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IN THE MATTER OF US WEST DOCKET NO. T-00000A-97-0238
COMMUNICATIONS INC.’S COMPLIANCE .
WITH SECTION 271 OF THE : QWEST CORPORATION’S REVISED
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996. APPLICATION FOR WAIVER FROM

INDEPENDENT AUDIT

REQUIREMENT OF DECISION NO
64836 AND PROPOSED SCOPE OF
AUDIT

Pursuant the Procedural Order in this matter dated September 12, 2005, Qwest
Corporation (“Qwest”) submits its Revised Application for Waiver from the Independent Audit

Requirement of Decision No 64836, and Proposed Scope of Audit.
L INTRODUCTION

As part of its review of Qwest’s compliance with the requirements of § 271 of the 1996
Telecommunications Act, in Decision No. 64836 issued May 2 1; 2002, the Arizona Corporation
Commission (the “Commission”) found that Qwest met the requirements of Checklist Item No. 4
relating to access to local loop transmission unbundled from local switching and other services,
subject to Qwest passing the relevant Operations Support Systems (“OSS”) test, and subject to
the further requirement for an audit of_ the loop qualification systems 18 months after -§271

approval:
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that an audit shall be conducted by an independent

third party selected by the Commission 18 months after approval of Qwest

Corporation’s Section 271 application, of Qwest’s company records, back office

systems and databases to determine that Qwest is providing the same access to

loop qualification information to CLECs to which any Qwest employee has

access.”’

Qwest passed the OSS test” on March 29, 2003, leaving the post-order audit requirement as the
only remaining Checklist Item 4 matter from the original Arizona Section 271 proceeding.

Not long aftér the Commission issued its order in Decision No. 64836, the Regional
Oversight Commission (“ROC”), which was separately evaluating Qwest’s OSS compliance in
connection with Qwest’s Section 271 applications in other states, issued final reports concluding
that Qwest complies with the OSS requirements of Section 271 (the “ROC Reports™).

In addition to the ROC Reports, considerable time and countless real CLEC transactions
have transpired since Decision No. 64836 was entered in 2002. Actual operational experience

after §271 approval demonstrates that there is no need for the Loop Qual Audit. Accordingly,

{ Qwest filed its Application for Waiver from the post-§271 requirement for an audit of

competitive local exchange carrier’s access to Qwest’s loop qualification data (the “Loop Qual
Audit”).

Only one CLEC, Dieca Communications, Inc. d/b/a Covad Communications Company

| (“Covad’), responded to Qwest’s waiver application. Through a number of discussions between

Covad, the Arizona Corporation Commission Staff, and discovery conducted by the parties, it
has become apparent that Covad’s concerns revolve around the accuracy, due to timirig, of the

loop data that Covad accesses in a data file that is known as the Raw Loop Data Wire Center

! Decision No. 64836, page 32, lines 2-5.
? Commission Decision No.’s 66224 and 66242.
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download, which is a bulk extract of an entire wire center’s loop data including the most recent
updates to the Loop Qualification Database (“LQDB”) on the date the extract is created.’ The
data file is not one of the primary tools available to CLECs, by which Qwest makes available to
CLEC:s the same loop quélification information to which any Qwest employee has access. Those
primary loop qual tools provide up-to-date loop make up and loop qualification information. In
contrast, the loop information in the Raw Loop Data Wire Center data file that Covad, for its
own business purposes has determined to use, is in a “flat file,” meaning that it is a snapshot of
loop information. Each wire center data file is refreshed on a rolling basis, in 20 business day
cycles. As such, on any given day, the bulk data file information may not contain the most
current information, for any given loop that was changed after the date of the last bulk extract.
Covad chooses to use the batch download data file as its primary method of obtaining loop make
up information from Qwest as a result of Covad’s own, apparently unique business preferences,
methods, and routines.

Qwest has stated to Covad that Qwest’s existing hardware and software, and information
technologies systems, do not provide bulk updates to the databases more frequently than the 20
business day refresh cycle, and cannot be made to do so without significant expense. Covad’s

response is, in essence, “prove it.” The nub of the controversy between Covad and Qwest is

 Covad’s position that Qwest can provide to Covad and other carriers up to date bulk loop make

up data. As Covad stated in response to Staff Data Requests,” Covad cannot be sure with

3 Covad’s Answers to Staff’s First Set of Data Requests are attached as Exhibit A. As Covad states in answer AFF
1.6 a.: “. .. Covad would like to be able to access bulk loop qualification data at any time and on the same real time
basis as it is available to Qwest.”

* Covad’s Answers to Staff’s Second Set of Data Requests are attached as Exhibit B. In Covad answer AFF 2.3,
Covad states: j

It is Covad’s position that Qwest may be able to provide to Covad and other carriers up to date bulk loop
qualification data. Covad cannot be sure with certainty that this is in fact the case, but believes that an
audit will demonstrate one way or another whether Qwest can provide Covad with real time bulk loop data
and whether Qwest currently provides itself with more up to date loop qualification data than it provides to
Covad or other carriers.
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certainty that this is in fact the case but believes that an audit will demonstrate one way or
another whether Qwest can provide Covad with real time bulk loop data.

The question raised by Covad is quite narrow in comparison to the potentially large scope
the loop qual audit could encompass. Since the frequency of updating the bulk loop make up
data file is the central issue raised by the only party that has intervened in the waiver request,
there have not been any requests for loop qual audits raised by Covad or any CLECS in this or
any other state (as CLECs may do under the respective Statements of Generally Available
Terms), and the ROC OSS Tests have demonstrated Qwest’s compliance with the requirements
of Section 271, Qwest believes that at most, a limited audit is all that is necessary or appropriate
to provide a check on Qwest’s systems under Decision No. 64836. Accordingly, Qwest hereby
revises its Application for Waiver from the independent audit requirement of Decision No
64836. Rather than a waiver of the audit requirement, Qwest proposes an audit addressing the
update frequency of the Raw Loop Data Wire Center data file, as more fully stated below.
Qwest proposes a scope of audit that addresses the frequency of the updates, and the availability

of any bulk loop make-up information by Qwest personnel.

