal speed of 4 . 7 3 6  Mbps. 
Due Date - The date provided on the Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) the ILEC sends the CLEC identifying 
the planned completion date for the order. 
End Office Switch - A switch from which an end users’ exchange services are directly connected and offered. 
Final Trunk Groups - interconnection and interoffice trunk groups that do not overflow traffic to other trunk 
groups when busy. 
Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) - Notice the ILEC sends to the CLEC to notify the CLEC that it has 
received the CLECs service request, created a service order, and assigned i t  a due date. 
Flow-Through - The term used to describe whether a LSR electronically is passed from the OSS interface 
system to the ILEC legacy system to automatically create a service order. LSRs that do not flow through 
require manual intervention for the service order to be created in the ILEC legacy system. 
Installation - The activity performed to activate a service. 
Installation Troubles - A trouble, which is identified after service order activity and installation, has 
completed on a customer’s line. It is likely attributable to the service activity (within a defined time period). 
Interconnection Trunks - A network facility that is used to interconnect two switches generally of different 
local exchange carriers 
Interface Outage - A planned or unplanned failure resulting the unavailability or access degradation of a 
system. 
Jeopardy - A condition experienced in the service provisioning process which results potentially in the 
inability of a carrier to meet the committed due date on a service order 
Jeopardy Notice - The actual notice that the ILEC sends to the CLEC when a jeopardy has been identified. 
Lack of Facilities - A shortage of cable facilities identified after a due date has been committed to a customer, 
including the CLEC. The facilities shortage may be identified during the inventory assignment process or 
during the service installation process, and typically triggers a jeopardy. 
Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) - A Bellcore master file that is used by the telecom industry to 
identify NPA-NXX routing and homing information, as well as network element and equipment designations. 
The file also includes scheduled network changes associated with activity within the North American 
Numbering Plan (NANP). 
Local Exchange Traffic - Traffic originated on the network of a LEC in a local calling area that terminates to 
another LEC in a local calling area. 
Mechanized Bill - A bill that is delivered via electronic transmission. 
NXX, NXX Code or Central Office Code - The three digit switch entity indicator that is defined by the “D”, 
“E”, and “F” digits of a IO-digit telephone number within the NANP. Each NXX Code contains 10,000 station 
numbers. 
Permanent Number Portability (also known as - Long Term Number Portabilitv) - A network technology 
which allows end user customers to retain their telephone number when moving their sewice between local 
senice providers. This technology does not employ remote call forwarding. but actually allows the customer’s 
telephone number to be moved and redefined in the network of the new senice provider. The activity to move 
the telephone number is called “porting.” 
Plain Old Telephone Service (POTS) - Refers to basic 2-wire. non-complex analog residential and business 
sewices. Can include feature capabilities (e.g., CLASS features). 
Projects - Sewice requests that exceed the line size and/or level of complexity which would allow for the use 
of standard ordering and provisioning processes. Generally, due dates for projects are negotiated, coordination 
of senice installationsichanges is required and automated provisioning may not be practical. 
Query Types - Pre-ordering information that is available to a CLEC that is categorized according to standards 
issued by OBF, and the FCC, andor  the Arizona Commission. 

Service provided at a digital signal speed commonly at 64 kbps, but 



DEFINITION OF TERMS (continued) 

Ready For Service (RFS) - the status achieved in the installation of a colocation arrangement when all 
“operational” work has been completed. Operational work consists of the following: 

Cage enclosure complete; 
DC power is active (including fuses available, BDFB [Battery Distribution Fuse Board] in place, and 
cables between the Co-Provider and power terminated); 
Primary AC outlet in place; 
Required ties or equivalent exist (e.g., distribute jumper cables across cosmic frame); and 
Cable racking and circuit terminations are complete (e.g. fiber jumpers placed between the Outside Plant 
Fiber Distribution Panel and the Central Office Fiber Distribution Panel serving the Co-provider). 
Key turnover has been made available to CLEC. 

Ready for Service Date (RFS date) - the due date assigned to a colocation order (typically determined by 
regulatory rulings, contract terms, or negotiations with CLEC) to indicate when colocation installation is 
scheduled to be ready for service, as defined above. 
Reject - A status that can occur to a CLEC submitted local service request (LSR) when it does not meet 
certain criteria. There are two types of rejects: ( I )  syntax, which occur if required fields are not included in the 
LSR; and (2) content, which occur if invalid data is provided in a field. A rejected service request must be 
corrected and re-submitted before provisioning can begin. 
Repeat Report - Any trouble report that is a second (or greater) report on the same telephone number/circuit 
ID and at the same premises address within 30 days. The original report can be any category, including 
excluded reports, and can carry any disposition code. 
Service Group Type - The designation used to identify a category of similar services, .e.g., UNE loops 
Service Order - The work order created and distributed in ILECs systems and to ILEC work groups in 
response to a complete, valid local service request. 
Service Order Type - The designation used to identify the major types of provisioning activities associated 
with a local service request. 
Local Service Request (LSR) - transaction sent from the CLEC to the ILEC to order services or to request a 
change(s) be made to existing services. 
Standard Interval - The interval that the ILEC publishes as a guideline for establishing due dates for 
provisioning a service request. Typically, due dates will not be assigned with intervals shorter than the 
standard. These intervals are specified by service type and type of service modification requested. ILECs 
publish these standard intervals in documents used by their own service representatives as well as ordering 
instructions provided to CLECs in the U S WEST Standard Interval Guidelines. 
Subsequent Reports - A trouble report that is taken in relation to a previously-reported trouble prior to the 
date and time the initial report has a status of “cleared.” 
Tandem Switch - Switch used to connect and switch trunk circuits between and among Central Office 
switches. 
Test Cases - different order types or product instances within a scenario. Test cases will include information on 
the inputs, purpose, expected results, measures, and failure criteria for the test case. The development of test 
cases is the responsibility of the Test Administrator. 
Test Scenarios - A high level description of the pre-ordering, ordering, pro\.isioning, and billing that testing 
will entail. These scenarios will be used to create the detailed test cases and subsequent ordersiLSR’ASR 
Test Scripts - detailed step by step instructions for each test case. The development of test scripts are the 
responsibility of the Test Administrator. 
Time to Restore - The time interval from the receipt, by the ILEC, of a trouble report on a customer’s senice 
to the time service is fully restored to the customer. 
Unbundled Network Element - Platform (UNE-P) ~ Combinations of network elements, including both new 
and conversions. (Negotiations o f a  more precise definition of UKE-P x c  :-kji!g place, uhen [lie more ~ r e c ‘ i . ; ~  
definition is agreed to by all parties the MTP will be updated.) 
Usage Data - Data generated in network nodes to identify switched call data on a detailed or summarized 
basis. Usage data is used to create customer invoices for the calls. 

