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SUBJECT: Workshop on the Retail Parity
Draft Report

There will be a Workshop on August 8-9, 2001 on the Retail Parity Draft Report recently
issued by the Third Party Test Administrator, Cap Gemini Telecom Media & Networks U.S.,
Inc., d/b/a CGE&Y Telecom Media & Networks (“CGE&Y”). A copy of the Retail Parity Draft
Report is attached. The Workshop will be held at the Commission’s offices located at 1200 West
Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona. Interested parties should report to Hearing Room 1 on the
first floor of the Commission at 9:00 a.m. on August 8",

CGE&Y will make the underlying and supporting data for the Retail Parity Draft Report
available for inspection by any interested parties prior to the Workshop. Parties may examine the
data beginning Tuesday, July 17, 2001. The hours of availability are from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
Monday through Friday, by appointment only. Parties should call Twila Wright at 480-736-8500
to schedule an appointment. The data will be housed at and available for inspection at
CGE&Y’s offices located at 1438 W. Broadway Road, Suite B-250, Tempe, Arizona.

Parties will be required to submit all of the questions concerning the Report that they
intend to ask at the Workshop in writing by July 27, 2001. The template to be used to submit
questions is attached. Submission of the questions in writing in advance will in no way preclude
parties from asking follow-up questions at the Workshop based upon their initial submissions.

| For parties unable to attend the Workshop in person, there will be a conference bridge
available. The bridge number will be provided at a later date.

If you have any questions regarding this Notice, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(602) 542-6022.

1200 WEST WASHINGTON; PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007-2996 / 400 WEST CONGRESS STREET; TUCSON, ARIZONA 85701-1347
www.cc.state.az.us




1 3o 1 28eq

14
e

0¢
‘61
‘81
L
‘91
gl

€l

1
‘01

— N[O O 0o

panruqng ojeq

suonsand) doysyaoa 31591, SSO ILZIM0




Se;vice list for: T-00000B-97-0238 Revised: 07/13/01

Original and ten copies of the foregoing

were filed this & day of Iyl uf . ,
2001, with: '

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Copies of the foregoing were mailed and/or
hand-delivered this | ayof JuUly ,
2001, to:

Charles Steese

Andrew Crain

U S WEST Communications, Inc.
1801 California Street, #5100
Denver, Colorado 80202

Maureen Arnold

U S WEST Communications, Inc.
3033 N. Third Street, Room 1010
Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Michael M. Grant

GALLAGHER AND KENNEDY
2575 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-9225

Timothy Berg

FENNEMORE CRAIG

3003 N. Central Ave., Suite 2600
Phoenix, Arizona 85016

Mark Dioguardi

TIFFANY AND BOSCO PA
500 Dial Tower

1850 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Nigel Bates

ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE, INC.
4400 NE 77" Avenue
Vancouver, Washington 98662

SALEGAL\SERVICEL IST\97-238-ServiceList. DOC




Service list for: T-00000B-97-0238

Thomas L. Mumaw

Jeffrey W. Crockett

SNELL & WILMER

One Arizona Center

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-0001

Darren S. Weingard and Stephen H. Kukta
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO L.P.
1850 Gateway Dr., 7" Floor

San Mateo, CA 94404-2467

Eric S. Heath

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO.
100 Spear Street, Suite 930

San Francisco, CA 94105

Thomas H. Campbell
LEWIS & ROCA

40 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Andrew O. Isar

TRI :

4312 92" Avenue, N.W.

Gig Harbor, Washington 98335

Michael W. Patten
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf
400 North 5™ Street, Suite 1000

"Phoenix, Arizona 85004 el

Charles Kallenbach ’
AMERICAN COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES INC
131 National Business Parkway

Annapolis Junction, Maryland 20701

Thomas F. Dixon

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP

707 17th Street, #3900

Denver, Colorado 80202 I

Kevin Chapman, SBC
Director-Regulatory Relations
5800 Northwest Parkway
Suite 125, Room 1-S-20

San Antonio, TX 78249

Richard S. Wolters

SALEGAL\SERVICEL.IST\97-238-ServiceList. DOC -

Revised: 07/13/01




Service list for: T-00000B-97-0238

AT&T & TCG
1875 Lawrence Street, Room 1575
Denver, Colorado 80202

Joyce Hundley

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Antitrust Division ,

1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000

‘Washington, DC 20530

Joan Burke

OSBORN MALEDON

2929 N. Central Avenue, 21st Floor
P.O. Box 36379

Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379

Scott S. Wakefield, Chief Counsel
RUCO

2828 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1200
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Mark J. Trierweiler

Vice President — Government Affairs
AT&T

111 West Monroe St., Suite 1201
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Daniel Waggoner
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

2600 Century Square e

1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

Douglas Hsiao .
RHYTHM LINKS, INC.
6933 S. Revere Parkway
Englewood, CO 80112

Raymond S. Heyman

Randall H. Warner

ROSHKA HEYMAN & DeWULF
Two Arizona Center

400 N. Fifth Street, Suite 1000
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA
5818 North 7" Street, Suite 206

Phoenix, Arizona 85014-5811

Gena Doyscher

SALEGAL\SERVICEL.IST\97-238-ServiceList. DOC

Revised; 07/13/01




Ser‘vice list for: T-00000B-97-0238 Revised: 07/13/01

GLOBAL CROSSING LOCAL SERVICES, INC.
1221 Nicollet Mall '
Minneapolis, MN 55403-2420

Karen L. Clauson

ESCHELON TELECOM, INC.

730 Second Avenue South, Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Mark P. Trnichero

Davis, Wright Tremaine

1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300
Portland, OR 97201

Traci Grundon
Davis, Wright & Tremaine LLP
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97201
Bradley Carroll, Edq.
COX ARIZONA TELCOM, L.L.C.
1550 W. Deer Valley Rd.
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Mark N. Rogers

EXCELL AGENT SERVICES, L.L.C.
2175 W. 14" Street

Tempe, AZ 85281

~Janet Livengood it e
Regional Vice President
Z-Tel Communications, Inc.
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd.
Tampa, FL 33602

Jonathan E. Canis
| Michael B. Hazzard
| Kelly Drye & Warren L.L.P.
| 1200 19" Street, NW, Fifth Floor
1 , Washington, D.C.-20036

Andrea P. Harris ' , _
Sr. Manager, Reg.

ALLEGIANCE TELECOM, INC.

P. O. Box 2610

Dublin, CA 94568

Dennis D. Ahlers, Sr. Attorney

SALEGAL\SERVICEL.IST\97-238-ServiceList. DOC




[N

Service list for: T-00000B-97-0238

Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
730 Second Ave. South, Ste 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

M. Andrew Andrade, Esq.
TESS Communications, Inc.
5261 S. Quebec St. Ste 150
Greenwood Village, CO 80111

Todd C. Wiley Esq. for

COVAD Communications Co.

GALLAGHER AND KENNEDY
2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-9225

K. Megan Doberneck, Esq. for

COVAD Communications Co.

4250 Burton Street
Santa Clara, CA 95054

Revised: 07/13/01

Assistant to&wﬂ' /YZ@%@,

SALEGAL\SERVICEL.IST\97-238-ServiceList. DOC




Arizona 271 Test

CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG

Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

July 6, 2001
Version 2.0
Prepared For:

Arizona Corporation Commission

Cap Gemini Ernst & Young
2301 N. Greenville Av.
Suite 400 .
Richardson, TX 75082




CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG

Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

Document Control Sheet

Draft Version 0.06 distributed to ACC for comments
5/23/01 Draft Version 0.07 distributed to ACC for comments
5/31/01 Draft Version 1.0 distributed to TAG for comments
7/6/01 Final Version 2.0 distributed to ACC
|
|
|
Version 2.0 1
This Interim Report may be used only as authorized by the Commission. This Interim Report is subject to further
revision by CGE&Y and shall not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its Final Report in this proceeding and that
Final Report is released by the Commission.




CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG

Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

| Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

| 3. Retail Parity EVAIUALION ..........cvce ettt et et ettt tasass s eens seemessastassase s s e ersessnesastesaestersssbesessnns 3

| 3.1 TIMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order ........cveeeriiiiireeeeeeeieeieerere ettt e v e ses s sba e e e e s as s et esessesassaasseneesesseesenne 8

3.1.1 INEEOQUCTION. ...ttt sttt e e e se et e bt eeees et are s aas et eme et srasssesesssenesmrssenrensanes 8

3.1.2 S0P ettt e sttt st e b st et E R e b e s b e s s et she e sraaetaae s e e bt e bt eren 8

3.13 PrOCEES - vveeruiteetire e s et ettt r e st s ettt e e e e sb s et s r e e et s ae e sane b e e at e et et e saeenaeeeat e e aetanbaensnae st anreeaaeas 9

3.14 RESUILS.....c.eiintiiriireiire st rt st et et s et st e srese s et et e s e es e sbasanasae ot ssesssasaesaesnnansesabessnonssnrsnnseessesssenrsses 12

3.2 IMA-GUI Maintenance and REPAIT .........cocceoiiririiniiieeeieeeirtetesese e s e tesesessee e ssssesbassessaseessssrasessens 43

3.2.1 IOEEOAUCHION. ...ttt ere e aesve e sae e n e e seast e ene oo era e eesssaasaaaeensantesesrsasennsatansessaneerans 43

322 SCOPE ettt e sttt st s et e st a e ae sttt s E e et e s e aeeane R e ese st s 43

323 PLOCESS ..ottt ettt st e e e gae e e stk e e s e resaenp et e s enenns 44

324 RESUILS....coiuiririiiiiieeectere ettt ettt st s e asb e e st e sae st e e satestsasess e e st s s e bassanse st st e e s sasaeesanantesaesesantn 46

3.3 EDIPIe-Oraer/OTAEr ......cociiiiiiiiriiini ettt teee st ettt ss st esaesee e s st e s e s eesat st asaessaasasemsesaeenens 51

331 INEOAUCHION. ...ttt et sae e st e e e s s e e st s e e e mar e e aaasaneeeenraners 51

332 SCOPE . ettt sttt e sa e et et s b e b e e et e e e et e e Ra e sat et e e sabe e e eesaesreetesntans 52

333 PHOCESS .ottt ittt eate e sttt e b e e et et e e et s en et e Reene s e aatnaneeeneesone shrenn 53

334 RESUIES ... ettt et et e et et e s e s at e be st e et e ae st et e et e enraeeasse st e eeeeneans 55

34  EB-TA Maintenance and REPAIL..........coceerieieeiiitiiineri e st enierce et s ersasssesaesssssnessessessssassesssassesnrsssnsns 57

34.1 INEPOQUCHION. .....eiiireciete et rete ettt a et e e et easreasass et e seencaressessasaasseeeasearessantessensarssasensasens 57

34.2 SCOPE vttt ettt ettt et sa e et et e e e b e et e e s e e e st et e e Rt b e abe s e beraeeassen e st eanre s 58

343 PIOCESS .. cneeeirireettsiere et st ettt ettt st e a s ae e b s a e et e e e s aeas s e et saeaa e e s nasea g e e e sa e e st e nneenneasten b nreenren 58

344 RESULLS. ..ottt ettt ettt e s e re e ssea e e s aae s e e st ane e e et na g e e eeeneens 60

ADPENAIX A = GIOSSALY ..ottt ettt ee ettt st e e e et see seee e seesesseaeebeabensestareoseeueaaeee e s e anssraseseeneencs 62

Appendix B — Incident Work Order SUMmMATY .......cccooveeriiiriiniece et ceree et s et se e e e s e e s e e neereens 63
|
|

\ Version 2.0 2
|

This Interim Report may be used only as authorized by the Commission. This Interim Report is subject to further
revision by CGE&Y and shall not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its Final Report in this proceeding and that
Final Report is released by the Commission.




CAP GEMINI

ERNST & YOUNG Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

3. Retail Parity Evaluation

’ As part of the Qwest Arizona 271 Certification Testing effort, Cap Gemini Ernst & Young

| (CGE&Y) conducted a Retail Parity Evaluation (RPE) to assess Qwest's ability to provide

' Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) with non-discriminatory access to its

| Operations Support Systems (OSS). The purpose of the evaluation was to determine

| whether a CLEC representative, using Qwest OSS interfaces, can provide a level of service

‘ and experience that is substantially the same in time and manner as that which a Qwest
representative can provide using internal Qwest OSS interfaces.