II. PROPOSED SCOPE OF AUDIT
Qwest proposes the following scope of audit:
A The independent third party auditor will assess the process for updating the Loop
Qualification Database (LQDB) to verify that bulk updates to the database and therefore bulk
updates available to Qwest personnel are no more frequent than the 20 business day refresh cycle

experienced by Covad through its use of the Raw Loop Data Wire Center download.

B. The assessment will include review of:

1. existing Qwest documentation such as Qwest Information Technologies’

Software Component Specifications;
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2. existing Qwest procedures for scheduling and running IT jobs that execute the
refresh of loop data in the LQDB and the creation of the Bulk RLD Wire
Center files;

3. existing Qwest procedures identifying the available methods for executing a

loop qualification.

C. At the conclusion of the assessment, the auditor will attest to:
1. the frequency of bulk updates to the source of all loop qualification/make-up\
queries, i.e., LQDB;
2. availability of bulk loop qualification/make-up information by Qwest

personnel.

III.  DISCUSSION IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED SCOPE OF AUDIT

No party has brought forward any reason supporting a larger scope of audit. No CLEC
other than Covad has opposed Qwest’s Waiver. No CLEC in any jurisdiction, including
Arizona, has requested an audit of Qwest’s loop qualification/make-up OSS. No CLEC in any
jurisdiction has filed a complaint regarding the availability of loop qualification/make-up
information. The ROC OSS Tests, which were third party tests of Qwest’s OSS, provided
independent confirmation that Qwest’s OSS comply with the Act. And finally, in this waiver
proceeding, Covad, the only CLEC that has appeared, has only expressed concerns that center on
the bulk extract loop qual data file. More extensive auditing than that raised by the Covéd issue

is unwarranted and should be waived.

A. ROCOSS Tests.

The ROC is comprised of the 14 state commissions regulating telecommunications in
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Qwest’s operating area. In connection with their evaluation of Qwest’s compliance with the
network opening requirements of §271 of the Act, 13 of the 14 ROC member states (Arizona
exéepted) agreed to pursue the collaborative OSS testing effort, of which the ROC Test 12 and
12.7 Reports were pax’t.5 Overall, the ROC testing was undertaken to evaluate compliance with
the Act, which requires Qwest to provide non-discriminatory access to operations support
systems (“OSS”), with appropriate terms and conditions, to provide documentation and support
necessary for CLECs to access and use those systems, and to demonstrate operational readiness
and levels of performance. ’

The Consultants delivered their Final ROC Test 12 and 12.7 Reports on May 28, 2002.
The analysis and testing conducted by KPMG and HP was detailed and robust, and resulted in a
thorough independent evaluation of Qwest’s loop qualification tools.

ROC Test 12.7 was designed to review “DSL loop qualification processes and procedures
developed and employed by Qwest to support both retail and wholesale customers. “ The
consultant focused on whether “parity exists in the design implementation, and use of Qwest’s

loop qualification process.”6

KPMG determined that internal process flows are consistent for
both retail and wholesale operations and that back office systems provide consistent results for
both Wholesale and Retail queries. KPMG further determined that the same database, the Loop

Qualification Database (“LQDB”) is the single source for all queries, and that the back office

3 The ROC Tests are more completely described as follows:

Test 12, PRE-ORDERING, ORDERING AND PROVISIONING FUNCTIONAL EVALUATION (“Test
12”) performed and prepared by independent consultants KPMG Consulting, Inc. (“KPMG”) and Hewlett Packard
Consulting (“HP”) for purposes of consideration by the Regional Oversight Committee (“ROC”) of Qwest’s
compliance with the requirements of Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The Final Report on Test
12 is marked as Exhibit B attached hereto, and incorporated herein by reference.

Test 12.7, LOOP QUALIFICATION PROCESS EVALUATIONS (“Test 12.7") performed and prepared
by independent consultants KPMG Consulting, Inc. (“KPMG’) and Hewlett Packard Consulting (“HP"’) for
purposes of consideration by the Regional Oversight Committee (“ROC”) of Qwest’s compliance with the
requirements of Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The Final Report on Test 12.7 is marked as
Exhibit C attached hereto, and incorporated herein by reference. ‘

¢ Exhibit B, Test 12.7 §1.0.
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systems provide consistent results for both retail and wholesale queries. See Exhibit C, Figures
12.7-1 and 12.7-2. |

Through Test 12 KPMG and HP were able to evaluate the functionality and systems
capabilities of Qwest’s OSS for Wholesale pre-order, order, and post-order processing. KPMG
and HP submitted a variety of pre-order transactions via Qwest’s OSS interfaces. In relationship
to the purposes of this proceeding, the most important test was “Obtain Loop Qualification

Information (RLDQ).” See, Exhibit B, Table 12-1. HP determined, subsequent to enhancement

of RLDQ by Qwest, that Qwest systems provide the required pre-order functionality, including

completion of Raw Loop Data Queries by telephone number or address. See, Exhibit C, Test

Cross-Reference 12-2-1.

HP found that the Raw Loop Data Query (RLDQ) enables CLECs to access raw loop
data for Qwest facilities. The data is broken out by segment and sub-segment of the loop. The
CLEC can perform a query for up to twenty-four customer telephone numbers. For each
working TN, the Raw Loop Data Query displays data for fhe entire loop, with a section for each
loop segment and a subsection for each sub-segment of the loop segment. Additionally, CLECs
can perform queries by customer address for assigned or unassigned loops. For assigned loops,
the query returns loop information for Qwest-provided TNs and CLEC UNE loops at the
customer address. For unassigned loops, the query returns raw loop information for spare loops
at the customer address. | The Query also displays data for performing calculations and

determining whether the loop qualifies to carry DSL service. See, Exhibit C, Test 12-A,

§2.1.1.9.