I 
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ACD 
ADSL 
ALI 
ASR 
BRI 

CABS 
CKT 

CLEC 
CO 
CPE 
CRIS 
CSR I 
DA I 
dB I 
DB I 
DID I 
DSO I 
DS 1 I 
DS3 I 

E911 MS I 
EAS I 

EB-TA I 
ED1 I 
ES I 

FOC I 
GUI I 

HDSL 
HICAP 

IEC 
ILEC 
INP 
IOF 

ISDN 
IMA 

LATA 
LERG 
LIDB 
LIS 
LNP 
LSR 

N, T, C 

NANP 
NDM 
NPAC 
NXX 
OBF 
00s 

~~ ~ 

APPENDIX B 

Automatic Call Distributor 
Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Line 
Automatic Line Information (for 91 I;E911 systems) 
Service Request (processed via Exact system) 
Basic Rate Interface (type of ISDN senice) 
Carrier Access Billing System 
Circuit 
Competitive Local Exchange Carrier 
Central Office 
Customer Premises Equipment 
Customer Record Information System 
Customer Service Record 
Directory Assistance 
Decibel 
Database 
Direct Inward Dialing 
Digital Senice 0 
Digital Senice 1 
Digital Senice 3 
E9 1 1 Management System 
Extended Area Service 
Electronic Bonding - Trouble Administration 
Electronic Data Interchange 
Emergency Services (for 9 1 1 /E9 1 I )  
Firm Order Confirmation 
Graphical User Interface 
High-bit-rate Digital Subscriber Line 
High Capacity Digital Service 
Interexchange Carrier 
Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier 
Interim Number Portability 
Interoffice Facilities (refers to U S WEST trunks) 
Integrated Sen-ices Digital Network 
Interconnect Mediated Access 
Local Access Transport Area 
Local Exchange Routing Guide 
Line Identification Database 
Local Interconnection Service Trunks 
Long Tern1 Number Portability 
Local Senice Request 
Service Order Types - - N (new), T (to or transfer). C 
(change) 
North American Numbering Plan 
Network Data Mover 
Number Portability Administration Center 
Telephone number prefix 
Ordering and Billing Forum 
Out of senice (&De of trouble condition) 

GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 
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OSS 
PBX 
PON 
POTS 
PRI 
RFS 
SOP 
SOT 
ss7 
STP 
TN 

UDIT 
UNE 
-VRU 
xDSL 

APPENDIX B 

Operations-al Support Systems 
Private Branch Exchange 
Purchase Order Number 
Plain Old Telephone Service 
Primary Rate Interface (type of ISDN service) 
Ready for Senice (refers to colocation projects) 
- Service Order Processor 
Service Order Type 
Signaling System 7 
Signaling Transfer Point 
Telephone Number 
Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport 
Unbundled NetLvork Element 
- Voice Response Unit  
(x) Digital Subscriber Line. (The “x” prefix refers to 
DSL generically. An “x” replaced by an “.4” refers to 
Asymmetric DSL. and by an “H“ refers to High-bit-rate 
DSL.) 

/ Graphical User Intevace 
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Measure 
Number Description 

APPENDIX C 

Functionalitv Test Capacity 
OSS Only End-to- Test 

APPENDIX C - PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

po-1 

GA-l 

1. MEASURES USED IN FUNCTIONALITY AND CAPACITY TESTS 

End 
Pre-Order/Order Response Times Yes No __ Yes 
Gateway Availability - Human-to-Computer 
Interface (Dercent) 

No Yes 

GA-2 No No Gateway Availability - Computer-to- 
Computer Interface (percent) 

Yes 

po-4 

po-6 

FOC Interval (average) No Yes 
&I Yes Completion Notifications Transmitted within 

24 hours (Percent) 
PO-7 
PO-2 
PO-3 

\A 

Completion Notification Interval (average) No Yes No 
LSR Rejection Notice Interval (average) NO YES No 
LSRs Rejected (percent) NO YES No 

NO YES Yes 
Electronic Flow-through of LSRs to SOP 
(percent) 

' Mean Time to Provide U S WEST- 
Recorded Usage Records (average) 
Mean Time to Deliver Invoices (average) 
Billing Accuracy - Adjustments for Errors 
Speed of Answer - Interconnect Provisioning 
Center (average) 

BI- 1 

BI-2 
BI-3 

OP- 1 

NO YES No 

No Yes No 
No Yes No 

No Yes No 

Speed of Answer - Interconnect Repair 
Center (average) 
Installation Commitments Met (Dercent) 

S O  Yes No 

No Yes No 
OP-4 

OP-6 

\l , 
Installation Interval (average) No Yes NO i 
CLEC- or CLEC's Customer-Caused 
Installation Misses (percent) 
Delaved Davs (average) N O  Yes No I 

N 0 Yes No 

oP-2 

_ I \  U I  I 
I 

I 

S 0 Yes No Delayed Orders Completed L 15 days 
Dast the commitment date (percent) 

0p-3 

OP-5 

j Delayed Orders Completed 2 90 days 
past the commitment date (percent) I I 

Installation Trouble Reports (percent) N 0 Yes N 0 

N o  i Yes No 1 

' Out of Service Cleared within 24 hours - 
MR-3 Non-Designed Repair Process (percent) 

All Troubles Cleared within 48 hours - 
MR-4 Non-Designed Repair Process (percent) 

All Troubles Cleared within 4 hours - 
MR-5 Designed Repair Process (percent) 
MR-6 Mean Time to Restore (average) 

j 

No ~ No Yes 

S O  Yes No 

No Yes No 

&I Yes No 
MR-7 
___ MR-8 

Repair Repeat Report Rate (percent) &I Yes No 
Trouble Rate (percent) No Yes - No 
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Number 
OP-2 

APPENDIX C 

Description I 
Calls Answered within Twenty Seconds - Interconnect Provisioning Center 
(percent) 

2. MEASURES NOT USED IN FUNCTIONALITY AND CAPACITY TESTS 

OP-8A 
OP-8B 
OP-9 

Ordering and Provisioning 

Coordinated Cutover Interval - Interim Number Portability (INP) (average) 
Coordinated Local Number Portability (LNP) Time1 iness (percent) 
Coordinated Cutover Combined Interval - Unbundled Loops coordinated with INP 

Number 
M R-2 

~ (average) 
1 Coordinated Cutover Interval - Unbundled Loops (associated with LNP) OP-7B 

Description 
Calls Answered within 20 seconds - Interconnect ReDair Center (uercent) 

Measure 
Number Description 

ES- 1 ALI Database Updates Completed within 24 hours (percent) 
91 liE9 1 1 Emergency Services Trunk Installation Interval (average) ES-2 

I I (average) I 

i 

Maintenance & Repair 

Number 
DA- 1 
DA-2 

/Measure I 

Description j 

I 
Speed of Answer - Directory Assistance (average) 
Calls Answered Within Ten Seconds - Directow Assistance (uercent) 

1 

os- 1 
os-2 

Speed of Answer - Operator Services (average) 
Calls Answered Within Ten Seconds ~ ODerator Services (Dercent) 

I 

I 

Directorv Assistance 

I 1 Measure 1 I 

Operator Services 

Measure 1 7 
~ 

I 
Number 1 Description 

Network Performance - Network Interconnection 
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Number 
NI- 1 
NI-2 

APPENDIX C 

Description 
Trunk Blocking - Interconnection Trunks (percent) 
Trunk Blocking - Local Interoffice (“Common”) Trunks (percent) 

1 Measure j 

Measure 
Number 

CP- 1 
CP-2 

Description 
Installation Commitments Met (percent) 
Installation Interval (average) 

Measure 
Number 

PO-5 
Description 

Pre-Order/Order Response Times for U S WEST Retail ’Transactions (average) 

Maintenance & Repair 

Number 
MR- 1 

I Measure 1 I 
Description 

CLEC- or CLEC’s Customer-Caused Trouble Reports (percent) 

Measure 
Number 

CP- 1 

Colocation Provisioning 

Description 
CLEC Caused Colocation Misses (Dercent) 

CP-2 
\1 

Colocation Feasibility Study Interval (average) 

Network Performance 

CP-3 
CP-4 

Colocation Feasibility Study Commitments Met (percent) 
Average Colocation Quote Interval (percent) 

Measure 
Number 

NI- 1 
NI-2 

I c d \  “ I  1 NR-1 I U S WEST Local Interoffice Trunks Mean Time to Restore (average) 

Description 
(indicator number reserved for future use) 
Local Interconnection Final Trunk Group Utilization (average) 

NP- 1 
NP-2 
NP-3 

U S WEST Local Interoffice Trunks Provisioned by Scheduled Date (percent) 
U S WEST Local Interoffice Trunks Provisioning Intewal (average) 
U S WEST Local Interoffice Trunks Provisioning Late Davs (average) I 

li-i Oh I l l )  

NR-2 
NR-3 

U S WEST Local Interoffice Trunks All Troubles Cleared within 4 hours (percent) 
U S WEST Local Interoffice Trunks Repeated Trouble Incidents within 30 days 

NR-4 
(percent) 
U S WEST Local Interoffice Trunks Trouble Rate (percent) 
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APPENDIX D - PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS AND 
BENCHMARKS* 

*Appendix D has been incorporated into Appentlir B. 