The specific OSS interfaces available to CLECs that were evaluated are:

o Interconnect Mediated Access — Graphical User Interface (IMA-GUI)
¢ Electronic Data Interchange (EDI)
¢ Electronic Bonding — Trouble Administration (EB-TA)

All of the above forms of OSS access are classified by Qwest as “Interconnect Mediated
Access” because they do not provide a direct link to OSS functions; all incoming
transactions undergo mediation processes once they pass through the Qwest firewall in order
to be routed to the appropriate back-end systems.

The IMA-GUI system is a proprietary Qwest system specifically designed by Qwest for
CLEC:s to access Qwest’s ordering systems. The CLEC experience when using this system
is almost entirely dependent upon design considerations and system architecture decisions
made by Qwest.

EDI is an international standard for the interchange of business data between trading
partners. Qwest defines the application data elements and transactions that are unique to its
business, and it is the responsibility of the CLECs to design their own front-end systems to
capture information and translate it into the data elements and transactions defined by
Qwest. Once those data elements reach Qwest and are accepted by the mediation process,
however, they feed into the same systems used by IMA-GUI and Qwest’s own retail
systems.

EB-TA is a system specifically set up between Qwest and certain trading partners for the
performance of Maintenance and Repair (M&R) functions by those trading partners.

Methodology
The RPE examined the following OSS functionality and business processes:

| e IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order
o IMA-GUIM&R
‘ e EDI Pre-Order/Order
e FEB-TA M&R
Version 2.0 3
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The following transactions were evaluated within the areas mentioned above:

Suspend / Conv/

New | Change Restore | Win Back | M&R
Address Validation X X X X
CSR Validation X X X
TN Selection X
Service Availability X X
Facility Availability X
Appointment Scheduler X X
Create and Submit LSR/order X X X X
Open Trouble Report X
Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History X
Perform MLT X
Status Trouble X

The scope of the RPE was modified from the methodology outlined in the Test
Standards Document (TSD) and the Master Test Plan (MTP) with the concurrence of
the Arizona Corporation Commission (ACC) and Doherty and Company, Inc. (DCI).
The RPE was performed in two phases. In Phase I, 36 various pre-order/order test cases
and 8 additional iterations of the “conversion of a small business Plain Old Telephone
Service (POTS) customer” test case were executed. The results of Phase I were used to
identify areas of concentration for Phase II, and to determine the number of iterations
required for a statistically relevant test." Analysis of Phase I results identified 96 test

cases for execution during Phase II.

Paired resale and retail test scripts® were developed from the test cases identified in the
Arizona 271 MTP. Each resale test script had a corresponding retail test script enabling
a comparison between IMA-GUI, EDI, and EB-TA and the equivalent retail systems.
Each paired test script was given the same case description. The case descriptions
included:

addresses in the same wire centers

the same number of lines

the same account type (Residence or Business)

the same service type (e.g., POTS, ISDN-BRI)

the same service attributes (e.g., number of lines, features)

the same activity (e.g., New Connect, Change, Conversion/Win back)

' CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #1 - Variable Iterations Proposal 6/2000 & RPE Phase II Testing Executive Summary
> CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #2 - Test Script Examples

Version 2.0
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Each test script executed only those pre-order and order transactions applicable to the
test case description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step-by-step
instructions to the service representative for data entry, collection of screen prints, and
performing and collecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y performed on-site
monitoring’ of the retail service representative and the resale service representative
during the execution of each test script. The execution of paired test scripts was
synchronized so that both the retail and resale activities requested by the scripts
occurred during the same morning/afternoon hours of the same business day.”

Qualitative measures were used where an exact means of comparison was not possible.
Quantitative measures were used where "apples-to-apples” comparisons of data
elements were possible. Timeliness measures were used where measurable elapsed
timeframes were available. Measures included query response times, quality of
information provided, and number of steps required to complete the transaction.

The RPE measured equivalent resale/retail access to Qwest’s OSS, including the time
and effort required to complete transactions and the overall experience of submitting an
order or performing M&R functions. Therefore, orders were only required to pass
through the OSS until the receipt of a Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) — resale, or until
acceptance by the Service Order Processor (SOP) - retail. Orders submitted during
testing were cancelled prior to provisioning.

Results
The results of the RPE are summarized in the sections that follow.

IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order

The RPE found that the experience of a CLEC performing pre-order and order
transactions and M&R activities using the various available OSS interfaces was
substantially’ similar to that of Qwest performing similar activities using
internal OSS interfaces.

The evaluation showed that the quality and quantity of information obtained by
a CLEC through pre-order queries were substantially the same as that obtained
by Qwest through similar transactions, and that the overall experience in
submitting an order was also substantially the same for both.

* CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #3 - On-Site Test Administrator Monitor Instructions

* CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #4 - P-1 & P-1I Test Schedules

* While the TSD uses the word "material" to denote this concept, in order to remove the precise economic, legal, and
engineering connotations from the statistical analysis, CGE&Y prefers to substitute the word substantial, meaning
the extent of disparity at which parties have agreed to limit the risk of an incorrect determination of parity to no
greater than .05.

Version 2.0 5

This Interim Report may be used only as authorized by the Commission. This Interim Report is subject to further
revision by CGE&Y and shall not be deemed final untit CGE&Y issues its Final Report in this proceeding and that
Final Report is released by the Commission.




CAP GEMINI

ERNST & YOUNG Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

For the purposes of this evaluation “field” is defined as a data input requirement,
and “step” is defined as any progression in the overall process such as clicking a
button, moving to a new screen, etc. CGE&Y found disparity in the numbers of
fields and steps required for a CLEC using IMA-GUI to complete an order
(including pre-order steps) versus Qwest; the numbers of fields and steps were
greater, across most scenarios, for CLECs. CGE&Y believes, however, that this
disparity is largely accounted for by the guidelines imposed by the Ordering and
Billing Forum (OBF). OBF guidelines for pre-order and order transactions were
developed for a competitive provider to be able to conduct pre-order activities
and to order telecommunications services from an incumbent carrier. Incumbent
carriers, on the other hand, do not follow these same guidelines when ordering
services for their own customers. As a result of these factors, CGE&Y believes
that the number of fields and steps is an area where absolute parity can never
realistically be achieved.

CGE&Y likewise found a statistically significant disparity in the response times
for pre-order queries for a CLEC using the IMA-GUI interface versus those of
Qwest using equivalent internal interfaces. CGE&Y believes, however, that this
disparity is at least in part due to systems architectural considerations that are
quite common in the area of business-to-business e-commerce transactions.

The fact that both retail and resale use the same back-end systems to process
queries and order transactions is significant. The architecture put in place to
allow CLECs to access Qwest back-end systems is, in CGE&Y’s opinion, a
necessary step to preserve the integrity and security of these systems. While
CGE&Y feels that it may be possible for Qwest to make the mediation process
for these interfaces faster and more efficient, it finds that some transactional
delay over and above that of comparable retail systems is reasonable and such
delays do not necessarily imply that CLECs do not have a meaningful
opportunity to compete.

IMA-GUI Maintenance and Repair
M&R scenarios were performed primarily to determine that the response to
these transactions provided comparable information to both resale and retail.

CGE&Y was able to verify that the functionality provided to both retail and
resale was substantially the same. For example, the functions necessary for
retail to open a trouble ticket were the same for resale. Comparable Mechanized
Loop Test (MLT) results were received for both retail and resale. Upon request,
trouble history was available to both retail and resale along with trouble ticket
status. The timeliness data gathered supports parity for the queries of issuing a
ticket and obtaining its status.

The number of steps and fields over all the transactions and services tested is
similar or fewer for resale than retail. The exception to this was issuing a ticket
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on non-designed services, where 11-12 fields were required for resale versus 3
for retail.

EDI Pre-Order/Order

CGE&Y compared the quality of information presented to both EDI and
Qwest’s retail systems in pre-order and order transactions. The focus of the
evaluation was to determine whether both retail and resale were able to retrieve
equivalent information from Qwest’s OSS, such as similar appointment times,
requested TNs, etc.

The evaluation showed that the quality and quantity of information obtained
through EDI pre-order queries was substantially the same as that obtained by
Qwest through similar queries, and that the overall experience in submitting an
order was also substantially the same for both.

EB-TA Maintenance and Repair

The EB-TA M&R scenarios were performed primarily to determine that the
response to these transactions provided comparable information to both resale
and retail. CGE&Y was able to verify that the functionality provided to both
retail and resale was substantially the same. For example, the functions
necessary for resale to open a trouble ticket were the same for retail.
Comparable MLT results were received for both retail and resale. Trouble
history was available to both resale and retail along with trouble ticket status.

The evaluation showed that the quality and quantity of information obtained
through EB-TA M&R transactions were substantially the same as that obtained
by Qwest through similar transactions, and that the overall experience in
submitting M&R transactions was also substantially the same for both.

Conclusion

Based on the complete RPE, including qualitative, quantitative, and timeliness
measures, CGE&Y finds that the experience of a CLEC using the various
available OSS interfaces is substantially the same to that of Qwest performing
similar activities using internal OSS interfaces. CGE&Y also finds that Qwest
provides CLECs with non-discriminatory access to its OSS for the purposes of
initiating service requests and M&R trouble transactions.

The RPE is only one of several components of the CGE&Y Arizona 271 OSS
Test. Results of other components of the test may provide further analysis.
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3.1 IMA-GUI Pre-Order/Order

3.1.1 Introduction

| The IMA-GUI pre-order/order evaluation was structured to evaluate the

| mechanized service request capability available to a CLEC representative

| (resale) using Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative
(retail) using the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when performing
similar activity. The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to process pre-order
queries and submit LSRs with the Qwest retail equivalent transactions. The
orders submitted during testing were cancelled prior to any provisioning.
Following the MTP/TSD, the terms “pre-order” and “order” were used for the
purposes of this evaluation and are used throughout this document. It must be
pointed out that, unlike resale, Qwest retail ordering activities do not distinguish
between pre-order and order transactions; for Qwest the two are combined into
order transactions.

3.1.2

Scope
The test included the following pre-order/order transactions for evaluation:

Suspend Conv /
New Change | Restore | Win Back

Address Validation X X X X
CSR Validation X X X

TN Selection X

Service Availability X X

Facility Availability X

Appointment Scheduler X X

Create and Submit LSR/order X X X X

The evaluation methods for the pre-order/order transactions are explained

below:

o Address Validation: query response times, quality of information provided,
and number of steps required to complete the query were observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI

O Customer Service Record (CSR) Validation: IMA-GUI query response
times, quality of information provided, and number of steps required to

complete the query were observed and documented

a Telephone Number (TN) Selection: query response times, quality of
information provided, and number of steps required to complete the query

Version 2.0
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were observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces
and IMA-GUI

o Service Availability: IMA-GUI query response times, quality of information
provided, and number of steps required to complete the query were observed
and documented

a Facility Availability: query response times, quality of information provided,
and number of steps required to complete the query were observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI

o Appointment Scheduler: query response times, quality of information
provided, and number of steps required to complete the query were
observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and
IMA-GUI

0 Create and Submit Local Service Request (LSR)/order: the extent of pre-
order to order integration and the number of steps and fields required to
complete and submit an LSR was compared between IMA-GUI and the
functional retail equivalents

3.1.3 Process

The scope of the RPE was modified from the methodology outlined in the TSD
and the MTP with the concurrence of the ACC and DCI. The RPE test was
performed in two phases. In Phase I, 36 various pre-order/order test cases and 8
additional iterations of one (conversion of a small business POTS customer) test
case were executed.®

» Phase 1 test results identified areas of focus for Phase 1.

> Results of the “conversion of a small business POTS customer” test case
were used to obtain timeliness measure variation ranges.

As a result of the analysis performed on Phase I test data’ (detailed in Section
3.1.4, “Results”), 96 additional test cases were identified for execution during
Phase 11.2

For both phases, test cases for pre-order and order on which qualitative,
quantitative and timeliness measures could be collected were taken from a
subset of the test scenarios identified in Appendix A of the MTP.