B. The Proposed Scope of the Audit is Tailored to Examine the Question Raised by

Covad

As noted above, Covad, the only CLEC that has appeared in response to Qwest’s

Application for Waiver, has raised a very narrow question. As Covad stated in its Response to
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Data Request AFF 1.6 a. (Exhibit A hereto), ”[Clovad would like to be able to access bulk loop

qualification data at any time and on the same real time basis as it is available to Qwest.” The
scope of the audit proposed by Qwest will test the bulk loop qual data file update process, and
determine whether data that Covad accesses is any different from that which Qwest employees

access.
III. CONCLUSION

The ROC Tests 12 and 12.7, which were a detailed, robust, and thorough independent
evaluation of Qwest’s loop qualification tools, are conclusive evidence that Qwest’s loop
qualification tools provide the same access to loop qualification information to CLECs to which
any Qwest employee has access. There is no evidence that another complete audit of Qwest’s
systems is warranted now. The tailored audit propbsal stated above is calculated to address the

concerns raised by the only party that has raised issues in this proceeding.

For the foregoing reasons, the audit proposed herein by Qwest is reasonable, and in the
public interest, and Qwest moves for an order of the Commission approving it as the scope of the
audit required under Decision 64836.

"
"
"
1/
"
"

/i
n
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 20th day of September, 2005.

QWEST CORPORATION

By:

ORIGINAL and 13 copies hand-delivered for
Filing this 20th day of September, 2005 to:

Docket Control

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

COPY of the foregoing emailed
this 20th day of September, 2005 to:

Maureen A. Scott, Esq.
Legal Division

# ARTZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 95007
Email: mscott@cc.state.az.us

Erest G. Johnson, Director

Utilities Division

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

‘Email: EJohnson@cc.state.az.us

v 7)<
Ndrman G. Curtfight
Corporate Counsel
4041 N. Central Ave., Suite 1100
Phoenix, Arizona 85012
Telephone: (602) 630-2187

Matt Rowell

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Email: mrowell @cc.state.az.us

Daniel Waggoner

DAVIS, WRIGHT & TREMAINE
2600 Century Square

1501 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Email: danielwaggoner@dwt.com
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Jane Rodda, Administrative Law Judge

|| Hearing Division

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 W. Washington

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Email: jrodda@cc.state.az.us

Joan S. Burke

OSBORN MALEDON, P.A.

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

Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379

Email: jsburke @omlaw.com

Scott S. Wakefield

RUCO

1110 West Washington, Suite 220
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Email: swakefield @azruco.com

Michael Patten

ROSHKA, HEYMAN & DEWULF
400 E. Van Buren, Suite 900
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906

Email: mpatten @rhd-law.com

Brian Thomas

TIME WARNER TELECOM, INC.
223 Taylor Avenue North

Seattle, WA 98109

Email: brian.thomas @twtelecom.com

Harry L. Pliskin

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
7901 Lowrey Boulevard

Denver, CO 80230

Email: hpliskin@covad.com

Jeffrey Crockett

SNELL & WILMER

One Arizona Center
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001
Email: jcrockett@swlaw.com

Mitchell F. Brecher
GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP
800 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Email: BrecherM@gtlaw.com

Thomas F. Dixon

WORLDCOM, INC.

707 N. 17™ Street, #3900

Denver, CO 80202

Email: thomas.f.dixon@wcom.com

Michael M. Grant

Todd C. Wiley

GALLAGHER & KENNEDY

2575 E. Camelback Road

Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225

Email: michael.grant@azbar.org
TCW @gknet.com

Mark DiNunzio

COX COMMUNICATIONS
20402 North 29™ Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85027-3148
Email: mark.dinunzio@cox.com

Joyce Hundley

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Antitrust Division

1401 H Street N.W., Suite 8000
Washington, D.C. 20530

Email: joyce.hundley @usdoj.gov

Raymond S. Heyman
ROSHKA, HEYMAN & DEWULF
400 N. Van Buren, Suite 800

~ Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906

Email: theyman @rhd-law.com

Thomas H. Campbell
LEWIS & ROCA

40 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Email: tcampbel @lrlaw.com
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Christopher Kempley

Chief Counsel

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Email: ckempley@cc.state.az.us

COPY of the foregoing mailed
this 20th day of September, 2005 to:

Andrew O. Isar
TELECOMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS
ASSOCIATION

P.O. Box 470

Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Richard M. Rindler

Morton J. Posner

SWIDLER & BERLIN

3000 K Street NW, Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Mark N. Rogers

EXCELL AGENT SERVICES LLC
P.O. Box 52092

Phoenix, AZ 85072-2092

Jim Scheltema

BLUMENEFELD & COHEN

1655 Massachusetts Avenue, Suite 300
Washington, D.C.20036

Jon Loehman

Managing Director-Regulatory
SBC TELECOM INC.

300 Convent Street, Suite 1900
San Antonio, TX 78205-3717

Gregory Hoffman

AT&T :
759 Folsom Street, Room 2159
San Francisco, CA 94107-1243

Timothy Berg, Esq.

FENNEMORE CRAIG

3003 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2600
Phoenix, AZ 95016

Email: tberg@fclaw.com

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF
AMERICA

5818 N. 7™ Street, Suite 206

Phoenix, AZ 85014-5811

Mark P. Trinchero

DAVIS, WRIGHT & TREMAINE
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue

Portland, OR 97201

Martin A. Aronson -
MORRILL & ARONSON

One E. Camelback Road, Suite 340
Phoenix, AZ 85012-1648

Darren S. Weingard

Stephen H. Kukta

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO. LP
1850 Gateway Drive, 7™ Floor

San Mateo, CA 94404-2467

Andrea P. Harris

Senior Manager, Regulatory
ALLIEGIANCE TELECOM, INC.
P.O. Box 2610

Dublin, CA 94568

~ Jon Poston

ACTS
6733 E. Dale Lane ~ :
Cave Creek, AZ 85331-6561
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Jacqueline Manogian

MOUNTAIN TELECOMMUNICATIONS,
INC.