11.4 ! I O  O!/ 
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APPENDIX E - Glossary/Terminology 

ACRONYWTERM 
ACC 
ATlS 
CLEC 
CLLI 
Conversion As-Is 

Conversion As-Specified 

CSR 
DCI 
DOJ 

ED1 
EM1 
FCC 
FOC 
GUI 
IMA 
LMOS 
LNP 

EB-TA 

LSR 
MLT 
oss 
Partial Migrations 

PIC 
PMO 
Preorderingiordering, 
Provisioning, Maintenance and 
Repair and Billing 

Pseudo-CLEC 
SOC 
SOP 

ACRONYM/TER>I DESCRIPTION 
Arizona Corporate Commission 
American Telecommunications Industry Solution 
Competitive Local Exchange Carrier 
Common Language Location Identifier 
A type of resale order that requires no changes to the customer's 
account 
A type of resale order that requires one or more changes to the 
customer's account 
Customer Service Record 
Dohertv and Comuanv, Inc 
Department ofjustice 
Electronic Bonding-Trouble Administration 
Electronic Data Interchange 
Exchange Message Interface 
Federal Communications Commission 
Firm Order Confirmation 
Graphical User Interface 
Interconnect Mediated Access 
Loop Maintenance Operation System 
Long Term Number Portability (also referred to as Local Number 
Portabilitv) 
Local Service Request 
Mechanized Loop Test 
3perations Support Systems 
4 type of resale order that transfer only part of the customer's account 
to a CLEC 
Primary Interexchange Carrier 
Present Method of Operation 
FCC defined categories: 
Preorderingi'ordering = the exchange of information between LECs 
(local exchange carrier) about current or proposed customer products 
and services or unbundled network elements or some combination 
thereof 

Provisioning = the exchange of information between LECs where one 
executes a request for a set of products and services or unbundled 
network elements or combination thereof from the other with 
attendant acknowledgements and status reports 

Maintenance and repair = the exchanae of information between LECs 
where one initiates a request for repair of existing products and 
services or unbundled network elements or combination thereof from 
the other with attendant acknowledgements and status reports 

Billing involves the provision of appropriate usage data by one LEC 
to another to facilitate customer billing with attendant 
acknowledgements and status reports 
A simulator that acts like an actual CLEC 
Service Order Completions 
Service Order Processor 
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Hardware and software that generates transactions for the test 
Unbundled Network Element (UNEs are portions of an incumbent 
local exchange carrier's ubiquitous network) 
Unbundled Network Element-Ekmhtttatiotl-Platfonii Combinations 

APPENDIX E 

1 

ACRONYWTERM 
Suspend and Restore 

Test Transaction Generator 
UNE 

UNE-P 

+--- UNE-LOOP (UNE-L) 

ACRONYM/TERM DESCRIPTION 
Types of orders that "cuts off '  dial-tone (suspend) and reestablishes 
dial-tone for a customer 

o!'net\vork elements, including both tic\\ and con\.ersions. 
(Negotiations of a more precise dtlinition of UNE-P are taking place, 
when the more precise definition is agreed to bv all parties the k1TP 
\\.I I 1  be ti Dda ted. )(-L;tN €-P-&-etmt ZT+ i ~ ~ t i ~ ~ - t f t k e - C - t t f t f r t ~ f ' ~ - d r t - - ~ i ~ ~  tct 
thct€'tK1-ttf--dlr~ti€?buttdk8mttt.lr-~ Itrtmttrate) 
Unbundled Network Element-Loop (otherwise known as unbundled 
loop) (WE-Loop includes the facilities between the end-user 
customer's network interface device and the meet point between the 
incumbent local exchange carrier's facilities and those of the CLEC) 
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I. Introduction 

In a December 22, 1999 letter to the Arizona Corporation Commission 
(“Commission”) Staff’, AT&T Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. 
(“AT&T”), TCG Phoenix (“TCG”), MCI WorldCom, Inc., on behalf of its regulated 
subsidiaries (“MCI”), Sprint Communications Company, L.P. (“Sprint”) and Rhythms, 
Inc. (“Rhythms”)(collectively the “CLECs”) raised concerns regarding the openness of 
certain aspects of the Arizona Section 27 1 operational support systems (“OSS”) testing 
process. The concerns expressed fell into three broad categories: (1) the openness of 
the meetings between the Commission’s Third Party Test Administrator, Cap Gemini 
Telecommunications, Inc. (“CGT”) and U S WEST; (2) the openness of meetings and 
interactions between U S WEST and the Commission’s Third Party Test Transaction 
Generator, Hewlett-Packard Company, Inc. (“HP”); and (3) the process for conducting 
TAG meetings. 

In response, on December 29, 1999, Commission Staff sent all parties a Notice 
of a workshop to be held on January 13, 2000 to discuss the issues raised. Parties were 
also given until January 10, 2000 to file written comments on AT&T’s December 22, 
1999 letter. Parties were asked to address in their written comments the procedures 
used in other states and how the Commission could best utilize its web-site as a means 
to expeditiously disseminate 271 testing information to the parties. On January 10, 
2000, the Commission received written comments from AT&T and TCG, MCI, and U 
S WEST. A workshop was held as planned on January 13, 2000, to more fully discuss 
the openness issues raised. Representatives from AT&T and TCG, MCI, Sprint, 
Rhythms and U S WEST attended the workshops. In addition, representatives from the 
Commission’s Third Party Test Administrator, CGT; Third Party Test Transaction 
Generator, HP; and OSS Consultant, Doherty and Company, Inc. (“DCI”) were 
present. 

Through this report, the Commission Staff has attempted to address all of the 
CLECs’ concerns and several concerns raised by U S WEST at the January 13, 2000 
workshop. As more fully discussed herein, Commission Staff adopts virtually all of 
the CLECs’ recommendations, which were in many instances supported by U S WEST. 
Staff has declined at this time to open meetings between CGT and the CLECs because 
of legitimate blindness concerns during this initial testing phase. However, the 
Commission Staff will make available to U S WEST redacted minutes of those meetings 
and as blindness becomes less of a concern, the Commission Staff will revisit this issue 
and eventually open these meetings as well. 

The end result of the procedures implemented herein will be an open and 
rigorous OSS testing process which is certainly at least as open as many of the other 

Letter from Richard S. Wolters, Senior Attorney-AT&T on behalf of the CLECs to Staff Counsel. 
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. 
states examined. Together the procedures adopted will establish openness of 
communications as the rule, rather than the exception. Commission Staff agrees that 
openness to the extent established herein is vital to the credibility of the Arizona Section 
271 OSS test. 