8 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #5 - P-I Test Scripts
7 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #1 - Variable Iterations Proposal 6/2000 & RPE P-I Testing Executive Summary
¥ CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #6 - P-II Cells
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Paired resale and retail test scripts were developed from the test cases.” Each
resale test script had a corresponding retail test script, enabling a comparison
between IMA-GUI and the equivalent retail systems. Each paired test script was
given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

addresses in the same wire centers

the same number of lines

the same account type (Residence or Business)

the same service type (e.g., POTS, ISDN-BRI)

the same service attributes (e.g., number of lines, features)

the same activity (e.g., New Connect, Change, Conversion/Win back)

Each test script executed only those pre-order and order transactions applicable
to the test case description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step-by-
step instructions to the service representative for data entry, collection of screen
prints, and performing and collecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y
monitored, on-site, the retail service representative and the resale service
representative during the execution of each test script. The timing of paired test
script execution was synchronized so that both the resale and retail activities
required by the scripts occurred during the same morning/afternoon hours of the
same business day.

Qualitative measures were used where an exact means of comparison was not
possible. Quantitative measures were used where "apples-to-apples”
comparisons of data elements were possible. Timeliness measures were used
where measurable elapsed timeframes were available. Measures included query
response times, quality of information provided, and number of fields and steps
required to complete the transaction.

Transactions applicable to each test case description were performed. All three
measures were applied to applicable transactions performed during paired resale
and retail test script execution.

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the IMA-GUI pre-order/order test:

The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from Qwest.

Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (IMA-GUI
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and retail equivalent) were operational and stable.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and equipment
that would permit controlled observation of Qwest service
representative pre-order and order activities.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This
included the creation of security badges to secure locations and
access to private test performance monitoring facilities and
equipment whenever available.

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedule was created by CGE&Y.

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were
provided with on-site telephone access for use in communication
with other CGE&Y members.

Retail Parity test scripts were created by CGE&Y.

The Pseudo-CLEC’s ability to collect data during performance of
CGE&Y provided test scripts was verified.

N/A*

CGE&Y'’s ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo-
CLEC during performance of CGE&Y provided test scripts was
verified.

N/A®

Valid account data were received from Qwest.

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes of
permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in the
necessary databases.

The number of test iterations was identified.

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the
evaluations were completed and available.

" CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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3.1.4 Results

Phase II successfully executed 95 of the 96 scheduled paired test scripts. A
failed address validation for one resale test script was included in Arizona
Incident Work Order (AZIWO)1047-1 and that specific pair of test scripts was
not re-scheduled. Qwest’s response to the IWO identified that the address was
entered incorrectly; CGE&Y concurred.

CGE&Y evaluated the quantity of pre-order and order transactions and found
that the average number of required fields for resale was greater than the number
of required fields for retail for simple POTS services (the reverse was true for
complex services). The average number of steps required was consistently more
for resale than for retail for all services tested. The greater numbers of fields
and steps are the subject of AZIWO1111. CGE&Y’s evaluation of the total pre-
order query response times finds that across the scenarios, resale response times
were substantially and, statistically significantly longer than for retail.'® This is
the subject of AZIWO1110.

The fact that both resale and retail businesses use the same back-end systems to
process queries and order transactions is significant. The architecture put in
place to allow CLECs to access Qwest back-end systems is, in CGE&Y’s
opinion, a necessary step to preserve the integrity and security of these systems.
Moreover, the architecture was found to be sound and reasonably consistent
with other models used in the business-to-business and third party trading
partner software industry. While CGE&Y feels that it is possible for Qwest to
make the mediation process for these interfaces faster and more efficient, it finds
that some transactional delay over and above that of comparable retail systems is
reasonable and that such delays do not necessarily imply that CLECs do not
have a meaningful opportunity to compete.

The key quantitative, qualitative and timeliness questions answered by the RPE
are addressed in the sections that follow.

3.1.4.1 Timing Measurements

This section will focus on the statistical analysis of the Phase II RPE
pre-order query response timings. These timings are the total response
time for all pre-order query activities associated with each test script.
The timings are therefore the sums of several individual query timings,
and the number of timings per test script differs between resale and
retail and for different order types and services. The following table
illustrates this relationship:

0 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #7 - P-II Data Summary
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POTS NEW 7 5
POTS CHNG 4 2
POTS CONV 9 2
ISDN NEW 4 5
ISDN CHNG 1 4
ISDN CONV 3 4
CNTX NEW 4 6
CNTX CHNG 2 4
CNTX CONV 1 4
PBX NEW 4 4
PBX CONV 1 4
PVT LINE CONV 2 5

Each original timing result start time was arrived at by submitting a
query as nearly as possible to the instant when the computer’s clock
switched to the next second. The finish time was the reading on the
clock when the response was noted. If, for example, a query was
submitted at 10:31:00 and the system clock read 10:31:03 when the
response was noted, the timing would be recorded as 3 seconds.
However, the actual elapsed time could have been anywhere from 3.00
to 3.99 seconds. Therefore, on average, the individual timing
recordings are half a second shorter than the actual timings. Although
this is equally true for both resale and retail individual timings, the total
of all pre-order timings will be affected differently between resale and
retail due to the different number of timings involved. For example, a
retail POTS conversion involves nine pre-order timings, whereas a
resale POTS conversion only involves two pre-order timings. This
means the recorded elapsed time understates the true elapsed time by
(on average) 4.5 seconds for retail and 1 second for resale. To perform
a proper comparison, CGE&Y corrected for these biases before taking
logarithms of the elapsed times. Then CGE&Y performed its analyses
on the difference in the logarithms of the corrected elapsed times.

A similar process was followed in Phase I. In Phase I, most scenarios
were performed only once, so it was only possible to evaluate sample
size requirements for the various scenarios by “clumping” together
those scenarios which are logically similar, had similar effects
(differences in logarithms of corrected elapsed times), and had

| reasonably low standard deviations of effects. The table below

| illustrates the clumps which resulted from this process:
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RES ] CHNG Y POTS{5 99 1 4.60 1.32 999} 8 285% A 8
BUS | (al)) (all) PBX }3 33 3 261 050 136] 4 161% R,S 4
BUS | (all) N CTX 13 43 5 236 1.83 10.6] 12 315% oP.Q 12
BUS | CHNG Y (affy 14 20 3 220 143 9.0] 12 221% EN 7
(all) § NEW N @n [5 118 39 161 127 501 12 186% JCHJILPR 21
(all) § NEW N ISDN[2 185 57 1.42 054 41 4 180% JL 4
(all) ] CHNG N ISDN[2 12 6 106 131 29| 4 739% K 4
(all) ] CHNG N (a) {3 12 7 080 1.03 22| 12 141% B,F.K,O 20
BUS | (alh) N PvtLinerz 31 36 0.15 053 12| 4 175% T 4
{all) | CONV N ISDN13 25 75 (1.15) 0.35 321 4 103% M 4
(all) | NEW Y POTS{6 56 229 (1.38) 029 25} 4 82% G 4
BUS | CONV Y POTS|9 17 185 (2.15) 0.76 .12} 12 97% i 12
RES | CONV Y POTS|3 19 770 (3.55) 1.30 .03} 8 279% D 8

100 SubTotal 112

8 Dups JKLOPR 18

92 Total Phassiiél Sample 04

Each Phase I scenario constitutes a unique combination of Market (Bus
/ Res), Order Type (New / Change / Conversion ), Features (Y/N), and
Service (POTS / ISDN / Centrex / PBX / Private Line). Several of the
clumps in the above table have “(all)” for one or more of these factors.
For instance, the third row, labeled “BUS (all) N CTX,” clumps
together all Business market Centrex orders, without regard to whether
they were New Connect, Change, or Conversion orders.

The other columns are explained as follows:

n: Number of iterations
Resale Total resale response time in seconds (after each

_t individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
(secs): described above) averaged over all iterations
Retail Total retail response time in seconds (after each

_t individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
(secs): described above) averaged over all iterations
effect: Average difference in the logarithms of resale_t and

| retail_t '

| std_d_log t: Standard deviation of difference in logarithms of
| resale_t and retail t
j ratio: Antilog of effect. Can be approximately interpreted as
the ratio of resale_t / retail _t
Suggested  Suggested Phase II sample size for this clump which
n: would enable detection of a difference at least as large
as observed in Phase I (assuming same variance). If
the underlying difference in log response times is as
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large as was observed in Phase I, using a sample size
as large as this suggested sample size will ensure that
there will be no greater than a 5% chance of
concluding that there is parity of service

Detectable  The effect detectable using the suggested sample size.

Effect For example, 300% indicates a situation where CLEC
response times are four times as long as retail
Phase I Which actual Phase II scenarios correspond to this
Scenarios:  clump
#of The number of Phase II tests actually performed which
Phase II tests would fall in this clump

The variables, which most distinguish the clumps from each other, are
Service and Order Type. Figures 3.1.4.1a and 3.1.4.1b illustrate the
relationship of the difference in Phase I log response times to Service
and Order Type, respectively.
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Figure 3.14.1a: Phase | Total Response Time — Resale vs Retail by Service

Each point is a fest case result: horixontal axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is Resale result
Diagonal LUine indicates parity performance

Points abowe and-to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale responss times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retil
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Figure 3.1.4.1b: Phase | Total Response Time — Resale vs Retall by Order Type

Each point is a test case result: horixontal axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is. Resale result
Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

Points -above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorer Resale response times than Retail
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The Phase I results'! suggest dramatic differences in the relationship
between resale and retail pre-order query response times from clump to
clump. Many of the clumps exhibited substantially longer resale than
retail times. However, POTS conversions and new connects with
features exhibited much longer retail than resale times, primarily due to
several extremely long retail address validation times (1440 seconds,
600 seconds, 480 seconds, etc.). It was determined that script changes
were necessary to correctly measure the retail address validation times.
Therefore the Phase I data were used only to size the Phase Il sample,
and not pooled with the Phase II data for final analysis.

The clumps suggested by the Phase I data are not quite mutually
exclusive — some Phase I tests belong to more than one clump. Given
the resale versus retail differences observed in Phase I, it was desired to
have sufficient sample size in Phase II to be 95% sure of detecting
differences at least as large.

"W CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #8 - P-I Data Summary
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There were 20 test scenarios examined within Phase I, with the
number of iterations per scenario varying from 2 through 12. The
following table provides the results and statistical calculations for each
of these 20 scenarios:

1| A |RES|{CHNG| Y | POTS | 8 1863 6.75 0.99 2.69 0.20 4.8713.77 1.89  0.0000
2| B |RES|CHNG| N | POTS | 6 2317 750 1.13 3.08 036 3.09 7.56 202  0.0003
3| ¢ |RES|NEW | N | POTS | 6 64672283 1.00 272 048 2.09 5.11 202  0.0018
4| D |RES|CONV| Y | POTS | 8 23881475 045 1.56 041 110 3.10 189  0.008
5 E |BUS|CHNG| Y | POTS | 4 2450 7.00 128 359 027 471 942 235 0.001
6 | F |[BUS{CHNG| N | POTS | 6 2317 683 1.23 3.42 026 4771168 202  0.0000
7| G |BUS|NEW | Y | POTS | 4 55752075 0.99 269 026 3.75 7.50 2.35  0.0025
8| H |BUsS|NEW | N | POTS | 5 66502210 1.07 292 042 256 571 213  0.002
9 I |Bus|conv| Y | POTS [12 225814.08 049 1.64 029 1.71 593 1.80  0.0000
10| ¢ [rRes{new | N ISDN | 2 97.001200 2.12 832 025 8421191 631  0.026
11| K [BUS|CHNG| N ISDN | 4 2925 250 2.6113.60 093 2.81 562 235  0.0056
12| L {BUS|[NEW | N ISDN | 2 93.0021.00 159 4.90 059 2.67 3.78 631  0.0824
13| M [BR [conv| N ISDN | 4 39.7533.50 0.15 1.17 024 0.65 1.30 235  0.142
14| N [Bus|cHng| Y | ONTX | 3 1867 567 1.37 394 099 1.33 240 292  0.0692
15| o [BUS|CHNG] N | CNTX | 4 17.751250 0.56 1.74 0.88 0.63 1.26 235  0.1490
16 { P |BUS{NEW | N | CNTX | 4 56751950 1.08 2.96 0.18 6.181237 235  0.0006
17 [ @ [BUS|CONV]| N | CNTX | 4 2250 4.00 2.03 7.59 0.70 2.90 581 235  0.0051
18 R |[BUSINEW | N PBX | 2 5250 750 2.00 7.42 050 3.98 563 631  0.0560
19| s [Bus|conv| Y PBX | 2 2350 2.00 2491211 045 552 7.81 631  0.0408
20| T |Bus{conv| N | VT | 4 2525 650 1.39 401 0.33 447 835 235  0.0018
Each Phase I scenario constitutes a unique combination of Market
(Bus / Res), Order Type (New / Change / Conversion ), Features (Y/N),
and Service (POTS / ISDN / Centrex / PBX / Private Line). The other
columns are explained as follows:
n: Number of iterations
resale_t: Total resale response time in seconds (after each
individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
described above) averaged over all iterations
retail_t: Total retail response time in seconds (after each
individual query time increased by .5 seconds as
described above) averaged over all iterations
effect: Average difference in the logarithms of resale_t and
retail_t
ratio: antilog of effect. Can be approximately interpreted as
‘ the ratio of resale_t / retail_t
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std_d_log t:  Standard deviation of difference in logarithms of
resale_t and retail_t

delta: Substantiality index — ratio of effect / std_d_log_t. D-
statistic of TSD Section 9. Where this is greater than
.143, the difference between resale and retail
timeliness is to be considered substantial

t: The Student’s t statistic — (Square root of n) * delta

crit_t: One-tailed .05 significance level critical value of the
Student’s t distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom

p_value: The probability of observing at least as extreme a

result if in fact service is exactly at parity. If this is
less than .05 (or equivalently, if t > crit_t), then a
statistically significant disparity has been observed

Per Section 9 of the TSD, when a difference is both statistically
significant and substantial it will be considered evidence that access
provided to the CLECS is not at parity with access provided to retail.

The above table indicates that for all scenarios examined in Phase II the
timeliness of response was substantially longer for resale than for retail.
In addition, for all scenarios except 12, 13, 14, 15, and 18 (none of
which involved more than 4 iterations per scenario), the differences
were statistically significant at the .05 level.

Figure 3.1.4.1c illustrates the results:
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Figure 3.1.4.1c: Phase |l Total Response Time — Resale vs Retail by Scenario

Each point is a fest case result: horixontal axis value is the retail result, verical axis value is Resale result
Diagonal Line indicates patity petformance

Peints above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Betail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail

128 ] c
J H
J oL L
64 ] -
Scenafio - T parity
AAAY
K BBB
1 K cCee3
92 DDD 4
& EEES
; FEFg
o GGG7
B HHH
l% fiig
G JJIJA0
KKK 1
LLL
o M 13
MNN g
0005
PEP g
J GGa 7
: RFRe
$8S 1
TTT20
2 P
okt = i e e e e e L .
1 2 4 8 18 32 84
Retail
The diagonal line in Figure 3.1.4.1c indicates exact parity of service.
Nearly all of the 94 points lie up and to the left of the diagonal line,
with a significant number of them quite far from the diagonal. This
indicates substantially longer response times for resale than for retail.
The following table examines each of the scenario-defining factors as
main effects:
94 34.9312.78 3.02 1.10 0.73 1.51 14.65 1.66 0.0000}
CNTX |17 29.12 9.88 3.83 1.34 0.85 1.59 6.54 1.75 0.0000
SDN |12 54.6717.50 466 1.54 121 1.27 4.41 1380 0.0005
PBX 3 43.33 550 972 227 059 3.87 6.71 2.92 0.0108
POTS |60 32.6613.25 242 0.89 0.43 2.04 1578 1.67 0.0000)
PVT
LINE 2 2150 6.00 3.62 1.29 0.1112.1317.16 6.31 0.018§
N 53 424213.75 362 1.29 0.77 1.6812.20 1.67 0.0000)
Y 41 25241154 238 0.87 061 1.42 9.09 1.68 0.0000]
ICHNG 35 21.97 7.00 351 1.26 0.74 1.7110.09 1.69 0.0000
CONV 34 252613.74 2.33 0.85 0.80_1.06 6.17 1.69 0.0000)
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25 66.2219.58 3.47 1.24 053 2.3711.84 1.71 0.0000
BUS 62 34.811222 3.37 122 078 1.56 1224 1.67 0.0000
RES 32 35.1613.88 2.43 0.89 0.57 1.55 8.79 1.70 0.0000

The first four columns indicate disaggregation levels analyzed for each
row. A blank in these columns indicates that all possible values for that
column are used in the results for that row. For instance, the last row
considers all RES test scripts together, without regard for their Order
Type, Features, or Service.

The first row indicates that over all 94 test scripts in Phase II, without
regard to their unique factors, resale response times were about 3 times
as long as retail response times, 35 seconds versus 13 seconds. This
timeliness difference is statistically significant. (AZIWO1110) The
other rows show that the substantiality and statistical significance of the
timeliness difference persist within each value of each main effect
considered alone.

Further analysis indicates that variation in effect is mostly explained by
Service and Order Type, without regard to Bus/Res or
presence/absence of Features. The following table illustrates the results
for all combinations of Service and Order Type:

18.14 9. 247 Q. . 0.95 251
29.25 2501360 261 093 281 562 235
2188 7.00 3.10 1.13 0.28 4.0319.73 1.71
2350 3.83 7.57 2.02 055 3.68 9.02 2.02
39.7533.50 1.17 0.15 0.24 0.65 1.30 2.35
25.00 1.5016.67 2.81

23.3814.12 166 051 035 1.44 6.58 1.72
2150 6.00 3.62 1.29 0.11 12.1317.16 6.31
56.7519.50 296 1.08 0.18 6.18 1237 235
95.0016.50 6.39 1.85 048 3.84 769 235
5250 7.50 7.42 2.00 050 3.98 563 6.31
62902203 278 1.02 039 2.6510.26 1.76

N
B b~

IN)
TNRBNS b O

-

All combinations of Service and Order Type examined in Phase II
exhibited substantial differences between resale and retail response
times. Of these, all except ISDN Conversions (less substantial
difference), New PBX (sample size too small), and PBX conversions
(n=1, no statistical comparison possible) were statistically significant.
Figure 3.1.4.1d and Figure 3.1.4.1¢ illustrate the relationship of
matched resale and retail response times to Service and Order Type:
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Figure 3.14.1d: Phase Il Total Response Time - Resale vs Retail by Service

Each point is a test case result: horbontal axis value is the retail result, verical axis value is Resale result
Diagonal Line indicates parity performance

Points above and to the left of diagonal indicate t&st cases with longer Resale response times than Retail
Paints below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorler Resale response times than Retail

CAP GEMINI
|
|
|
\
|
|

1281 o]
i o] i
] |
641 Ce © cC O
P
P c o pi
{
327 {
¢
° .
? ] i:|Service: = parity
16 CCC CENTREX
o« 6 4 1L L1SDN
PPP ERX
QOO POTS
&7 VVVRVT LINE
o
2- l‘!‘v‘l*vrll‘rrl‘l"l‘vr"lr]vl’llrllrl[‘rl*l‘rfl‘v‘!’ll lllllllll | RIS LIt B B 0 e | g
1 2 4 8 - 18 32 84
Retalil
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Version 2.0 22

This Interim Report may be used only as authorized by the Commission. This Interim Report is subject to further
revision by CGE&Y and shall not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its Final Report in this proceeding and that
Final Report is released by the Commission.




CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG

Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

Figure 3.14.1e: Phase |l Tolal Response Time — Resale vs Retail by Order Type

Each point.is a test case result: ‘horixortal axis value is the retail result, vedical axis value is Resale result
Diagonal Line indicates parity  performance

Points - above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test.cases with shorer Resale response times than Retail
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The results clearly indicate substantial and significant disparity of pre-
order IMA-GUI response timeliness, with resale service representatives
waiting approximately three times as long for a response as retail
service representatives. This difference applies reasonably consistently
across the scenarios examined in Phase II, even to those scenarios
which exhibited extremely long retail address validation times in Phase
1. These extremely long Phase I retail times should therefore be viewed
as an artifact of a temporary condition impacting retail address
validations for POTS New Connects and Conversions with features.

The consistent disparity observed in Phase II is the subject of
AZIWO1110.

Re-Analysis of Phase II: Adjusting for common per-individual-timing
security validations or pre-firewall differences:

| After identifying the substantial and pervasive timeliness disparities

| described above, CGE&Y performed a re-analysis to determine

} whether the difference in resale and retail response times might be due
|
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entirely to legitimate security validations performed on each
individually-timed query. This re-analysis was performed by first
determining the lowest individual query response time over all
individual queries across all 94 test scripts. The result was that the
lowest individual resale query response time was 2.5 seconds, and for
retail queries it was 0.5 seconds. It was then considered that the
maximum possible impact of a consistent per-query security validation
check would be reflected in the difference between these two minimal
individual query response times. Therefore, the resale total response
times were adjusted by subtracting 2.0 seconds per individual query
timing. The results were then analyzed as above, resulting in the
following tables and graphs:

RES |CHNG POTS 18.63 675 075 212 027 2.73 7.711.89 0.001

1 A Y 8

2 B RES |CHNG N POTS | 6 23.17 750 095 259 042 2.25 5.522.02 0.0013

3 C RES | NEW N POTS | 6 64.67 22.83 0.83 229 0.54 1.54 3.77 2.02 0.0065

4 D RES |CONV Y POTS | 8 23.88 14.75 0.27 130 050 0.53 151189 0.087

5 E BUS |CHNG Y POTS | 4 24.50 7.00 113 3.11 0.28 4.01 8.032.35 0.0020

6 F BUS JCHNG N POTS | 6 2317 6.83 1.07 292 028 3.78 9.262.02 0.0001

7 G BUS | NEW Y POTS | 4 55.75 2075 0.80 2.23 0.30 2.69 5.392.35 0.0063

8 H BUS | NEW N POTS ] 5 66.50 2210 091 249 047 192 430213 0.0063

9 | BUS JCONV Y POTS 12 22.58 14.08 032 137 0.34 093 3.211.80 0.004

10 J RES | NEW N ISDN 2 97.00 1200 2.03 7.61 0.25 8.24 11.666.31 0.027

11 K BUS |CHNG N ISDN 4 29.25 250 229 984 108 212 4.24235 0.012

12 L BUS | NEW N ISDN 2 93.00 21.00 149 443 060 250 3.536.31 0.087

13 M RES |CONV N ISDN 4 39.75 33.50 -0.08 0.93 0.30 -0.26 -0.522.35 0.679

14 N BUS |CHNG Y CNTX | 3 18.67 567 079 219 122 0.64 112292 0.190

15 (0] BUS |CHNG N CNTX | 4 17.75 1250 -0.07 0.93 0.98 -0.07 -0.142.35 0.551

16 P BUS | NEW N CNTX | 4 56.75 1950 0.86 2.36 0.17 5.0510.102.35 0.0010

17 Q BUS |CONV N CNTX | 4 22.50 400 148 439 075 1.98 3.97235 0.014

18] R |BUSINEW| N PBX | 2 5250 750 187 651 052 3.5 507631 0.062

19 ] s |Busjconvi v PBX | 2 2350 200 211 821 051 413 5856.31 0.053

PVT

20 T BUS JCONV N LINE 4 25.25 6.50 0.98 2.66 042 2.34 4.682.35 0.009
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Figure 3.14.1f: Maximally Adjusted Phase Ii Total Response Time. By Scenario

2 secs subfracted from each individual Resale Query response time

Points above and to the left -of diagonal indicate test cases with longsr Resale response times than- Retail
Points ‘below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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| Figure 3.14.1g: Maximally Adjusted Phase |l Total Response Time. By Service
|

2 secs subtracted from each individual Resale Query response time

Points above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times. than Retail
Points ‘below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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ICNTX 17 20.18 9.88 233 0.85 092 092 378 1.75