1430 W. Broadway Road, Suite A200
Tempe, AZ 85282

Cynthia A. Mitchell
1470 Walnut Street, Suite 200
Boulder, CO 80302

Tobin Rosen

Principal Assistant City Attorney
OFFICE OF THE TUCSON CITY
ATTORNEY

255 W. Alameda — 7" Floor
Tucson, AZ 8 5701
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Mary E. Steele

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE
2600 Century Square

1501 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101-1688

Peter S. Spivack

Martha Russo

Douglas R.M. Nizarian
HOGAN & HARTSON, LLP
555 — 13" Street, N .W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-1109

Patrick A. Clisham
Arizona State Director
AT&T :

320 E. Broadmoor Court
Phoenix, AZ 85022
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AFF 1.6 Pertaining to Covad’s statement on page 3 of its May 11, 2005 filing - “Qwest

provides a real time tool for its own use but not to it its wholesale customers.

This is blatantly discriminatory.™:-

a. Please provide explicit examples of when Covad was prohibited from
using Qwest’s real-time, loop qualification tools.

b. Please provide explicit examples of when Covad, or any wholesale
customer, has been discriminated against by Qwest.

c. Please cite and provide any documentation stating that Covad or any
CLEC is prohibited from using Qwest’s real-time, loop qualification tools.

ANSWER:

a. Covad understands that Qwest is able to provide to Covad and other carriers up to
date bulk loop qualification data (i.e., real time bulk data). Qwest does not presently
make this data available to Covad. Rather, Qwest provides bulk loop qualification data to
Covad on a rolling basis only and, consequently, the data may not be accurate with
respect to a particular loop. Hence, as Covad stated in its response, when Covad
evaluates this kind of bulk data, it often receives a false negative or false positive with
regard to a particular loop.

In order to resolve this matter with Qwest, Covad would like to be able to access
bulk loop qualification data at any time and on the same real time basis as it is available
to Qwest. At a minimum, Covad would like to be able to access bulk loop qualification
data at any time and would like Qwest to kupdate such data at least once per week
(although daily would be preferable) so that it is as close to ‘real time’ information as
possible. Covad will then be able to analyze this data using its own computer program to
determine if a loop is qualified. Covad can run this program quickly and at minimal cost.

Qwest does have loop qualification tools thzit use real time data but thes’ex tools
only allow Covad to submit a small number of telephone numbers at time for

qualification (EDI interface and wholesale web based tool) and requires manual input.

R




" Covad cannot use these tools to analyze loop data on a bulk basis. kRather, Covad is
presently required to query the web based tool thousands of time each month. Doing so
is burdensome, time consuming and expensive.

b. Covad objects to this data request because it is overly broad in scope. This data
request seeks information outside the scope of Qwest’s petition for a waiver of a loop
qualification audit. The question whether Qwest has “discriminated” against Covad in
some general way (outside the context of the loop qualification process) does not relate to

" whether Qwést should be required to conduct a loop qualiﬁcation audit. Moreover,

providing an answer to this question will not advance resolution of the matter. For these

reasons, Covad does not provide an answer to this request. ”

c. See Covad’s answer to data request 1.6.a.

AFF 1.7 Please explain if and how Covad uses the ADSL Loop Qualification Tool'.

ANSWER:

Covad resorts to utilizing this tool when the bulk download raw loop information is not

up to date.

AFF 1.8 Please explain if and how Covad uses the Raw Loop Data Tools.

ANSWER:

Covad uses this tool only after an order has been incorrectly accepted based on the

evaluation of bulk data (i.e., false positive)‘.

AFF 1.9 Please explain if and how Covad uses the POTS Conversion to Unbundled
Loop Tool’.

! Qwest SGAT, FOURTEENTH REVISION, August 29, 2003,9.2.2.8.1
2 Qwest SGAT, FOURTEENTH REVISION, August 29, 2003,9.2.2.82
3 Qwest SGAT, FOURTEENTH REVISION, August 29, 2003,9.2.2.83
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Qwest OSS Evaluation Final Report

12. Test Results: Pre-Ordering, Ordering and Pravxsnoning (POP) Funcuonal Evaluation
(Test 12)

1.0 Description

The POP Functional Evaluation was a comprehensive review of the functional elements of Pre-
Ordering, Ordering, Provisioning, Pre~-Order/Order Data Integration, and an analysis of Qwest’s
performance in comparison to its Retail systems. The objective of this test was to validate the
existence, functionality, and behavior of Qwest interfaces and processes required for Pre-
Ordering, Ordering, and provisioning transaction requests and responses. The POP functions
tested were also validated against Qwest documentation that specifies those functions that are
and are not available within the Qwest Operation Support Systems (OSS).

For this evaluation, KPMG Consulting was responsible for the administration of the testing
process. Hewlett-Packard Consulting (HPC), which held the role of a pseudo-Competitive Local
Exchange Carrier (P-CLEC), established the processes, systems, and facilities required to
process the volume and mix of transactions for the tests specified in the Master Test Plan (MTP).

As part of this process, HPC established connectivity to the Qwest Interconnect Mediated Access
Electronic Data Interface (IMA EDI), the Interconnect Mediated Access Graphical User
Interface (IMA GUI), and manual OSS interfaces. In general, the goal of HPC was to replicate
to the fullest extent feasible, the responsibilities, behavior, and experiences of a CLEC
attempting to conduct Wholesale business with Qwest within the 13 participating states of the

Regional Oversight Committee (ROC). ‘

The participating ROC states are divided into three regions: the Western Region, covermg
Washington and Oregon; the Central region, covering Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico,
Utah, and Wyoming; and the Eastern Region, covering Iowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North
Dakota, and South Dakota.