11. Discussion 

A. Meetincs Involvin? CGT 

1. Meetings Between CGT and U S WEST 

To-date, meetings between CGT and U S WEST have been held with 
representatives from the Commission Staff and/or DCI present. In addition, minutes of 
those meetings were taken which were then provided to the Commission Staff for 
review. The Commission Staff agreed to excerpt any confidential portions and 
disseminate the redacted version to both the CLECs and U S WEST. 

The CLECs state that such a process is not open enough. They state that the 
Commission Staff‘s solution to keep minutes for distribution provides limited visibility 
to a closed set of meetings. The better solution, according to the CLECs, is to change 
the nature of the meetings to be fundamentally open meetings. AT&T Letter at p. 2. 

Without a more open process, the CLECs are concerned that many issues will 
be discussed, debated and possibly resolved in private, outside of the formal TAG 
process. AT&T Letter at p. 2. The CLECs state that if they or U S WEST have 
concerns or issues involving any part of the test, the appropriate venue to discuss those 
issues or concerns is not behind closed doors in a private session with CGT but in a 
TAG meeting. M. at p. 2. The CLECs state that discussion behind closed doors only 
hurts the process. a. at p. 2. Finally, the CLECs argue that there is no reason for 
meetings between CGT and U S WEST to be private meetings. AT&T January 10, 
2000 Comments. They point out that blindness is not an isue with U S WEST; that it 
is U S WEST’S systems that are being tested; and that blindness concerns arise only 
with the CLEC - CGT meetings since in those meetings issues are being discussed with 
the CLECs that if known to U S WEST could compromise the integrity of the test. 

U S WEST supports the establishment of listen lines for all regularly scheduled 
conference calls between CGT and U S WEST. U S WEST Comments at p. 3. 

The Commission Staff notes that open meetings between the Third-party Test 
Administrator and the Bell Operating Company (‘‘BOC’.) are consistent with the 
processes used in other states. In New York, the regularly scheduled meetings between 
KPMG and Bell Atlantic were open for the CLECs to listen. U S WEST Comments at 
p. 3; MCI Comments at p. 5. In addition, in Pennsylvania, calls between KPMG and 
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Bell Atlantic were conducted both as 2-way calls where CLECs could interact by asking 
questions of clarity and as calls where CLECs could listen in and then later comment in 
open session with KPMG and Commission Staff. MCI Comments at pp. 5-6. Florida 
and Texas also held their meetings involving KPMG and test participants in the open 
with meeting minutes distributed by e-mail. AT&T Comments at pp.3-4; MCI 
Comments at p. 7. 

Most parties also agree that Executive Sessions could be used if the need for 
confidentiality arises. See AT&T Comments at p. 7. 

Given the unanimous agreement of all parties on this issue, Commission Staff 
shall require that all regularly scheduled meetings or calls between CGT and U S 
WEST be henceforth open to the CLECs through the establishment of a listen line. In 
addition, minutes will continue to be taken of these meetings. This change in procedure 
shall begin immediately with a listen line established for the next regularly scheduled 
Weekly Schedule Report (“WSR”) conference call between CGT and U S WEST. The 
Commission Staff will e-mail TAG members the date and time of the call and the listen 
line number for the call. In addition, on a going forward basis, the WSR conference 
call and any other conference calls or meetings scheduled between U S WEST and 
CGT shall be noticed and a listen line established for the CLECs. The CLECs shall also 
be allowed to submit comment on these calls to the CGT Project Manager and all TAG 
team members within two (2) days of each call. 

The only contacts between CGT and U S WEST that shall not be subject to this 
openness requirement will be unscheduled, incidental contacts. However, in all such 
cases CGT shall advise Staff if possible of any such contacts before they occur and 
Commission Staff and/or its Consultant DCI shall participate in and CGT shall take 
minutes of such calls. The CLECs shall subsequently be apprised of all calls or 
contacts and the purpose of them at the next regularly scheduled TAG meeting. The 
CLECs shall also be apprised of any conclusions reached in those calls or contacts. The 
rule, however, will be one of openness and Staff expects such incidental contacts to be 
kept to an absolute minimum, with virtually all issues involving U S WEST discussed 
in either the regularly scheduled call with U S WEST, or the TAG as appropriate. 

Commission Staff affirmatively states that it wants to avoid the problems 
encountered in other jurisdictions including Texas, where MCI indicates Telcordia met 
with SWBT many times without the CLECs’ knowledge or documentation. In addition, 
the Commission Staff wants to avoid problems also encountered in Texas where SWBT 
was called upon by the Third Party Test Administrator to provide information and 
technical assistance which the CLECs were unaware of; were not apprised of the 
information provided; and had no input relating to it. See MCI Comments at p. 9. 
The parties, however, must understand that some routine, incidental contacts are simply 

For instance, MCI notes that in Pennsylvania, the PaPUC supported CLECparticipation in calls 
addressing metria, billing, use of GUI and defining some processes. 
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part of the testing process and it would not be feasible each time such a contact is made 
for Staff or any other party to be part of all such calls. However, in such cases, Staff 
believes CGT’s reporting on such incidental contacts at each TAG meeting should 
suffice to ensure the degree of openness desired yet also ensure that test activities are 
not unnecessarily impeded. 

Executive Sessions between CGT and U S WEST will be necessary to discuss 
such issues as the Company’s assessment of competitive market transaction volumes 
regarding capacity tests the programming and system design of U S WEST’s 
performance measurements computer systems for data collection and processing. 
However, like the procedures used in Pennsylvania, the Commission Staff will attempt 
to manage the Executive Sessions between CGT and U S WEST that are necessary to 
protect U S WEST’s confidential business matters. To the extent possible, all Executive 
Sessions shall be noticed with the topics to be addressed made available to the CLECs. 
The CLECs shall be kept generally informed of all topics discussed at all such 
Executive Sessions. Once again, the Commission Staff and/or its Consultant DCI shall 
take part in and CGT shall keep minutes of all such Sessions and to the extent they can 
without divulging proprietary data, report any conclusions of those Sessions at the next 
regularly scheduled TAG meeting. 

Staff believes that implementing the openness procedures outlined above should 
continue to make what Staff believes has been a very open test from the start even more 
open and rigorous. Staff does not believe that the test has been compromised in any 
fashion up to this time since the test is still in its initial phases, the MTP has not yet 
been finalized and Staff and/or its Consultant, DCI, have been present on all calls 
between CGT and U S WEST to-date. Minutes have been taken of many of these 
calls, and these minutes will be made available, in redacted form, to all parties, as 
requested by MCI at the January 13, 2000 workshop. 

2. Meetings Between CGT and the CLECs 

All parties are not in agreement that meetings between CGT and the 
CLECs should be open. See, MCI January 10, 2000 Comments. While AT&T 
supports openness to some extent, it also states that “as the process is meant to be blind 
only to U S WEST, having CGT-CLEC meetings remain in their present form does 
not do anything to undercut the process.” AT&T December 22, 1999 Letter to Staff 
Counsel at p. 3. U S WEST, on the other hand, states that all meetings between CGT 
and the CLECs should be open to U S WEST through a listen line. U S WEST 
Comments at p. 3. U S WEST states that if there is a need to discuss items beyond the 
hearing of one or more parties, the remaining parties can go into Executive Session at 
the end of the call. Id. at p. 3. 