ISDN 12 46.00 17.50 369 1.31 1.22 107 3.70 1.80

PBX 3 35.33 550 7.66 2.04 0.49 413 7.15 2.92

POTS 60 27.16 13.25 196 0.67 0.48 1.41 10.92 1.67

IPVT LINE 2 11.50 6.00 191 065 0.01 61.52 87.01 6.31

N 53 34.46 13.75 272 1.00 0.81 1.24 9.04 1.67

Y 41 20.17 11.54 1.83 0.60 0.62 098 6.28 1.68

ICHNG 35 16.71 7.00 255 094 082 114 6.75 1.69

ICONV 34 19.62 13.74 173 0.55 0.73 0.75 4.37 1.69

INEW 25 56.06 19.58 288 1.06 0.57 1.87 9.35 1.71

BUS 62 27.62 1222 249 091 0.80 114 8.98 1.67

RES 32 29.41 13.88 1.95 0.67 0.63 1.06 5.99 1.70

1
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Figure 3.14.1h: Maximally Adjusted Phase Il Total Response Time. By Order Type
2 secs subtracbd from each individual Resale Query résponse time

Points ‘above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer ‘Resale response times than Retail
Points ‘below ‘and to the right of .diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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The re-analysis indicates that even after a maximal adjustment for
security validations is made, resale response times are still 2.35 times
as long as retail (on average 28 seconds versus 13 seconds) and this
difference is highly statistically significant. This statistical significance
is relatively pervasive across the scenarios examined, though not as
pervasive as before re-analysis. Breaking out the scenarios by
combinations of Service and Order Type shows that the only qualitative
change in substantiality and significance resulting from the adjustment
process is on the Centrex Change scenarios. These are now only barely
substantially longer for resale than retail, therefore the difference is no
longer statistically significant. In conclusion, extra time on each
individual resale query due to security validations, differences in
network transmission or any other factors which would equally
lengthen every individual resale query, cannot be fully responsible for
the observed disparity.

The substantial and statistically significant disparity which remains
even after making the maximal possible adjustment for potential
security validations and other consistent per-individual query
differences between resale and retail pre-order query response timings
is the subject of AZIWO1110.

3.1.4.1.1 Network Comparison
The disparity in processing times between resale and retail
queries can be explained in part by the topology of the
respective networks involved.

Qwest retail order management centers connect to Qwest’s
legacy OSS and associated databases via QwestNet (Qwest
Intranet), a series of dedicated high-capacity trunks. CLECs
with dedicated OSS access are connected to the same
network, either through dedicated T-1, fractional T-1, or
56kbps dial-up. Therefore, with the exception of the dial-up
method the medium by which connectivity is accomplished
is identical. The Pseudo-CLEC in the Arizona 271
evaluation used dedicated T-1s to access Qwest’s OSS.

The end-to-end topology of a CLEC’s interface with Qwest
OSS, however, is very different. CLECs must interface with
Qwest’s back-end systems and databases using IMA-GUI
which Qwest classifies as “Mediated Access.” The
mediation requires additional system processes not found in
the retail architecture, and results in additional time between
transaction initiation and completion; however, these
processes are generally accepted industry practice(s).
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There are many systems and databases that make up the
Qwest suite of OSS. Some have direct access interfaces,
either with mediation or without, and some do not. The
primary Qwest legacy databases that may impact response
times with which both resale and retail representatives must
interface to accomplish the various pre-order queries and
order transactions are:

Business Operations Support System (BOSS) — CSRs
Customer Account Retrieval System (CARS) — CSRs
Loop - or Line - Facility Assignment Control System
(LFACS) — Facility information

e PREMises Information System (PREMIS) — Address
validation, TN assignment, and Primary Interexchange
Carrier/Local Primary Interexchange Carrier (PIC/LPIC)
information

e Trunks Integrated Records Keeping System (TIRKS) -
Database of central office and outside plant facilities.

e Appointment Scheduler

Some of the other systems and databases that do not impact
response times but are integral to the service order process
are:

SOP
e Service Order Constructor

The majority of Qwest’s legacy systems that handle pre-
order and order activity are divided into three regions. As a
result, there are three different versions of most of the above
databases. These regional versions are identified as PREMIS
East, PREMIS Central, and PREMIS West, and so on for the
other databases. The BOSS database only exists in the
Eastern and Central regions; its function is served by CARS
for Washington and Oregon only. The Appointment
Scheduler is a Qwest-wide system.

In general, Qwest order management centers are responsible
for a specific geographic region. As a result, a retail service
representative would most likely need to access only one set
of systems to complete a given order. For instance, for an
order in Qwest’s central region, the representative would
access BOSS Central, PREMIS Central, LFACS Central, etc.
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: Furthermore, the links between these centers and the
| databases they access are direct.
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

By comparison, all resale access to the same systems is
funneled through one central location, regardless of the
physical location of the CLEC service center. This is a
sound architectural decision and by itself imposes minimal
delay. The processing that occurs to transactions once they
reach this central point, however, does cause transactional
delays.

Figure 3.1.4.1.1a illustrates the resale schema; Figure
3.1.4.1.1b illustrates the retail schema. Please note that the
diagram showing the resale architecture does not show the
locations of any CLEC order management centers. It does,
however, accurately depict the architecture and its
centralized transaction brokering.
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Figure 3.1.4.1.1a - Qwest Resale Major Facilities Mapping
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Figure 3.1.4.1.1b - Qwest Retail Major Facilities Mapping
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3.14.1.2 Interface Comparison

| As previously stated, the centralized nature of the resale

| architecture does not necessarily impose processing delays
by itself. The mediation required by Qwest’s “Interconnect
Mediated Access,” on the other hand, does have inherent
delays. These delays include:

e Query and Transaction Routing: Because the legacy
system resale interfaces (designed prior to the
Telecommunications Act of 1996) do not directly access
any particular system or database, the mediation process
must decide what type of query is being run (e.g., address
validation, service availability, CSR), and in what
geographic area the end user is located in order to route
the query to the correct database. These functions are
performed by the following systems within Qwest:

- Business Process Layer
- Data Arbiter
- Fetch ‘N Stuff

e Network and Database Security: Because access to
Mediated Access is effected through a single log-in by
the CLEC at the Qwest firewall, the Qwest mediation
process must pass along the CLEC’s certificate to each
system or database accessed so that authorization may be
granted. Several such security transactions take place
with each query. These transactions are transparent to
the user, but impose a time delay. These security
transactions protect both Qwest and the CLECs.

e HTTP Routing: Because the IMA-GUI system is web-
based all transactions must be transferred via a web
(HTTP) server on the Qwest side and received by a web
server on the CLEC side. This imposes a minimal delay;
however, it must be mentioned since there is no
equivalent architecture on the retail side.

These delays can affect each individual query multiple times.
The transaction routing and database considerations internal
to Qwest's firewall may serve to explain part or all of the
statistically significant and substantial disparity found in
CGE&Y's pre-order query response timeliness analysis,
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| beyond the initial network access and initial once-per-query
| security validation allowed for in CGE&Y's maximal

! adjustment re-analysis.

|

! While these causes may explain why there is a timeliness

| disparity, the disparity outlined in AZIWO1110 nonetheless

‘ exists, and it may be possible to design the transaction
routing or reduce the number of multiple security validations
each query experiences to considerably lessen the impact of
this disparity.

3.1.4.2 Quantitative Measurements

For the purposes of this evaluation “field” is defined as a data input
requirement, and “step” is defined as any progression in the overall
process such as clicking a button, moving to a new screen, etc. CGE&Y
compared the cumulative number of steps and fields required for resale
and retail to perform similar transactions. These are summarized in the

table that follows.
1 [POTS RES CHNG w/Features 35 14 34 13
2 |POTS RES CHNG w/o Features 29 13 29 13
3 |POTS RES NEW w/o Features 54 32 54 27
4 |POTS RES WINB w/Features 28 25 29 23
5 [POTS BUS CHNG w/Features 32 14 31 14
6 [POTS BUS CHNG w/o Features 40 13 32 13
7 |POTS BUS NEW w/Features 56 34 53 32
8 IPOTS BUS NEW wjo Features 52 33 55 32
9 [POTS BUS WINB w/Features 25 28 26 23
10 |ISDN RES NEW w/o Features 52 117 50 29
11 |ISDN BUS CHNG w/o Features 31 24 30 10
12 [1ISDN BUS NEW w/o Features 52 50 50 36
13 {ISDN B/R WINB w/o Features 32 93 31 25
14 |CNTX BUS CHNG w/Features 45 26 32 10
15 [CNTX BUS CHNG w/o Features 47 27 31 11
16 JICNTX BUS NEW w/o Features 57 63 48 30
17 ICNTX BUS CONV w/o Features 27 49 26 17
18 |PBX BUS NEW w/o Features 60 76 36 27
! 19 |PBX BUS CONV w/Features 25 36 25 13
| 20 |PVT BUS CONV w/o Features 46 60 37 37

The preceding table shows that test case combinations 1-8, 11, 12, 14
and 15 required more data entry fields for resale than retail and that test
case combinations 9, 10, 13, and 16-20 required more data entry fields
for retail than resale. The data are represented graphically in Figure
3.1.4.2a following.
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The preceding table also shows that, with the exception of test case
number 20, all test case combinations required more steps for resale
than retail to complete similar transactions. The data are represented
graphically in Figure 3.1.4.2b following.
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3.1.4.3 Qualitative Measurements

Section 5.2 of the MTP states that the RPE “...is qualitative in that it
compares the information that a Qwest 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.”

CGE&Y compared the quantity and quality of information retrieved by
resale and retail systems in pre-order transactions. The focus of the
evaluation was whether both were able to retrieve equivalent
information from Qwest’s OSS, such as similar appointment times,
requested TN’s, etc.

The evaluation showed that the quality and quantity of information
obtained through pre-order queries was substantially the same as that
obtained by Qwest through similar queries, and that the overall
experience in submitting an order was also substantially the same for
both.

The results of this evaluation are further summarized in the following
table:

1) Does the Pseudo-CLEC Y The resale and retail test
service representative scripts experienced no
experience substantially the unasked-for changes to an
same likelihood that the order’s original due date,
order’s original due date, reserved TN or selected
reserved TN and selected features through acceptance
features will remain by the SOP (retail), and
unchanged through receipt through receipt of a FOC
of FOC versus that which is (resale).
experienced by the Qwest NOTE: Per Section 5.2 of the
service representative? MTP, “...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.
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Consequently, the Retail
Parity Evaluation activities
will be cancelled in the SOP.”

2) Is the time and effort to
perform pre-order queries
substantially the same for
Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest
service representatives?

Substantial differences were
found in both the timings and
the numbers of fields and
steps required for the various
queries between resale and
retail. Detailed explanations
of these differences can be
found in Sections 3.1.4.1 and
3.1.4.2 of this report.
(AZIWO1110 — timings;
AZIWO1111 - fields and
steps)

3) Is the level of pre-order
to order integration
substantially the same for
the Pseudo-CLEC, when
using the IMA-GUI, and
Qwest service
representatives?

The IMA-GUI pre-order-to-
order integration for POTS
allows the resale service
representative to retrieve pre-
order responses via pull-
downs in the order generation
tabs. The retail systems do
not separate pre-order and
order functionality for POTS
service requests. While this
does not provide parity for
pre-order-to-order integration,
this functionality does allow
creation of the resale order
without re-keying the pre-
order data.

For complex services,
however, the reverse is true.
The retail systems require
multiple entries to be made in
various systems. IMA-GUI
allows resale pre-order
responses to be retrieved via
pull-downs in the order
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generation tabs. Neither retail
nor resale complex services
are flow through eligible.

4) Is the data on the screens
presented to the Pseudo-
CLEC service
representative, by the IMA-
GUI, substantially the same
as the data presented to the
Qwest service
representative?

Resale pre-order query
response data were
substantially the same as retail
in content. The format of the
responses, due mostly to
systems design
considerations, was different
in most instances. The
responses returned were clear,
easily interpreted, and specific
to the query transaction.

5) For service to be
installed in the same serving
area, are substantially the
same reported facilities
available for the Qwest
service representative and
the Pseudo-CLEC service
representative?