2.0 Method
This section summarizes the test execution method.

2.1  Business Process Description

Figure 12-1 provides an overview of the Qwest IMA EDI and IMA GUI Pre-Ordering and
Ordering processes. '

‘ : AT ' | 63
IKBAME consutting Ay 30, 2007 |
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Qwest OSS Evaluation Final Report

Figure 12-1: POP Functional Evaluation Transaction Overview
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HPC prepared and submitted pre-Order and Local Service Request (LSR) Order transactions to
Qwest. Qwest processed and returned Pre-Order responses, Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs), -
error messages, Service Order Completions (SOCs)/Completion Notices. HPC established and
maintained the connectivity reqmred for the submission of Orders and Pre-Orders via both IMA
EDI and IMA GUL

2.2 Scendrios

The following tables identify the Pre-Order and Order Scenarios that were used in this test. Pre-
Order and Order Scenanos tested were drawn from the Scenarios defined in Appendxx D of the

EEGEJM ’ May 28, 2002 : : : : 64
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MTP. The Scenarios outline, at a high level, the specific products and services to be ordered,
and activity types to be requested. These Scenarios were agreed upon by the ROC Technical e

Advisory Group (TAG).

Table 12-1: Pre-Order Test Scenarios

: L TActivity - Sl [ Residence |- Business
Validate Customer Address (AVQ)

Obtain Customer Service Record (CSRQ)

Reserve Telephone Numbers (TNAQ & TNSQ)
Determine Product and Feature Availability (SAQ)
Perform Facility Availability Check (FAQ)®
Schedule Appointment (AAQ & ASQ)

Obtain Loop Qualification Information (RLDQ)*
Validate Customer CFA (CFAQ)

Obtain Directory Listings Information for an Existing
UNE-L Customer’

Obtain Design Layout Record (DLRQ)®
Validate Meet Point (MPQ)’
Cancel an Appointment or Reserved TN (CTQ)®

PRUMINT X XM pdimivd]foe]
E R R Il I I R S SR P B

Table 12-2: Resale Order Test Scenarios

~a?
Migration from Qwest “as is™ X X
Migration from Qwest “as specified” X X X
CLEC to CLEC migration X X
New customer X X X
Add lines (Ly/trunks (T) X (L) X (L) X() - X(D
Feature changes to existing customer X X X
Telephone number change X X
Directory change X X
Migrate customer with voice mail X X
Moves X X - X
Suspend/restore service X X
? Includes ADSL qualified facility availability.
4 RLDQ Pre-Order was only evaluated for functionality as a result of the outcome of Exception 2063.
*The directory listing Pre-Order for an existing UNE-loop customer was only evatuated for functionaliry per MTP Change
Request #13, which was approved by the ROC TAG on September 6, 2001,
© The Design Layout Record Query (DLRQ) Pre-Order was only evaluated for functionality.
7 The Meet Point Query (MPQ) Pre-Order was only evaluated for functionality as part of the overall line splitting and line sharing
functionality tests.
® The Cancel Transaction Query (CTQ) Pre-Order was oniy evaluated for ﬁmcuonahty ,
mm : ~ 65
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Activity o . PBX"

Disconnect (full and partial)
PIC/LPIC® changes

Table 12-3: UNE" Platform (UNE-P) Order Test Scenarios

R Activity - . 0 | ‘Résidential POTS | " Business POTS .-
Migration from Qwest “as specified” X X
Migrate from CLEC to CLEC ; X X
New customer X X
Add lines (L¥trunks (T) X (L) X{L)
Feature changes to existing customer : X
Telephone number change
Directory change
Full and partial migration with Directory Listing (DL) changes
Convert from Resale products to UNE-P products
Migrate an account with Qwest initiatec' blocking
Migrate an account with pending service order
Establish new uscr with vanity telephone number (TN)
Moves

‘

AR e

Suspend/restore service

~ Disconnect (full and partial)

Change PIC/LPIC

Migrate service to a line splitting arrangement’!

Line splitting customer disconnects high speed data but maintains
voice service

LI R B B R R B R S o 2 PR ) Y S

R LI

? Primary Interexchange Carrier (PIC); Local Primary IntraLATA Carrier (LPIC).
' Unbundled Network Elements.
" Line Splitting was only evaluated for functionality.
EEGE] Consulting May 28, 2002
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Table 12-4: UNE-Loop Order Test Scenarios

Duck | Line | Sum
Fiber | Shariog | A"

“aDSL_ |- A} JISDN | Snnd- 1

o | EELM |

Migrate lines from
Qwest without )

Local Number X X X X X X X
Portability (LNP}

Migrate lines from 18
Qwest with LNP X X X X X

Migrate from
CLEC to CLEC X X X X

Purchase lines for
a new customer X X X X X X

Add new lines to

existing customer X X X X X X
Add new
interoffice X X
DS1/DS3 facilities

Convert from
Resale to UNE X X X X
loop without LNP

Convert from
Resale to UNE X X
loop with LNP
Convert from

UNE-P to UNE X X X ’ ~
loop without LNP ' .

Convert from

UNE-P to UNE X X
loop with LNP .

Moves (outside) X X X
Disconnect (full) X X X X X
Addanew ’

directory listing on : X
existing account
Convert from line
sharing X X
arrangement to )
UNE-loop

Port number from

Qwest to CLEC X
without facilities

12The timeliness of LNP orders was tested via IMA EDI because participating CLECs user IDs and passwords were required to
- submit the Orders via IMA GUL
: "Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport.
: “Enhanced Extended Loop.
| SKPMG Consulting was unsuccessful in gaining the cooperation of any CLEC operating in Qwest territory to support LNP
testmg for DS1-capable loops. As a result, KPMG Consulting did not test any LNP Scenarios for DSl-capable Ioops identified
in Appendix D of the MTP. ;

- ; | , .
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2.3 Test Targets & Measures

The test targets were Qwest’s Pre-Ordering and Ordering systems accessed via IMA EDI, IMA
GUI, and manual OSS  interfaces.
summarized in the following table. The last column, “Test Cross-Reference,” indicates where

the particular measures are addressed in Section 3.1, “Results & Analysis.”