It is not apparent from the comments filed, that such meetings were open to the 
BOC in other states. Indeed, in some instances, particularly in the early testing stages 
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as here, it appears that the meetings were closed. AT&T notes that in New York and 
Pennsylvania, there was provision made for meetings between CLECs and KPMG that 
excluded the Bell Atlantic company representatives. AT&T Comments at p. 8. AT&T 
states that the Staffs believed it appropriate that CLECs not be impeded from fully 
discussing concerns with test and live transaction processing and that KPMG would 
benefit from direct interaction with CLECS. The meetings were held weekly for New 
York testing, with one meeting per month held in person. AT&T Comments at p. 8. 
Meeting minutes were distributed to all interested parties, except Bell Atlantic. Id. at 
p. 9. AT&T also states that the need to maintain blindness to U S WEST throughout 
the process is critical to the credibility of the test. If U S WEST were able to recognize 
OSS transactions that emanate from the test as distinguished from live transactions from 
CLECs in production environments, U S WEST would be positioned to discriminately 
provide preferential processing of the test transactions. 

Further, AT&T points out that testing in Texas, New York and Pennsylvania 
brought to light the need to establish blindness principles that hid information from the 
incumbent LEC that could have created the opportunity for preferential treatment of test 
orders. AT&T Comments at p. 10. Examples cited by AT&T included loop hot cuts 
in New York which AT&T states were coordinated between KPMG and participating 
CLECs so that observations could be made of Bell Atlantic’s provisioning of the cut- 
over process without prior notice to Bell Atlantic. Id. The test results noted by KPMG 
were provided to the New York Commission Staff for review and verified against the 
experiences of other CLECs. @. 

The blindness concern extends to CLEC meetings in that CLECs must interact 
with CGT on matters involving coordination of CLEC facilities that are used in the 
course of the test, scheduling of personnel, test transaction generation and volume 
increases. AT&T Comments at pp. 9-10. Other reasons for closed meetings between 
CGT and the CLECs include the need to maintain blindness of test activities to U S 
WEST. In addition, many of the closed sessions between CGT and the CLECs will 
involve discussions concerning CLEC forecast information, CLEC resources to 
perform certain parts of the test, and other issues where matters that affect blindness 
will be discussed. See AT&T December 22, 1999 letter to Staff Counsel at p. 2. 

Given all of the concerns relating to blindness at this stage of the testing 
process, Commission Staff believes the disadvantages of open CLEC - CGT meetings 
at this time far outweigh any advantages presented to Commission Staff. The same 
need for openness is not present in the case of the CGT-CLEC meetings as it is with the 
CGT - U S WEST meetings. Indeed, the need for closed CGT - CLEC meetings to 
ensure blindness is of paramount importance at this early stage of the testing process. 
Commission Staff will manage these meetings to ensure that any issues which arise, or 
conclusions reached, that do not require blindness will be brought back to the TAG for 
an open discussion with U S WEST present. In addition, Commission Staff will ask 
CGT to take minutes of these meetings, which Staff will make available to U S WEST, 
in redacted format to ensure blindness. As blindness becomes less of a concern, 



Commission Staff will revisit this issue and will eventually open the meetings to U S 
WEST through the establishment of a listen line. 

Finally, with regard to scheduled meetings or calls between CGT and the Pseudo- 
CLEC, Commission Staff has requested that minutes be kept of all such interactions. 
Commission Staff will distribute the minutes of such meetings, with any confidential 
portions redacted, to the CLECs for informational purposes. For obvious blindness 
reasons, the Commission Staff cannot include U S WEST in the distribution of those 
minutes at this time. However, Staff expects that the bulk of these contacts will occur 
during the testing process itself. During the testing process itself, incidents or 
exceptions that arise will be documented on the Master Issues Log and provided to U S 
WEST and all other parties. 

B. Meetiny Between HP and U S WEST 

At the outset, Commission Staff notes that there is apparently a great deal of 
confusion and misunderstanding surrounding the rules of operation the Commission 
Staff has asked HP to follow. See AT&T December 22, 1999 Letter to Staff Counsel 
at p. 3. Commission Staff will attempt to address those concerns herein, but will first 
address the issue of whether meetings between HP and U S WEST should be open, and 
if so. to what extent. 

The CLECs state that one of their primary concerns is that the interactions 
between U S WEST and HP will occur totally outside of their view. AT&T December 
22, 1999 Letter to Staff Counsel at p. 3. They go on to state that it was their 
understanding that at the December 13 TAG meeting the Commission Staff attempted to 
mitigate the CLECs’ concerns about HP’s selection as the pseudo-CLEC by assuring 
the CLECs that U S WEST’S interactions with HP would be open. Id. at p. 3. The 
CLECs give two primary reasons why the interactions between U S WEST and HP 
should be made public. First, an open process permits CLECs to evaluate whether the 
treatment and assistance that U S WEST provides HP as a pseudo-CLEC is superior to 
the treatment and assistance that U S WEST has provided to CLECs in general. Id. at 
p. 4. Otherwise, HP will have no reference point regarding the treatment and 
assistance that U S WEST typically provides to the CLECs. Id. The second reason is 
that U S WEST may offer HP a “better mouse trap”, in which case that offer should be 
made public and available to the CLECs as well. Id. 

U S WEST responds that this issue presents a conflict between blindness and 
openness but that if it is the consensus opinion of the CLECs, U S WEST will support 
the decision to have the process open rather than blind. U S WEST Comments at p. 4. 
U S WEST further states that having the process open rather than blind is probably the 
most practical solution. Id. at p. 4. 
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The procedures used in other states support openness of contacts between HP 
and U S WEST. The CLECs note that in New York, all meetings between HP and 
Bell Atlantic were publicly noticed, a conference bridge was established for the 
meetings, and CLECs could listen in to the discussions. Meeting minutes were kept 
and were posted on a public Internet web page, and all documents exchanged between 
HP and Bell Atlantic were also posted on a public Internet web page. AT&T 
December 22, 1999 Letter to Staff Counsel at p. 4. AT&T also notes that all materials 
provided to HP by Bell Atlantic in regard to the HP role were identified and 
documented on the New York Commission’s web site with links to Bell Atlantic’s site 
that held the technical documents. u. at p. 7 .  The CLECs endorse the New York 
process for purposes of the Arizona OSS test. Id. at p. 4. 

Once again, given the consensus of all parties for openness of HP - U S WEST 
contacts, Commission Staff will require that henceforth all calls and meetings between 
HP and U S WEST be open to the CLECs through the establishment of a listen line, 
with the exception of incidental contacts.’ This will extend to contacts involving both 
HP and U S WEST’S account representative as well as any contacts relating to the 
establishment of HP’s ED1 interface. This process shall begin immediately. Executive 
Sessions may be utilized when the information exchanged is interface specific, Le., IP 
addresses for ftp locations, passwords, SecurID modules, etc. However, the CLECs 
will be apprised of the topics of discussion at any closed sessions either through notice 
or at the next regularly scheduled TAG meeting. 

Commission Staff believes that implementation of these procedures at this time 
will preserve the integrity of the Arizona test. Indeed, the Arizona test is still in its 
early stages. In New York, the listen line was first established for HP’s initial contact 
with Bell Atlantic’s account representative. While an account representative was 
recently assigned to HP in Arizona, Commission Staff has asked HP to delay contacting 
the U S WEST representative until openness procedures could be established and put 
into place. As in New York, HP’s first contact with the U S WEST account 
representative will be the “watershed” event at hhich time a listen line will become the 
rule of practice rather than the exception to that rule. Notice will be given of the date 
and time of this call to all parties, via e-mail. On subsequent notices, the Staff and its 
consultants will attempt to provide notice both through e-mail and on the Commission’s 
web-site. Staff and its consultants will not always be able to give the amount of notice 
desirable in all cases, and expects parties to be flexible in this regard. 