Resale Facility Availability
queries were found to produce
substantially the same results
as retail queries conducted
during the same timeframe for
the same geographic area.

6) Is the procedure used to
reserve large blocks of TNs
substantially the same for
both a Pseudo-CLEC

The procedure to reserve large
blocks of TNs required a
manual process for both resale
and retail for the same

service representative and a geographic area.
Qwest service

representative?

7) For service to be Resale Appointment

installed in the same serving
area, are substantially the
same due date intervals
experienced by the Qwest
service representative and
the Pseudo-CLEC service
representative?

Scheduling queries were
found to produce substantially
the same results as retail
queries conducted during the
same timeframe.

8) Is substantially the same
opportunity provided to the
Pseudo-CLEC service

An Expedite field is available
on the LSR form for the resale
representative to use to
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representative and the indicate that an order needs to
Qwest service representative be expedited, but this must be

call to the Interconnection
Service Center (ISC). The
retail representative must also
make an internal phone call to
expedite an order.

to expedite due dates? accompanied by a telephone

9) Is the procedure to N IMA-GUI does not provide
obtain and/or reserve a the functionality to request a
"vanity" TN substantially specific phone number. The
the same for both a Pseudo- resale representative must call
CLEC service representative Qwest in this situation.

and a Qwest service

representative? The retail system allows the

representative to request a
specific number, and if that
number is not available it will
present a list of alternatives.

(AZIWO1112)
10) Is the ability to make a Y Both the resale and retail
change on a pending order systems provide the ability to
that requires dispatch make a change on a pending
substantially the same for order that requires dispatch.
both a Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and
for a Qwest service
representative?
11) Is substantially the Y Both the resale and retail
same ability provided to systems provide the ability to
both the Pseudo-CLEC check the status of an order at
service representative and any time through order
the Qwest service completion.
representative to query
status of a pending service
order?
12) For "working left-in" Y Resale Facility Availability
situations, does IMA-GUI queries were found to produce
provide the Pseudo-CLEC substantially the same results
service representative as retail queries conducted
substantially the same status during the same timeframe.
information as is provided “Working left-in” lines were
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to the Qwest service
representative?

so designated in all cases.

13) Are the hours of system
availability substantially the
same for Pseudo-CLEC
service representatives and
for Qwest service
representatives?

System hours of availability
are substantially the same for
resale and retail.

14) Are the edit and error
checking capabilities
available to CLECs using
the IMA-GUI interface to
create orders substantially
the same to the capabilities
of a Qwest customer service
representative using the
retail interfaces?

Both resale and retail systems
provide error checking and
responses to indicate the
errors.

The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the IMA-GUI

pre-order/order test:

All completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed, 4
collected and retained by CGE& Y.

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y.

in the RPE Report.

The findings from CGE&Y’s analysis were documented

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via v
the Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process.

resolutions, were achieved.

All expected results, including issue and IWO In progress
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The IMA-GUI Maintenance and Repair evaluation was structured to evaluate
the mechanized M&R capability available to a CLEC representative (resale)
using Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative (retail)
using the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when performing similar
activity. The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to perform the M&R
transactions on an end-user’s line or circuit with the Qwest retail equivalent
transactions.

} 3.2.1 Introduction
\

Note: Subsequent to completion of this evaluation, the IMA-GUI M&R has
been replaced with the Customer Electronic Maintenance and Repair (CEMR)
system.

3.2.2 Scope
The test included the following transactions for evaluation:

Transactions M&R
Open Trouble Report X
Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History X
Perform MLT X
Status Trouble X

The evaluation methods for the M&R transactions are explained below:

O Open Trouble Report: query response times, quality of information
provided, and number of steps required to complete the query were
observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and
IMA-GUI

o Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History: query response times, quality of
information provided, and number of steps required to complete the query
were observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces
and IMA-GUI

@ Perform MLT: query response times, quality of information provided, and
number of steps required to complete the query were observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI

O Status Trouble: query response times, quality of information provided, and
number of steps required to complete the query were observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and IMA-GUI
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3.2.3 Process

Test cases for M&R on which qualitative, quantitative and timeliness measures
| could be collected were taken from a subset of the test scenarios identified in
| Appendix A of the MTP. All M&R test cases were executed during Phase L.

| External constraints were imposed on the total number of RPE iterations. In

| order to have a statistical design sufficiently powerful to detect substantial
differences, and still remain within the total sample size constraint, it was
decided to focus the sufficiently powered statistical evaluation on the pre-order
queries. As a result, the analysis of M&R query response timeliness is
insufficiently powered to detect moderate overall differences or even large
differences in subgroups of the total M&R RPE sample. Rather, the focus of
this timeliness analysis is only directional and there is therefore no need for a
phased approach in the M&R RPE. Nonetheless, a limited statistical analysis on
the data collected is provided herein.

Paired resale and retail test scripts'> were developed from the test cases. Each
resale test script had a corresponding retail test script, enabling a comparison
between IMA-GUI and the equivalent retail systems. Each paired test script was
given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

addresses in the same wire centers

the same number of lines

the same account type (Residence or Business)
the same service type (e.g., POTS, ISDN-BRI)

Each test script executed only those M&R transactions applicable to the test case
description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step-by-
step instructions to the service representative for data entry, collection of screen
prints, and performing and collecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y
monitored, on-site, the retail service representative and the resale service
representative during the execution of each test script. The timing of paired test
script execution was synchronized so that both the resale and retail activities
required by the scripts occurred during the same morning/afternoon hours of the
same business day.

Qualitative measures were used where an exact means of comparison was not
possible. Quantitative measures were used where "apples-to-apples”
comparisons of data elements were possible. Timeliness measures were used

| where measurable elapsed timeframes were available. Measures included query

| 12 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #9 - P-I M&R Test Scripts
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response times, quality of information provided, and number of fields and steps
required to complete the transaction.

All three measures were applied to applicable M&R transactions performed
during paired resale and retail test script execution.

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the IMA-GUI M&R test:

The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from v
Qwest.
Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (IMA- v

GUI and retail equivalent) were operational and stable.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and v
equipment that would permit controlled observation of Qwest
service representative M&R activities.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This v
included the creation of security badges to secure locations and
access to private test performance monitoring facilities and
equipment whenever available.

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedule was created by v
CGE&Y.

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were
provided with on-site telephone access for use in v
communication with other CGE&Y members.

Retail Parity test scripts were created by CGE&Y. v

The Pseudo-CLEC’s ability to collect data during performance N/A
of CGE&Y provided test scripts was verified.

"CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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CGE&Y'’s ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo- N/A
CLEC during performance of CGE&Y provided test scripts
was verified.

Valid account data were received from Qwest. v

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes
of permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in v
the necessary databases.

The number of test iterations was identified. v

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the v
evaluations were completed and available.

3.2.4 Results

Following is a table presenting the raw data for the 18 matched resale and retail
individual M&R queries performed as part of the RPE:

RES MLT 1 POTS| 3 6 205 1 3 7 3 1
RES Tkt 1 POTS| 12 10 5 2 3 13 9 1
RES History 1 POTS| 1 4 47 1 0 3 1 1
RES Status 1 POTS| 3 4 4 1 1 5 3 1
BUS MLT 1 POTS| 4 7 3 1 3 7 1 1
BUS Tkt 1 POTS| "1 6 1 1 3 14 2 1
BUS History 1 POTS| 1 4 25 1 0 3 1 1
BUS Status 1 POTS}] 3 4 4 1 1 5 1 1
BUS Tkt 9 CTX| M 6 2 2 3 15 2 1
BUS Status 9 CTX 3 4 4 1 1 5 3 1
BUS Tkt 5 PBX| M1 6 1 1 3 11 63 1
BUS Status 5 PBX 3 4 3 1 1 5 3 1
RES Tkt 1 ISDN| 9 8 1 1 8 7 1 1
RES Status 1 ISDN| 3 4 4 1 2 6 7 2
BUS Tkt 1 ISDN| 9 8 3 2 10 7 3 1
BUS Status 1 ISDN| 3 4 4 1 2 6 7 2
PvtLin

| BUS Tkt 1 e 9 8 2 1 7 7 3 1

| PvtLin

| BUS Status 1 e 3 4 3 1 2 6 8 2

"CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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The above table seems to indicate that the number of fields and steps is
approximately the same or fewer for resale than for retail, except for the number
of fields required to create a ticket (work order) for non-designed services
(POTS, CTX, PBX), where 11 or 12 fields need to be entered for resale as
} compared to 3 for retail.
|
|
|
|

As described more fully in Section 3.1.4.1, the individual recorded timings used
to compile the above table are on average a half second shorter than the true
response time. In the analysis below, this is corrected for by adding a half-
second multiplied by the number of timings to each of the above response times.

Unlike pre-order and order queries, M&R queries do not have to be processed
by the Business Process Layer and Fetch N’ Stuff ((they are forwarded directly
from the MEDIACC gateway for processing by Loop Maintenance Operations
System (LMOS) and Work Force Administration (WFA)). There is much more
similarity between the resale and retail M&R processes involved on an
individual query basis than for pre-order queries. This enables an analysis based
on individual M&R query response times. The following table indicates the
timeliness results main effects for the M&R queries scenarios examined in

This Interim Report may be used only as authorized by the Commission. This Interim Report is subject to further
revision by CGE&Y and shall not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its Final Report in this proceeding and that
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Phase I:

5 | 2 250 3350 015 -1.87 2.65 -0.71 -1.00 6.31 0.7500)

9| 2 375 300 124 022 005 444 629 6.31 0.0502

History 2 3650 650 838 213 100 212 3.01 631 0.102

MLT 2 10450 256 11.70 246 228 1.08 153 6.31 0.184

Stalus 7 421 529 093 -007 069 -0.10 -0.27 1.94 0.602

Tkt 7 286 1236 051 -068 138 -0.49 -1.30 1.94 0.8786

BUS 12 517 867 094 -006 153 -0.04 -0.14 1.80 0.556

RES 6 4492 625 219 078 176 0.45 1.09 2.02 0.162

CNTX 2 375 300 124 022 005 444 629 631 0.0502

ISDN 4 363 525 078 -025 037 -0.68 -1.36 2.35 0.8661

PBX 2 250 3350 015 -1.87 265 -0.71 -1.00 6.31 0.7500

POTS 8 3731 438 330 119 159 075 2.12 1.89 0.0356

Pvt Line 2 300 625 053 -064 043 -1.49 -2.11 6.31 0.8589
|
\
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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The first row indicates that over all of the 18 individual M&R queries conducted
in Phase I, without regard to their unique factors, resale response times were
about 24% longer than retail response times."> This difference is neither
substantial nor statistically significant per the TSD Statistical Approach.

A generally similar pattern is observed for most of the main effect rows.

The major exception to this is consideration of all eight individual POTS
queries. These results (second to the last row in the above table) indicate that
response to resale M&R queries on POTS services takes about 3.3 times as long
as to retail M&R queries on POTS services. The observed difference is both
substantial and statistically significant. However, as it is based on only eight
observations, which are actually on only two M&R ticket scenarios,'* and is not
part of a consistent pattern across the very limited number of M&R queries, this
should not be viewed as evidence of disparity.

The sample size is also much too small to consider Service — Query
combinations, as each of these has only one or two queries.

For illustrative purposes only, the M&R resale and retail query response times
are presented by Service and Query Type in Figure 3.2.4a and Figure 3.2.4b:

13 Although the average response times seem to indicate a higher ratio, 18 seconds versus 8, this is misleading
because the difference in averages has been overly influenced by the single MLT POTS RES result of 205.5
seconds for resale versus 3.5 seconds for retail. As statistical comparisons on timeliness measures are performed on
transformed values to stabilize the variance and symmetrize the distribution, it is more appropriate to look at the
column labeled “effect,” which for interpretive purposes can be exponentiated to form the ratio column. This is the
antilog of the average of the differences in log-times, which is not the same as the ratio of the average difference in
times, but is a more useful characterization of the timing differences.

' This violates the uncorrelated errors assumption required for the t-test, as the MLT and History were performed
at about the same time, as were the Ticket submission and Status.