Processes, sub-processes, and evaluation measures are

Table 12-6: Test Target Cross Reference

- Process = | . Sub-Process Evaluation Measore - | " Reference -
Pre-Order Submit Pre-Order Clarity, accuracy, and complsteness | HPC Report
of documentation
Accessibility of GUI (excluding HPC Report
interoffice facilities)
Accessibility of computer-to- 12-1-1
computer interface (excluding
interoffice facilities)
Accuracy and completeness of 12-2-1 - 12-2-3
functionality
Receive Pre-Order Timeliness of response 12-3-1 - 12-3-11,
Response 12-4-1 - 124-11
Completeness of response HPC Report
Clarity and accuracy of error HPC Report
messages
Accuracy, responsiveness, and HPC Report
completeness of Help Desk Support
Usability of information HPC Report
Consistency with Retail capability 12-11-3~12-114
Order Submit Order Clarity, accuracy, and completeness | HPC Report
of documentation
Accessibility of GUI (excluding HPC Repont
interoffice facilities)
Accessibility of computer-to- 12-1-1
computer interface (excluding
interoffice facilities)
Accuracy and completeness of 12-5-1 - 12-5-10,
; functionality 12-10-1
Receive Order Response Timeliness of response 12-6-1 - 12-6-6,
' 12-7-1 - 12-7-9,
12-8-1 - 12-8-2,
12-9-1 - 12-9-6,
12-10-2 - 12-10-5
. , | "
9 May 28, 2002
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E - '. 1 T Test Cross
Prm _ Sub-Process - |- Evaluation Mgasure A Reference
Completeness of response HPC Report
Clarity and accuracy of error HPC Report
messages
Accuracy, responsiveness, and HPC Report
completeness of Help Desk Support
Usability of information HPC Report
Consistency with Retail capability 12-11-1 - 12-114
Provisioning Receive Notification of Receipt of notification 12-9-1 - 12-9-3

Jeopardy or Delay

Receive Completion Receipt of notification 12-10-1

Notification »

Provisioning of Products, Timeliness of provisioning Test 14 Provisioning

Services, and Features Evaluation
Frequency of delay or rescheduling Test 14 Provisioning
of provisioning Evaluation
Accuracy and completeness of Test 14 Provisioning
provisioning Evaluation
Completeness and consistency of Test 14 Provisioning
process Evaluation

2.4 Evaluation Methods

To allow for service request submission, Qwest provided KPMG Consulting with test bed
accounts that were provisioned according to KPMG Consulting’s specifications. The Pre-order
and Order Scenarios tested, which were drawn from the Scenarios defined in Appendix D of the
MTP, outline, at a high level, the specific products and services that were ordered, and activity
types that were requested. KPMG Consulting used test Scenario descriptions, test bed accounts,
and Qwest ordering documentation to develop test cases and instances for each Scenario.

Each: test case contained a detailed description of the case and described order requirements,
including:

¢ Customer type (business or residential);

o Conversion activity (partial and full conversion)';

e Disconnect;

o Feature changes;

s Flow-through designation; and

e Other information that was necessary to execute the test case.

As test administrator, KPMG Consulting prdvided HPC with a schedule of instances to be
submitted that detailed priority, interface, and due date, when applicable, as well as the

' In the case of a full conversion, all of a customer’s lines are migrated 0 3 pew service pmvnd:r In the case of 2 pamnl
conversion, some lines are migrated to a CLEC, while at least one line remains with Qwest. : R
mm e . . : e &9
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corresponding account information for each test case instance. HPC then executed the Pre-Order
and Order transactions using a variety of service delivery methods (e.g., Resale, UNE-P, UNE-
Loop) and activity types (e.g., conversion “as is,” conversion “as specified”), as defined by
KPMG Consulting in the test scenario descriptions (see Tables 12-1, 12-2, 12-3, and 12-4).

' KPMG Consulting analyied data provided by HPC on transaction submissions and responses,

and on Qwest provisioning activities. Where available, this information was collected and
maintained electronically.

Both Access Service Request (ASR) and Local Service Request (LSR) Orders were tested.” *
Erred as well as error-free transactions were tested. Not all Orders were processed through the
physical provisioning process. Some Orders were dated well into the future to prevent
provisioning, and others were canceled before provisioning activities commenced. Verification
and validation of provisioning activities were performed in Test 14, Provisioning Evaluation.

KPMG Consulting conducted a comparative analysis between the experiences of the P-CLEC
and those of real CLECs operating in the 13 participating ROC states. To this end, KPMG
Consulting conducted site visits at three commercial CLEC service centers, and observed CLEC
representatives submitting Pre-Orders and Orders via IMA GUIL. KPMG Consulting also
conducted a comparative analysis between the P-CLEC’s transaction data and commercial CLEC
data. In addition, KPMG Consulting invelved CLECs in aspects of live transaction testing, such
as Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT) submission, as well as the submission of
Orders on accounts with pending activity.

KPMG Consulting also conducted a comparative analysis of Ordering and Pre-Ordering
functionality for Qwest Retail and Wholesale services. By conducting interviews and
observations at both Qwest and commercial CLEC call centers, KPMG Consulting examined and
compared the Pre-Order and Order requirements, required customer information, standard
intervals, and expedite procedures for various products and features in the Wholesale and Retail
environments.

Other data collected for the POP Functional Evaluation included Qwest Network Disclosures
documentation, Pre-Order and Order business rules, Qwest Service Interval Guides, Qwest
technical publications and the Qwest Service Performance Indicator Definitions (PID), Version
3.0, issued May 31, 2001.