The other issues of concern raised involved HP’s obligation to keep minutes of 
its meetings with U S WEST and to make publicly available any documents or 
information exchanged between HP and U S WEST. The AT&T Letter at p. 3. 

The Commission s consultant has raised several administrative and legal issues regarding this 
procedure. The Commission intends to address these issues with the TAG members this week. Parties 
should realize that to address some of these concerns, implementation of this process nury result in 
blindness giving way to openness to some degree. 

S 



Commission Staff wants to set the record straight in this regard that HP has been 
documenting all of its contacts with U S WEST, keeping Staff apprised of all such 
contacts on a continuing basis, taking minutes of those meetings and HP intends to 
make available to the CLECs any documents or information exchanged between it and 
the Company, as was the process in other states. Moreover, HP shall continue to take 
these steps in the future. In addition, HP shall be required to report at each TAG 
meeting any incidental contacts made and the subject of those contacts. 

C. TAG MEETINGS 

The third and final issue raised by the CLECs involved the processes used to 
conduct the current TAG meetings which the CLECs state are too restrictive, too short 
in duration and do not occur frequently enough. AT&T December 22, 1999 Letter to 
Staff Counsel, at p. 5 .  The CLECs go on to state that while nobody likes to have 
more meetings and longer meetings, in order to do justice to the evaluation of U S 
WEST’S OSS and mitigate any delays to the overall testing schedule, as a rule, there 
should be two face-to-face TAG meetings every other week each lasting for at least 
two full days. Id. at p. 6. Further, the CLECs take issue with limiting input to one 
core representative per party and with forbidding the participation of outside persons 
via a conference bridge. Id. at p. 6. The CLECs state that for some issues, it may 
make sense for the parties to have subject matter experts other than core TAG members 
participating. They go on to state that the parties should be able to have subject matter 
experts participate in TAG meetings via conference call. Id. at p. 6. 

U S WEST concurs that the restrictions placed on current TAG meetings need to 
be relaxed. U S WEST Comments at p. 5 .  U S WEST proposes that: 1) the rule that 
only the designated representative of a company can speak be eased and that for each 
issue a company should be allowed to designate a spokesperson, 2) discussion should 
not be cut off until all parties have had an opportunity to provide any and all input, 3) 
the meetings should be open to all interested parties, and 4) documents should be 
distributed to all persons attending TAG meetings, not just to one designated 
representative per company. Id. All in all, U S WEST suggests that the rules 
c governing the TAG process be eased. Id. at p. 6. 

Once again, given the unanimous opinion of all parties that the rules governing 
current TAG meetings be eased, Commission Staff and its consultants will make every 
attempt to accommodate the parties’ desires in this regard. Henceforth, there will be 
two regularly scheduled, face-to-face TAG meetings per month. Topics for discussion 
at the next TAG meeting will be discussed alid TAG participants can decide at that time 
how long they believe the next meeting should last. CGT has never strictly enforced the 
designated TAG spokesman rule and has generally allowed input from anyone in 
attendance. This will continue so that input can be freely offered by those present at 
the TAG meetings. CGT will only enforce a designated spokesman rule if the process 



is abused. 
future by conference bridge. 

Parties will also be allowed to have subject matter experts participate in the 

An issue was also raised by AT&T regarding the distribution of meeting minutes 
to core TAG members only. AT&T suggested that such limited distribution of meeting 
minutes presented problems when the core TAG members were on vacation or sick 
since they are responsible for disseminating the information to other participants within 
their respective organizations. To address this concern, CGT will begin e-mailing 
minutes and meeting notices to not only the designated core TAG member, but to the 
designated alternate as well. 

Finally, absent more compelling reasons, the Commission Staff cannot agree 
to open the TAG process up to any interested persons, even though they are not parties 
to the Arizona proceeding. l o  Given that confidential information for Sedona project 
participants only is routinely distributed at TAG meetings, it would be difficult to 
ensure confidentiality if non-parties were present. However, Staff will allow persons 
other than parties to this proceeding to participate with the Commission Staff Project 
Manager’s authorization. ” But until the Commission Staff is offered a more 
compelling reason for completely opening these proceedings, and a workable solution 
to the dilemma regarding the distribution of confidential information is found, 
Commission Staff cannot agree to unrestricted, open TAG meetings. Reasonable 
restrictions on attendance by non-parties are necessary to preserve the integrity of the 
test. 

D. 
Of Information on U S WEST’s Section 271 Compliance 

Use of the Commission’s Web-Site As a Repository 

Commission Staff also requested parties to comment on how the Commission 
could best utilize its web-site for information dissemination to the parties and interested 
persons. Virtually all commenters favored the use by the Commission of its web-site to 
disseminate information to the parties in this case. Commission Staff agrees and will 
henceforth use its web-site as a repository for information relating to U S WEST 
Section 271 compliance, including OSS testing. Staff will examine the web-sites of the 
other state commissions to assist it in determining what information to make available. 
Such information is likely to include, inter alia, meeting notices and minutes, issues 
logs, technical documentation, operating procedures and interface documentation 
pertaining to U S WEST’s systems. The Commission Staff is also considering the use 
of a privacy code where blindness or confidentiality concerns are present. The 

lo  The TAG meetings are, of course, open to all parties of U S WEST’s Section 271 proceeding, and all of 
these parties may also freely participate in any meetings. 

For example, the Commission Staff has given authorization to the Colorado Cornmission, other ROC 
state commissions, and the Department of Justice to freely attend any tneetings held. The Cornmission 
Staff will have to, in such instances, institute a process for dealing with confidential information. 



Commission Staff will discuss information availability and web-site use at an upcoming 
TAG meeting. 

111. Other Issues 

Several other issues were raised by U S WEST at the January 13, 2000 workshop to 
which the Commission Staff would like to take this opportunity to respond. First, U S 
WEST has expressed several times recently that it does not believe that it is receiving 
the information it needs concerning the testing process to ensure that the test is being 
conducted properly. It is true that the Commission Staff and its consultants, in an 
effort to preserve blindness and ensure test integrity, have withheld information 
regarding certain testing activities and the project schedule from U S WEST. Because 
one of our primary objectives, however, is also to ensure that this test is conducted 
properly, Commission Staff will allow U S WEST an opportunity to present 
information from other states relating to the type and amount of information 
disseminated to the BOC as part of the OSS testing process. U S WEST may also 
present reasons which would support its receipt of other information not routinely made 
available in other states for Staffs and its consultant’s review and consideration. 

So that this matter can be resolved expeditiously, U S WEST will have until 
Tuesday, February 1, 2000 to file comments with the Commission relating to this issue. 
All other parties may file reply comments on or before Friday, February 4, 2000. The 
Commission will consider the information presented and will to the extent possible 
allow U S WEST access to information to the same degree as that provided to the BOC 
in other states as part of the testing process, and to other information if the Company 
has made a persuasive showing to Staff that it should be entitled to the information. 
Additionally, the Company, like the CLECs, may also include comment on the topics 
typically included in any Executive Sessions in other states. 