Version 2.0 48

This Interim Report may be used only as authorized by the Commission. This Interim Report is subject to further
revision by CGE&Y and shall not be deemed final until CGE&Y issues its Final Report in this proceeding and that
Final Report is released by the Commission.




CAP GEMINI
ERNST & YOUNG Final Report Retail Parity Evaluation

Figure 3.24a: M&R Transaction Response Time — Resale vs Retail by Service

Diagonal Line indicates parity ‘performance
Points above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale response times than Retail

Each point is a test case result; horixontal axis value is the retail result, vertical axis value is Besale result
| Points below and to the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Retail
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Figure 3.24b; M&R Transaction Response Time — Resale vs Retail by Transaction Type

Each point is a test case result: horixontal ‘axis valug is the retail result, vertical axis value s 'Resale result
Diagonal ‘Line indicates parity performance

Peints above and to the left of diagonal indicate test cases with longer Resale ‘response times: than Retalil

Points below and 1o the right of diagonal indicate test cases with shorter Resale response times than Rstail
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As is apparent from the above table and Figure 3.2.4b, creating a ticket and
getting its status doesn’t take longer for resale than retail. As stated above in this
section, M&R transactions are accepted by the MEDIACC gateway and are
forwarded to LMOS and WFA without having to go through the Business
Process Layer and Fetch N’ Stuff as pre-order and order transactions do.
However, performing an MLT and obtaining a ticket’s history appears to take
substantially longer (about 10 times as long").

As the minimum individual M&R query response time is the same, 1.5 seconds,
for both resale and retail, there is no basis to conclude that there may be extra

'3 Based on the ratio column in the transaction type table. Although the average response times seem to indicate a
higher ratio, 18 seconds versus 8, this is misleading because the difference in averages has been overly influenced
by the single MLT POTS RES result of 205.5 seconds for resale versus 3.5 seconds for retail. As statistical
comparisons on timeliness measures are performed on transformed values to stabilize the variance and symmetrize
the distribution, it is more appropriate to look at the column labeled “effect,” which for interpretive purposes can be
exponentiated to form the ratio column. This is the antilog of the average of the differences in log-times, which is
not the same as the ratio of the average difference in times, but is a more useful characterization of the timing
differences.
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resale security validation time consistently across all query types and services,
s0 no maximal adjustment re-analysis was performed for M&R.

The M&R scenarios were performed primarily to determine that the response to
these queries provided comparable information to both resale and retail.
CGE&Y was able to verify that the functionality provided to both resale and
retail was substantially the same. For example, the functions necessary for
resale to open a trouble ticket were the same for retail. Comparable MLT results
were received for both resale and retail. Upon request, trouble history was
available to both resale and retail along with trouble ticket status. The
timeliness data gathered directionally supports parity for the queries of issuing a
ticket and obtaining its status. The functionality test will address M&R test
scenarios in quantity in addition to actual trouble conditions experienced by the
Pseudo CLEC’s end-user customers. Performance measurement data specific to
M&R will be gathered, calculated, analyzed and reported in the functionality
section of the Final Report.

The number of steps and fields over all the transactions and services tested is
similar or fewer for resale than retail, except for issuing a ticket on non-designed

services, where 11-12 fields are required for resale versus 3 for retail.

The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the IMA-GUI M&R test:

All completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed, v
collected and retained by the CGE&Y.

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y.

The findings from CGE&Y’s analysis were documented in the

RPE Report.

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via the

Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process. v
All expected results, including issue and IWO resolutions, were v
achieved.

3.3 EDI Pre-Order/Order

3.3.1 Introduction

The EDI pre-order/order evaluation was structured to evaluate the mechanized
service request capability available to a CLEC representative (resale) using
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Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative (retail) using
the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when performing similar activity.
The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to process pre-order queries and

submit LSRs with the Qwest retail equivalent transactions.

332 S

cope

The test included the following transactions for evaluation:

Conv/
New Change Win Back

Address Validation X X X

CSR Validation X X

TN Selection X

Service Availability X X

Facility Availability X

Appointment Scheduler X X

Create and Submit LSR X X X
The evaluation methods for the pre-order/order transactions are explained
below:
0 Address Validation: quality of information provided was observed,

documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

CSR Validation: quality of information provided via EDI was observed and
documented

TN Selection: quality of information provided was observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

Service Availability: quality of information provided via EDI was observed
and documented

Facility Availability: quality of information provided was observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

Appointment Scheduler: quality of information provided was observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EDI

Create and Submit LSR: the extent of pre-order to order integration provided
for submission of an LSR was compared between EDI and the functional
retail equivalents
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3.3.3 Process

Test cases for pre-order and order on which qualitative measures could be
collected were taken from a subset of the test scenarios identified in Appendix A
of the MTP.

Paired resale and retail test scripts'® were developed from the test cases. Each
resale test script had a corresponding retail test script, enabling a comparison
between the resale systems (EDI) and the equivalent retail systems. Each paired
test script was given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

addresses in the same wire centers

the same number of lines

the same account type (Residence or Business)

the same service type (e.g., POTS, ISDN-BRI)

the same service attributes (e.g., number of lines, features)

the same activity (e.g., New Connect, Change, Conversion/Win back)

Each test script executed only those pre-order and order transactions applicable
to the test case description.

In order to control the execution of the RPE test, each script contained step-by-
step instructions to the service representative for data entry, collection of screen
prints, and performing and collecting requested transaction timings. CGE&Y
monitored the retail service representative and the resale service representative
during the execution of each test script. The paired test script execution was
synchronized so that both the resale and retail activities requested by the scripts
occurred during the same morning/afternoon hours of the same business day.

Per Section 4.1 of the TSD, only qualitative and quantitative test measures were
applied to EDI/EB-TA test script execution.

Per Section 4.5 of the TSD, captured input data were compared to ensure that
both performed substantially the same queries and similarly compared the data
that were returned for the query.

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the EDI pre-order/order evaluation:

The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from Qwest. v

18 CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #10 - P-II EDI Test Scripts
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Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (EDI and v
retail equivalent) were operational and stable.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct on-site testing and monitoring. This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and v
equipment that would permit controlled observation of Qwest
service representative pre-order and order activities.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct on-site testing and monitoring. This included 4
the creation of security badges to secure locations and access to
private test performance monitoring facilities and equipment
whenever available.

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedule was created by v
CGE&Y.

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were

provided with on-site telephone access for use in communication v
with other CGE&Y members.

Retail Parity test scripts were created by CGE& Y. v
The Pseudo-CLEC’s ability to collect data during performance N/A”
of CGE&Y provided test scripts was verified.

CGE&Y'’s ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo- N/A"
CLEC during performance of CGE&Y provided test scripts was

verified.

Valid account data were received from Qwest. v

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes of
permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in the v
necessary databases.

The number of test iterations was identified.

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the

* CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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evaluations were completed and available.

|
3.3.4 Results

Per Section 4.5 of the TSD, the comparative evaluation of data was limited to

| the number, type and quality of data elements returned (no timeliness measure

| was used for this evaluation).
CGE&Y compared the quality of information presented to both resale and retail
pre-order and order transactions. The focus of the evaluation was to determine
whether both resale and retail were able to retrieve equivalent information from
Qwest’s OSS, such as similar appointment times, requested TN, etc.

The evaluation showed that the quality and quantity of information obtained
through EDI pre-order queries was substantially the same as that obtained by
Qwest through similar queries, and that the overall experience in submitting an
order was also substantially the same for both.

The results of this evaluation are further summarized in the following table:

representative experience
substantially the same likelihood
that the order’s original due date,
reserved TN and selected features
will remain unchanged once it is
accepted by the SOP, and through
receipt of FOC for resale orders,
versus that which is experienced by
the Qwest service representative?

1) Does the Pseudo-CLEC service Y

The resale and retail test scripts
experienced no changes to an
order’s original due date,
reserved TN or selected
features through acceptance by
the SOP (retail), and through
receipt of a FOC (resale).

NOTE: Per Section 5.2 of the
MTP, “...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 SOP.”
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2) For service to be installed in the
same serving area, are substantially
the same reported facilities
available for the Qwest service
representative and the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative?

Resale Facility Availability
queries were found to produce
substantially the same results
as retail queries conducted
during the same timeframe and
in the same geographic area.

3) Is the procedure used to reserve
large blocks of TNs substantially
the same for both a Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and a Qwest
service representative?

The procedure to reserve large
blocks of TNs required a
manual process for both resale
and retail for the same
geographic area.

4) For service to be installed in the
same serving area, are substantially
the same due date intervals
experienced by the Qwest service
representative and the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative?

Resale Appointment
Scheduling queries were found
to produce substantially the
same results as retail queries
conducted during the same
timeframe geographic area.

5) Is substantially the same
opportunity provided to the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative and
the Qwest service representative to
request extended due dates (due
dates longer than thirty days into
the future)?

Test scripts were successfully
conducted requesting due dates
of 45 days from the date of
order submission for both
resale and retail.

6) Is substantially the same ability
provided to both the Pseudo-CLEC
service representative and the
Qwest service representative to
query status of a pending service
order?

Both the resale and retail
systems provide the ability to
check the status of an order at
any time through order
completion.

7) For "working left-in" situations,
does EDI provide the Pseudo-
CLEC service representative
substantially the same status
information as is provided to the
Qwest service representative?

Resale Facility Availability
queries were found to produce
substantially the same results
as retail queries conducted
during the same timeframe.
“Working left-in” lines were so
designated in all cases.

8) Are the hours of system
availability substantially the same
for Pseudo-CLEC service
representatives and for Qwest
service representatives?

System hours of availability
are substantially the same for
resale and retail.
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9) Are the edit and error checking Y Both resale and retail systems
capabilities available to CLECs provide error checking and
using the EDI interface to create responses to indicate the errors.

orders substantially the same to the
| capabilities of a Qwest service

| representative using the retail
interfaces?

The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the EDI pre-order/order
evaluation:

All completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed, collected 4
and retained by CGE&Y.

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y.

The findings from CGE&Y’s analysis were documented in the
RPE Report.

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via the
Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process.

All expected results, including issue and IWO resolutions, were
achieved

3.4 EB-TA Maintenance and Repair

3.4.1 Introduction

The EB-TA Maintenance and Repair evaluation was structured to evaluate the
mechanized M&R capability available to a CLEC representative (resale) using
Qwest OSS interfaces and that available to a Qwest representative (retail) using
the equivalent internal Qwest OSS interfaces when performing similar activity.
The evaluation compared a CLEC's ability to perform the M&R transactions on
an end-user’s line or circuit with the Qwest retail equivalent transactions. For

| the purposes of the EB-TA M&R test, “Pseudo-CLEC” refers to the

| participating CLEC.
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3.4.2 Scope
The test included the following transactions for evaluation:

| Transactions M&R
Open Trouble Report X

| Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History X

| Perform MLT X
Status Trouble X

The evaluation methods for the EB-TA M&R transactions are explained below:

@ Open Trouble Report: quality of information provided was observed,
documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EB-TA

0 Retrieve Circuit/Trouble History: quality of information provided was
observed, documented, and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and
EB-TA

a Perform MLT: quality of information provided was observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EB-TA

a Status Trouble: quality of information provided was observed, documented,
and compared between Qwest retail interfaces and EB-TA

3.4.3 Process

Paired resale and retail test scripts'’ were developed using Friendly test lines.
Each resale test script had a corresponding retail test script, enabling a
comparison between EB-TA and the equivalent retail systems. Each paired test
script was given the same case description. The case descriptions included:

e End-user address
e TN on which test was to be run
e Action to be accomplished (e.g., open trouble ticket, perform MLT)

In order to control the execution of the EB-TA M&R test, each script contained
step-by-step instructions to the service representative for data entry and the
collection of screen prints. CGE&Y monitored, on-site, the retail service
representative and the resale service representative during the execution of each
test script. The timing of paired test script execution was synchronized so that
both the resale and retail activities requested by the scripts occurred during the
same morning/afternoon hours of the same business day.

'” CGE&Y Archive File: RPE #11 - P-II EB-TA Test Scripts
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Per Section 4.1 of the TSD, only qualitative and quantitative test measures were
applied to EDI/EB-TA test script execution.