2.4.1  EDI Functional Evaluation

As the P-CLEC, HPC used the Local Service Ordering Guidelines (LSOG) 3 & 5 Business Rules
and Network Disclosures documentation to prepare Pre-Order and Order transactions. The
Qwest business rules detail the form, field, and value information that is required to submit valid
Pre-Order inquiries and Order requests. The Network Disclosures documentation details
mapping of business field entries to EDI transaction sets, for transmission to Qwest via IMA
EDL :

17 KPMG Consulting used a commercial CLEC operating in the Qwest territory in order to support ASR testing in the form of
UDIT Orders. However, due to limited CLEC participation, KPMG did not have a sample size large cnough to evaluate UD!T
timeliness.

o - - S , B
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HPC used an internally developed application to populate pre-order and order transactions in the

Formset Common Interchange Format (FCIF) file format. FCIF files were then translated into ~r’
EDI format and transmitted to Qwest. Responses from Qwest were received by HPC in EDI

format and translated into FCIF files.

HPC submitted stand-alone pre-orders and orders via IMA EDI so that KPMG Consulting could
evaluate Qwest system functionality. When necessary, pre-orders were also submitted to obtain
information required to validate customer information, or to receive input for a subsequent LSR.
HPC analyzed pre-order and order field content and field formats to evaluate compliance with

the Qwest business rules.

KPMG Consulting evaluated EDI order system availability throughout the duration of the POP
Functional Evaluation. From April 11, 2001 through March 21, 2002, pre-order transactions
were submitted (pinged) via EDI at a frequency of one every two minutes, during Qwest hours of
operation.”® Every transaction for which a response was not received was counted against the
availability percentage. Periods of planned Qwest system outages were excluded from this
evaluation. Pre-order transactions used to conduct the system availability evaluation were
separate and distinct from the POP Functional Evaluation.

2.4.2 GUI Functional Evaluation

To prepare Pre-Order and Order transactions, HPC used the Local Service Ordering Guidelines
(LSOG) 3 &5 Business Rules and various IMA GUI user guides. The Qwest business rules
detail the form, field, and value information required to submit valid Pre-Order inquiries and
Order requests.

HPC populated and then submitted various types of Pre-Order and Order transactions to Qwest. ~
Both the IMA GUI and IMA EDI transactions submitted during the test were drawn from the

same set of test case Scenarios. HPC captured information (e.g., date and time-stamp) pertaining

to Order and Pre-Order submissions, and response postings.

HPC submitted stand-alone Pre-Orders and Orders via IMA GUI so that KPMG Consulting
could evaluate Qwest system functionality. When necessary, Pre-Orders were submitted to
obtain information to validate customer information or to provide required data for a subsequent
LSR.

2.5 Analysis Methods

The POP Functional Evaluation included evaluation criteria developed by KPMG Consulting
during the initial phase of the Qwest OSS Evaluation. The data collected were analyzed against
these evaluation criteria, which are detailed in Section 3.1 below.

IMA EDI, IMA GUI, and manual transaction responses were exarined for consistency with
Qwest’s Pre-Order and Order business process flow, as described in Section 2.1. KPMG

13 Before July 1, 2001, scheduled hours of operation were defined as 6:00 AM - 10:00 PM, Monday through Friday, excluding
holidays. Saturday hours of operation were defined as 6:00 AM - 8:00 PM. There were ao hours of operation on Sundays and
Holidays. After July 1, 2001, scheduled hours of operation are defined as 6:00 AM — 12:00 midnight, Monday through Friday,
excluding holidays. Saturday hours of operation are defined as 6:00 AM ~ 9:00 PM, and Sunday hours of operation are defined
as 12:00 noon - 6:00 PM. There are no hours of operation on Holidays.
mmm , : 7
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Consulting evaluated the éccessibility of the IMA EDI interface, the timeliness of responses, and
the accuracy and completeness of functionality for both IMA EDI and IMA GUL

In its evaluation of test performance, KPMG Consulting applied the standards documented in
Qwest Service Performance Indicator Definitions (PID), Version 3.0, issued May 31, 2001, with
one exception; KPMG Consulting applied the Qwest Service Performance Indicator Definitions
(PID), Version 4.0, issued October 22, 2001, for the retest of Exception 3085 and Exception
3086. If no defined PID standard was established, KPMG Consulting used its professional
judgment to evaluate performance.

Results in Section 3.0 were calculated based on HPC’s intemal time-stamps, which may differ
from the measurement points reported by Qwest. This difference is due to the fact that KPMG
Consulting measures HPC’s end-to-end response time, while Qwest measures processing time
within its environment.

3.0  Results Summary
This section identifies the discrete evaluation criteria and test results.
3.1  Results & Analysis

The results of this test are presented in the table below. Definitions of evaluation cnteria,
possible results, and exceptions are provided in Section II. Qwest documentation regarding
CLEC aggregate measures can be accessed at the following Web site address:
http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/results/roc.html

" Table 12-7: Evaluation Criteria and Results

Accessibility of Computer-to-Computer Interface

12-1-1 EDI Order transaction Satisfied EDI Order transaction capability is

~ capability is consistently - consistently available during scheduled
available during scheduled hours of operation.
hours of operation. ~ The PID (GA-2)-defined standard is
99.25% availability of the IMA EDI
Interface for Order transaction
capability during Qwest’s scheduled
hours of operation.
EDI Order transaction capability was
available for 99.9% of Qwest’s
scheduled hours of operation.
EDI availability was evaluated using an
automated system that transmitted an
Order transaction to Qwest, via IMA
EDI, every two minutes during Qwest’s
scheduled hours of operation. A
transaction for which a Functional
Acknowledgement (FA) was not
received was counted against the
availability percentage.

mmm . - 72
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Test Cross- g e .
~ Reference - |- Evaluation Crfterda =1
Pre-Order Process Accuracy and Completeness , ‘
12.2-1 Qwest systems provide required | Satisfied Qwest systems provide required Pre-
Pre-Order functionality. Order functionality to process 14 of 14

Pre-Order transaction types.