U S WEST also raised concerns regarding the process for escalating issues to the 
Commission Staff for resolution. The Commission Staff ap-ees with U S WEST that 
the Commission Staff and its Consultants, DCI, have an obligation to resolve such 
issues in an expeditious manner. It is the intent of the Commission Staff to do so. 
Accordingly, to address U S WEST’S concerns in this regard, the Commission Staff has 
requested that a formal escalation process be put in place immediately between CGT, 
the Staff and its Consultants, DCI. 

U S WEST and the CLECs also expressed concern that HP’s issues were not 
included in the Master Issues Log. To the extent they are not now included, HP’s 
issues will be included in the Master Issues Log in the future. 
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Finally, as a further assurance to the parties and its consultants, the Commission 
Staff will itself become much more proactive in the future to anticipate issues, resolve 
concerns expeditiously and to move the process along. 

IV. Conclusion 

Commission Staff commends AT&T and the other CLECs for having brought their 
concerns forward in an open and timely fashion. Commission Staff also commends the 
CLECs for the spirit of cooperation they have shown and for their significant efforts to 
make Arizona’s test as open and rigorous as possible. Staff does not believe, that in 
bringing their concerns forward, the CLECs were in anyway trying to delay the 
process. To the contrary, had they not brought their concerns forward, the parties’ 
continued confidence in the Arizona testing process may have been diminished and the 
test may not have been as rigorous as the testing done in other states to-date which all 
parties, including U S WEST, want to ensure. We also commend U S WEST for 
agreeing to openness as the general rule, rather than the exception, in its contacts with 
CGT and HP. This also evidences a desire on the part of U S WEST to make this an 
open and rigorous process. Overall, Staff is very encouraged by the cooperation shown 
by all parties to-date and by the tremendous progress that has been made. 

While the procedures implemented herein will not be easy and will oftentimes 
result in a more difficult and lengthy process overall, Commission Staff strongly 
believes that they are necessary to preserve the integrity of the Arizona OSS test and to 
assure the continued confidence of the parties in our testing process. The Commission 
Staff will have to revisit some of these issues, as well as others, along the way to 
ensure that the appropriate balance of fairness and openness is achieved. Additionally, 
to the extent the test is not progressing as Commission Staff believes appropriate, 
adjustments will have to be made. Commission Staff recognizes that this is an evolving 
process, which will need constant attention, oversight and adjustment. The 
Commission Staff and its consultants are fully committed to devoting whatever time and 
effort it takes to make this a successful testing endeavor from everyone’s perspective. 
Overall, the Commission Staff and its consultants believe the procedures described 
herein appropriately balance the interests of all parties and will be of benefit to not only 
the CLECs, but to the Applicant U S WEST, once the results of the Arizona OSS test 
are submitted to the DOJ and FCC. However, to the extent any party is not satisfied 
with the Staffs resolution of these issues, they may bring their concerns back to the 
Staff, or to the Hearing Division, which concerns will be resolved in a timely manner. 
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APPENDIX G - PERFORhlANCE MEASUREMENT AUDIT 

This ADpendix nrovides a descrintion of the nrocess to be followed in the Performance Measurement 
Evaluation segment of the Arizona Test of U S WEST'S OSS. I t  will he conducted as a Program Audit 
as defined by the United States Comptroller General in the document Go\ c 'rnwtrf  .4lrditing Sfat?dards 
issued bv the General Accounting Office. 

I WRODUCTION 

During the deielopment of the Arizona 271 OSS Master Test Plan and tlx ~ ~ a l u a t i o n  of PcrforniigiB 
Measurements nronosed bv U S WEST. one or another CLEC has recomniended that an "audir" of 
performance measurements be conducted. The definition provided lor the desired audit stated that i t  

CLECs also stated that an audit must be conducted to ensure that I_' S LVEST has adeauatel! implemented 
the agreed-to ineasures and has Droner controls around the collection. production, and storage of the 
data. In addition. the underlvinp systems must be audited to ensure that the OSS activit). being reported 
is nrowrlv reflected in the data that is extracted from the system. 

In the recent audit of Pacific Bell's Performance measurements. CLECs uere informed that 
PricewarerhoiiseCooDers conducted numerous interviews and meetings u ith the Pacific Bell wrsonnel 
who worked on the nerformance measurements, and reviewed all relevant Drocedures as well as 
evaluated systems used in the renorting nrocess, including source data s\stems. On February -I, 1000 
CaD Gemini was reauested bv a CLEC to take these tyws of (audit) nrocesses into account and 
recommended that these activities be added to the proiect timeline. 

Lacking a snecific definition of what type of audit MClW is looking for. and in an effort to describe the 
performance measurenient nrocess and data verification which it  intended to conduct, Cap Gemini 
described its activities as a "review". This was intended to distinguish the examination of these data and 
processes from the recluirements of a financial audit. which would be inappropriate in this instance. 

ANALYSIS OF THE ISSUE 

On behalf of the ACC and Can Gemini. DCI has conducted an analwis oi  alrernati\e nieans for 
addressing the issue of assuring all parries that performance nieasurenwx.: .Itillred in the Arizona OSS 
77 1 [est. and the related data accumulation, processing, calculating 2nd r c z r t i n g  s! stems and procedures 
are accuratelv and correctly defined and trul! implemented. 
A s  an initial steD in this analvsis. DCI comnared the pronosed Regional 1hersi:ht Commirtee (ROC I 
Performance hleasurenient Audit ( PhI.4) Tasks to [he ACC Perforinanct.\lc.asuremenr Re\ ie\r. Tasks. 
These comnarisons are nrovided on Attachments A and B to this memorscc:um. 

Attachment A lists ROC PMA Tasks in the left hand column. This list :i;c!udes Tasks a ,  through U 
which are included in the ROC Test Requirements Document (TRFI.  I t   is^^ includes three Tasks. k~ 
through m)  uhich ZlClW has DroDosed. but which are not \et included :I> :he TRD. ACC Performance 
Measurement Review (PMR) Tasks are listed in the right hand column. Both lists of Tasks are provided 
in  the sequence in which they are listed in the ROC TRD and in the .\CC \laster Test Plan (h1TPl. 

Attachment B correlates ACC PMA Tasks to those of the ROC. ROC PL1.X Tasks are listed and 
&scribed in the left hand column. ACC Tasks which address each ROC Task are listed and discussed in 
the right hand column. As shown on Attachment B. DCI beliekes that e'.er! ROC PMA Task is 
addressed in the ACC Performance Measurement Review. although some .4CC Tasks should be made 
more explicit in order to clarifv this. 
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Following its comparative analysis of ROC PMA Tasks and ACC PMR tasks, DCI sought definitions of 
audits and reviews from authoritative sources. including the American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants (AICPA) and the General Accounting Office (GAO). I t  found that AICPA standards were 
incorDorated in those of the GAO. 

Thus. a DrinciDal reference utilized in DCl's analvsis is a document enliiltd: Goi'ernmet~! Aridiring 
Stoi?dmfs of rlie Ciiited States General Accounfinp Office (GAO). issucd b? the Comptroller General of 
the United States. The AICPA has issued standards that are applicable to and generally accepted for 
audits conducted to exDress oninions on the fairness with which an oreanization's financial statements 
present financial rmsitions. results of operations and cash flows or changes in financial position. To the 
best of DCI's knowledge. based on inquiries of accounting firms. the AlCP.4 has issued no standards for 
audits other than financial audits. 

The Comotroller General of the Lnited Stares has defined standards for tinancial audits. u.hich as stated 
above. include those of the AICPA. The GAO has also Drovided definitions and standards for 
Performance Audits, tvhich include Economy and Efficiency Audits and Progmi  Audits. 