Per Section 4.5 of the TSD, captured input data were compared to ensure that
! both performed substantially the same queries and similarly compared the data
| that were returned for the query.

The following MTP and TSD entrance criteria were met prior to commencing
the EB-TA M&R test:

The Pseudo-CLEC received Readiness Certification from Qwest. N/A

Qwest and the Pseudo-CLEC interfaces and systems (EB-TA v
and retail equivalent) were operational and stable.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Qwest site(s) to
conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This included the
creation of security badges and access to facilities and 4
equipment that would permit controlled observation of Qwest
service representative M&R activities.

CGE&Y was granted access to the appropriate Pseudo-CLEC
site(s) to conduct the on-site testing and monitoring. This v
included the creation of security badges to secure locations and
access to private test performance monitoring facilities and
equipment whenever available.

A Daily Test Order Monitoring Schedule was created by v
CGE&Y.

CGE&Y members responsible for on-site monitoring were
provided with on-site telephone access for use in communication v
with other CGE&Y members.

Retail Parity test scripts were created by CGE&Y. v

The Pseudo-CLEC’s ability to collect data during performance N/A
of CGE&Y provided test scripts was verified.

* CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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CGE&Y'’s ability to access test data collected by the Pseudo- N/A
CLEC during performance of CGE&Y provided test scripts was

? verified.

1 Valid account data were received from Qwest. v

Test data elements that define the Pseudo-CLEC for purposes of
permitting interface activities with Qwest were populated in the v
necessary databases.

The number of test iterations was identified.

Test cases and iterations that were to be used to perform the
evaluations were completed and available.

3.4.4 Results

The EB-TA M&R scenarios were performed primarily to determine that the
response to these transactions provided comparable information to both resale
and retail. CGE&Y was able to verify that the functionality provided to both
retail and resale was substantially the same. For example, the functions
necessary for resale to open a trouble ticket were the same for retail and the data
input requirements (i.e., TN, address, customer name, trouble code and
description, contact information) were substantically the same. The resale
trouble ticket is transmitted to Qwest through the ETTR ticket menu. If the
transmission is successful, the frame containing the phrase “ticket has been
successfully created” is received; if the transmission is unsuccessful, a message
explaining what information is missing in order to create a ticket or why the
ticket was not created is received. Comparable MLT results were received for
both resale and retail. Trouble history and trouble ticket statusing were
available to both resale and retail.

The functionality test will address M&R test scenarios in quantity in addition to
actual troubles experienced by the Pseudo-CLEC’s end-user customers.
Performance measurement data specific to M&R will be gathered, calculated,
analyzed and reported in the functionality section of the Final Report.

In the professional opinion of CGE&Y the quality and quantity of information
obtained through EB-TA M&R transactions were substantially the same as that
obtained by Qwest through similar transactions, and that the overall experience
in submitting M&R transactions was also substantially the same for both.

" CGE&Y Test Monitor collected data
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The following MTP and TSD exit criteria were met for the EB-TA M&R test:

All completed Retail Parity test scripts were processed, collected v
and retained by CGE&Y.

The collected data were analyzed by CGE&Y.

The findings from CGE&Y’s analysis were documented in the
RPE Report.

Identified interface and system errors were resolved via the N/A
Master Issues Log Process and/or the IWO process.

All expected results, including issue and IWO resolutions, were ' v
achieved.
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Appendix A - Glossary

| ACC Arizona Corporation Commission
1 AZ Arizona
| BOSS Business Operations Support System
‘ CARS Customer Account Retrieval System
i CEMR Customer Electronic Maintenance and Repair
‘ CGE&Y Cap Gemini Emst & Young
| CLEC Competitive Local Exchange Carrier
CSR Customer Service Record
DCI Doherty and Company, Inc.
EB-TA Electronic Bonding — Trouble Administration
EDI Electronic Data Interchange
FOC Firm Order Confirmation
IMA-GUI Interconnect Mediated Access-Graphical User Interface
ISC Interconnection Service Center
IWO Incident Work Order
LFACS Loop (or Line) Facility Assignment Control System
LMOS Loop Maintenance Operations System
LPIC Local Primary Interexchange Carrier
LSR Local Service Request
M&R Maintenance and Repair
MLT Mechanized Loop Test
MTP Master Test Plan
OBF Ordering and Billing Forum
OSS Operations Support Systems
PIC Primary Interexchange Carrier
POTS Plain Old Telephone Service
PREMIS PREMises Information System
RPE Retail Parity Evaluation
SOP Service Order Processor
TIRKS Trunks Integrated Records Keeping System
TN Telephone Number
TSD Test Standards Document
WFA Work Force Administration
|
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Appendix B — Incident Work Order Summary

AZIWO1019-1 | Trouble tickets successfully entered | Message passed to user via IMA-GUI Documentation
C via IMA-GUI are not created. indicates the request was forwarded to Improvement
L MEDIACC, not that the request
0o successfully created a trouble ticket. In the
S examples the tickets had failed for various
E reasons, therefore the requested ticket did
D not exist. The implementation of CEMR,
and its more specirfic responses should
alleviate the confusion. In the interim,
Qwest documentation was revised for
further clarification.
AZIWO01022 Error received on USOC ‘RBE1X’ Qwest ISC failed to follow the process to Updated
C (Restricted — do not remove.) obtain a valid USOC list; ISC failed to Frequently
L follow the process to correct an LSR Asked
0 containing non-resale USOCs Questions on
S Website;
E Training
D
AZIWO01023 Documentation indicated that the The DQTY form should not auto-populate, | Documentation
C End User Form DQTY field should | and is required on disconnects. Improvement
L auto-populate based on disconnect
o segments. All attempts to process a
S disconnect LSR without manual
E entry of a DQTY quantity resulted
D in error message.
AZIWO01024 Zip code entries on M&R Open Trouble could not be replicated. Qwest Not Applicable
C New Trouble Report transactions suggested that the user may have
L return an error message indicating inadvertantly and incorrectly entered a
o that the zip code must consist of five | space or other invalid character in the field.
S digits.
E
D
AZIWO1025 Unable to expedite due date for IWO withdrawn 01/12/01.
W staging a test account.
I
T
H
b
R
A
w
N
AZIWO01026 M&R IMA-GUI Open Non-Design | 10/27/00 still under investigation by Qwest. | Not Applicable
C Trouble Report check-boxes for IMA-GUI M&R replaced by CEMR.
L “Return Trouble Report Status”
o selections allow both “e-mail” and
S “neither” simultaneously.
E
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D
AZIWO1027 IMA-GUI interface “errors” The errors occurred on the resale side and Not Applicable
C occurred throughout resale-side not on the retail side because the resale
L testing with no equivalent retail-side | transactions require translation on the retail
O 0SS errors. side, while the retail transactions do not.
S
E
D
AZIWO01028 Pseudo-CLEC received The original LSR had a DDD of 10/16/00. Training
C contradictory / confusing verbal and | The Supp-to-Cancel was not issued until Opportunity
L written responses from the Qwest 10/17/00 — after the disconnect had already
0] ISC following the cancellation of a | been completed. The ISC procedures to
S disconnect LSR. modify completed orders was not followed.
E
D
AZIWO0O1029 IMA-GUI auto-population of CLEC | The IMA System Administration Guide, Documentation
C contact FAX number from CLEC Section 4, Modifying Your Personal Profile | Improvement
L Profile data results in an error when | example will be modified to include
o auto-populated to the Open Trouble | hyphens in the locations immediately prior
S IMA-GUI screen. to and following the NXX.
E
D
AZIWO1031 An “OSS Gateway: No Data Qwest believes an incorrect class of service | Not Applicable
C Returned” error was received when | was used. CGE&Y verified with correct
L attempting to process a multi-line class of service.
o PBX service new connect via IMA-
S GUL
E
D
AZIWO1044 Request for Qwest to establish a test | Already under consideration within the
o bed / test environment for CLECs to | CICMP forum
P use for EDI testing.
E
N
AZIWOL1110 Pre-Order response times are Qwest believes that CGE&Y is making
o consistently longer for CLECs than | apples-to-oranges comparisons and that the
P for Qwest. statistical differences found are not
E meaningful. Number of preorder queries
N are not always equal, number of measured
options are not always equal & Qwest
believes differences are not meaningful
when taken in the context of a customer
contact.
AZIWOI1111 The numbers of fields and steps
0] required to complete an order are
P greater for CLECs using IMA-GUI
E versus Qwest.
N
AZIWO1112 Vanity TN reservation functionality | Qwest will provide this functionality in a Functionality
H is available to the Retail two-phase process. Phase 1 (July 9, 2001) Improvement
o representative; no similar capability | via a stand-alone GUI interface; Phase 2
L exists in the IMA-GUI system for (December 2001 IMA 9.0) directly through
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D the CLEC representative. the TN reservation Pre-Order functionality.

AZIWO02001 Designating Blocking attributes via | IMA User Guide documentation will be Documentation
the Resale Form result in SAVE clarified. Improvement
error.

AZIW02002 IMA-GUI intermittently fails to Correction included in IMA 6.0 release Process
auto-populate LSR From Admin scheduled 12/2000 Improvement

Section AGAUTH field even though
the field was correctly populated
during the Review CSR pre-order

transaction.
AZIWO02003 A successful IMA-GUI CSR This is working correctly. Bringing the Not Applicable
Validation query response displays | NAME field forward onto the CSR
the originally input CUSTOMER response window allows a service
NAME entry as the CSR’s NAME representative to keep track of the way in
data entry even when the actual which the customer has referred to
CSR does not have such a name. him/herself in the customer contact while

vcmworASmrworaltmworma

preserving the proper and exact entries of
the listed and billed names on the account .

AZIWO2004 IMA-GUI consistently returned “No | A user can only reserve up to 9 TNs for any | Documentation

C Telephone Numbers available for given address at a time. Because only 2 Improvement
L this address” over 5 repeated TN TNs were returned on the initial query
o Availability attempts encompassing | Qwest concludes that there were already 7
S a 19 minute sequential period. TNs reserved for the address. Qwest will
E update the User Guide documentation to
D provide further clarification for the user.
AZIWO02008 TNs reserved during IMA-GUI Pre- | Qwest believes that the script performer did | Not Applicable
C Order TN Availability transacton not actually select the TNs from the
L returned a “No Telephone Numbers | originally returned TN list. If TNs are not
o have been reserved” message when | selected from the TN Availability list within
S TN LIST was selected on the Resale | 30 minutes they are returned to the pool.
E Form.
D
AZIW02009 An “RGG1” USOC selected during | The USOC was invalid. The USOC Document
C LSR processing returned an error submitted was “RGG1+.” The user is Improvement
L message. expected to replace the “+” with the desired
o value obtained in pre-order. Documentation
S has been clarified.
E
D
AZIW02010 Received an Error Message “No The PAYV table queried by IMA caused the | Process
C Telephone Numbers available for problem. The table, which contains the Improvement
L this address in response to a TN USOC, reseller, and switch information,
o Availability query. had not been properly updated. Normally, a
S nightly CRON process updates the PAV
E table. Qwest has rectified this problem.
D

AZIWO2011 A disconnect LSR with a due date A Qwest service order was issued manually | Qwest
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C of 10/17/00 was completed no later | with a due date of 9/26/00. Coaching
L than 9/29/00. Opportunity
0]
S
E
D
AZIWO02012 The IMA-GUI LSR Admin screen The original LSR contained a dispatch Documentation
C DDD field could not be accessed to { appointment, therefore the DDD could not Improvement
L be overtyped when attempting to be changed. The user must select a new
o perform a supplement to modify the | appointment, then issue a supplemental
S Desired Due Date of an earlier order using the newly reserved dispatch
E submitted LSR. appointment.
D
AZIWO03001 5 accounts scheduled for M&R Account staging issues — Not IWO Not Applicable
TwW0200-001 scripts were not provisioned with appropriate.
C TNs
L
o
S
E
D
AZIWO3005 Retail side “circuit ID” provided on | Account staging issues — Not IWO Not Applicable
IwW0200-005 the script was a billing number, and | appropriate
C could not be used for performing
L M&R transactions.
o
S
E
D
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