0 Economv and Efficiency Audits include determining ( 1 whether the entity is acauiring& 
protecting and usinv its resources (such as personnel. property and space) economically and 
efficientlv, ( 2 )  the causes of inefficiencies or uneconomical practices and ( 3 )  whether the 
identitv has complied with laws and regulations concerning matters of economy and 
efficiencv. As with financial audits. economy and efficiency audits as a category are not 
aDplicabIe to the assessment of performance measurements against which 
being evaluated. 
Proeram audits include determining ( 1  ) the extent to which the desired results or benefits 
established by the legislature or other authorizing bodv are being achieved. ( 2 )  the 
effectiveness of organizations, procrams. activities. or functions and (3)  whether the entitv 
has complied with laws and regulations applicable to the program. The review which Cap 
Gemini has proposed in the Master Test Pian for the OSS 27 1 test falls under the definition 
of Program Audit within the broader group of Perfomiance Audits. Program audits. which 
may aDDlv to services. activities and functions as well as Drograms. mav include, for 
e Y am p I e : 

L' S WEST is 

0 

- Assess Mhether the objecti\es of proposed neu or ongoing p r o p m  are proper. suitable 
or rele\ant. 

- Determine the extent to uhich a proeram achieves the &Sired level of proeram results. 

- Assess the effectiveness of the program and or of indi\iiiuai program components. 

- I dent i fv factors inh i h i t i n e sat i s factor!, performance. 

- Determine whether management has considered altern:iti\ es for carrying out the 
program that might yield desired results more effec:i\el? or at a lower cost. 

- Determine uhether the txograni compliments. duplicate\, oLerlaos or conflicts u ith 
other related programs. 

- Identifv wavs of makinp programs work better. 

- Assess comDliance with laws and regulations amlicable io the program. 

- Assess the adequacy of management systems for measuring and reporting effectiveness. 
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FINDINGS 

DCI finds that the generally broad terminology used by MCIW. DCI and Cap Gemini has complicated 
this issue. Cap Gemini has from the beginning, intended to conduct a re\ icu. examination and 
evaluation of Performance measurements against which I! S WEST will be e\.aluated in the Arizona OSS 
771 rest. I t  has also planned a comprehensive review of the processes. procedures. s!stems. data 
collection practices. calculation methodologies and other relevant actiiir ies. to at least a level uhich u,ill 
satisfy FCC and DOJ requirements. In fact. it has been intended from the heginning that this review will 
exceed FCC. DOJ. ACC and the participating parties expectations. 
This Perforniance Measurement Review, as conceived by DCI in the orii,inal Master Test Plan (Version 
I . O ) .  uill meer. or exceed all requirements defined in the GAO publication Goiernment Auditing 
Standards. The term Review was used by DCI s)nonyniously with the concept of a Performance or 
Program Audit. This unfortunate usage derived from DCl's experience CI ith goiernment sponsored 
Management and, o r  Operations Audits which frequently have been ternmi h! the issuine aeenc\ as 
4lanaeenient and. o r  Operations Reviews. 

DCI RECOM5lENDATION 

Given this interchangeability of terms. and the basic intent of the blaster Test Plan, DCI recommends 
that the ACC adopt the GAO definition of Program Audit. and conduct rhc Performance Measurement 
Review in accordance with the GAO Government Auditing Standards. retitling it  a Performance 
Measurement Program Audit. This should resolve the terminology debate and stil1 leaves Cap Gemini 
with the latitude to conduct the ReviewIAudit in a manner which meets the Government Auditing 
Standards. but with the flexibility to define tasks and individual work steps appropriate to the subject at  
hand. 

This flexibility is necessary in order for Cap Gemini to achieve "a sufficient understanding of the internal 
control structure in order to plan the audit and to determine the nature. timing and extent of tests to be 
performed as described in both the AlCPA and (3.40 auditing standards." Nowhere in the AICPA 
standards or in the GAO standards are the number of tests. data points, o r  other quantitative factors 
defined. Rather thev are left to the individual Audit Review program. and are to be based on basic tests 
of sufficient!, relevance. materiality and.'or sienificance. and audit risk. The elements are to be 
determined in the preparation of the audit plan. For example. the degree or' resting needed to determine 
data reliabilit! generail!, increases to the extent that the general or app1ic;irion controls are determined to 
he unreliable or ha\e  nor been revieued prior to rhe audit. 

G.40  GOVERNIENT ACDITISG STANDARDS 

.As stated in Chapter 1 Article 15. the term Audit in the GAO publication G o w m m w  .4rditine Srniicirirds 
includes both financial and performance audits. Chapter 3 provides Genexi Standards for all tvpes o i  
audits. Chamers 4 and 7 address Performance Audit Standard$, including h v h  Economy and El'ficienct , 
and Program Audits. 

General Standards 

There are -18 general standards. arrayed in four basic categories as follou s: 

1. The staff assigned to conduct the audit should collectivel> mssess adequate proficiency for 
the tasks required. 
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2. In all matters related to the audit work. the audit organization and the individual auditors, 
whether government or oublic. should be free from personal and external impairments to 
indenendence. should be organizationally independenr. and should maintain an independenr 
attitude and appearance. 

3. Due Drofessional care should be used in conducting the audit and in preparing related 
reports . 

4. Audit organizations conducting go\’ernnient audits should h;i\ e an appropriate internal 
quality control system in p l a x  and particbate in an extcriul quality control re\.ie\v 
program. 

Performance Audit Standards 

There are 73 tleld uork standards for Performance Audits and 73 Kcpoi tirig Standards. Performance 
Audit Srandards which are important to the ACC include those u h i i : ~  ,idcire\s: 

Capability and exDerience of audit staff in the methodolo.\ to be applied and in the sub-ject 
matter being audited . 

.4dequacy of the audit Dlan and schedule. 

0 Develonmentiacauisition of sufficient. competent and rele\anr e\.idence to afford a reasonable 
basis for the auditors iudgments and conclusions. 

0 Reliabilitv of evidence from comDuter based svstems and adeauacv of the systems. 

0 Adeauacv of internal controls. 

Effect on Budeet and Schedule 

Since DCI originally conceived of the Performance Measurement Re\ iew ~ as described in MTP Version 
1 .O. as a Program Audit. there should be no significant chance in schedule or budget as a result of 
imDlenientine the Recommendation of this report. However. as in ;In> m d y  of this kind, the actual 
amount of uork to be done and the time required to do it. \vi11 be delermined in the first iask .  
development of a Work Plan. 

In this case. one external factor will affect the auantitv and duratioi: ~ . A i e  uork. Several of the 
Performance kteasurements and the systems for collecting. anal) zinc ,ind reporting r e h  ant data have 
only been recentlv developed. These data are not all currently a\ailai\ie. Hnd \+.ill become a ~ a i l a b i e  orer 
the next three months. thus affecting the schedule for data collection ,tnd anal\sis. 
DCl’s recommendation is offered on the basis of its exnerience and zrtification relative to audits 
sDonsored bv Public Utility Commissions throughout the United Stares. DCI has conducted numerous 
Commission sDonsored Management and Operations (Performance P:c.rtini) Audits of 
telecommunications, electric and gas utilities. DCI has been certified iir be in compliance with 
go\’ernment auditing standards. Thus, we know how to plan, conduc: xiii report on these studies. and 
will txovide nd~ ice  and counsel to Cap Gemini as it proceeds. 
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