During initial testing, HPC was unable
to validate addresses (AVQs) by
telephone number (TN) in IMA GUI
and IMA EDI Releases 6.0 and 7.0.
This problem was limited to new TNs
established by CLECs in Qwest’s
system. HPC issued Exception 2055.
Qwest stated that it updated its PREMIS
database to support Wholesale and
Retail accounts. In addition, Qwest
completed a two-stage effort to identify
and add Wholesale data that was not
present.

During subsequent testing, HPC
encountered the same database
problems and issued an addendum to
the Exception.

Qwest subsequently completed a system
fix, as well as issued a notifier to its
Service Delivery Coordinators (SDCs)
to ensure that the PREMIS database
would be maintained correctly in the
future,

-In a second retest, HPC did not uncover

any additional issues. See Exception
2055 for additional information.
Exception 2055 is closed.

Also during testing, HPC was unable to
complete Raw Loop Data Queries
(RLDQs) by TN or address in IMA GU1
and IMA EDI Releases 6.0 and 7.0.

-HPC issued Exception 2063.

Qwest stated that it updated its systems
to give Release 7.0 the same
functionality as Release 8.0. Upon
retest, HPC was able to perform the
RLDQ successfully. See Exception
2063 for additional information.
Exception 2063 is closed. '

See Table 12-1 for additional
transaction details'.

Schedule Appointment (AAQ & ASQ) are grouped together for presentation purposes..

|
" 1 Table 12-1 includes all 14 Pre-Order types as outlined in the MTP. Reserve Telephone Numbers (TNAQ & TNSQ) and
l EEEEJM
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i‘::ef::::' B R :LTEvaluatio- Crlterla | Resutts |- “Comments .
12-2.2 Pre-Order time-outs before " Satisfied Pre-Order time-outs before receiving a
receiving a response via IMA : response via IMA GUI are within the
GUI are within the PID PID benchmark. The PID (PO-1C)-
benchmark. defined standard allows for 0.50% of
Pre-Order queries transmitted in the
reporting period to time out™ before
receiving a response.
0Of 4,058 transactions submitted, none
(0.0%) timed out.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12-2-3 Pre-Order time-outs before Satisfied Pre-Order time-outs before receiving a
receiving a response via IMA response via IMA EDI are within the
EDI are within the PID PID benchmark. The PID (PO-1C)-
benchmark. defined standard allows for 0.50% of
Pre-Order queries transmitted in the
reporting period to time out before
receiving a response.
Of 17,486 transactions submitted, 74
(0.4%) timed out.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
IMA GUI Pre-Order Timeliness
12-3-1 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Address Validation to AVQs submitted via IMA GUIL.
Queries (AVQs) submitted via The PID (PO-1A)-defined standard is
IMA GUL average AVQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 10 seconds.
For 1,091 AVQ responses received, the
average response time was 2.8 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12-3-2 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses

responses to Telephone Number
Availability Queries (TNAQs)
submitted via IMA GUL

to TNAQs submitted via IMA GUL
The PID (PO-1A)-defined standard is
average TNAQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 10 seconds.

For 126 TNAQ responses received, the
average response time was 2.4 seconds.
See Tabie 12-8 for additional
transaction details.

® A time-out transaction is defined as any Pre-Order transaction for which the responsc time dunmon is gxeater than or equal to

200 seconds.

May 28, 2002
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.. Test Cross-- Evaluation Criteria }-. . Results Tl iComments
Reference . L B b B
12-3-3 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Customer Service to CSRQs submitted via IMA GUL
Record Queries (CSRQs) The PID (PO-1A)-defined standard is
subm’tted via IMA GUL. average CSRQ Pre.ot-dcr msponse
receipt within 12.50 seconds.
For 839 CSRQ responses received, the
average response time was 4.8 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12-3-4 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Appointment to AAQs submitted via IMA GUIL.
Availability Queries (AAQs) The PID (PO-1A)-defined standard is
submitted via IMA GUL average AAQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 10 seconds.
For 58 AAQ responses received, the
average response time was 3.1 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12-3-5 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Facility to FAQs submitted via IMA GUL.
Availability Queries (FAQs) The PID (PO-1A)-defined standard is
submitted via IMA GUL average FAQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 25 seconds.
For 270 FAQ responses received, the
average response time was 15.4
seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12-3-6 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Service to SAQs submitted via IMA GUL
Availability Queries (SAQs) The PID (PO-1A)-defined standard is
submitted via IMA GUL average SAQ Pre-Order response -
receipt within 25 seconds.
For 30 SAQ responses received, the
average response time was 6.2 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12.3-7 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Qualified ADSL ‘ to FAQs-ADSL submitted via IMA
Facility Availability Queries GUL ~ ‘
(FAQs-ADSL) submitted via The PID (PO-1A)-defined standard is
IMA GUL average FAQ-ADSL Pre-Order
response receipt within 20 seconds.
For 29 FAQ-ADSL responses received,
" the average response time was 10.5
seconds. R
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
mc«uﬁvg May 28,2002 75
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Test Crou-
Reference

| Bvatuation Ceteria |

Results

12-3-8

Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied
responses to Connecting
Facility Assignment Queries
(CFAQs) submitted via IMA
GUL

Qwest systems provide timely responses
to CFAQs submitted via IMA GUL

In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark that average CFAQ Pre-
Order responses are received within 25
seconds.

For 780 CFAQ responses received, the

.average sesponse time was 11.4

seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.

12-3-9

Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied
responses to Appointment
Selection Queries (ASQs)
submitted via IMA GUI.

Qwest systems provide timely responses
to ASQs submitted via IMA GUL

In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark that average ASQ Pre-Order
responses are received within 10
seconds.

For 39 ASQ responses received, the
average response time was 1.8 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.

12-3-10

Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied
responses to Telephone Number
Selection Queries (TNSQs)
submitted via IMA GUI.

Qwest systems provide timely responses
to TNSQs submitted via IMA GUL

In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark that average TNSQ Pre-
Order responses are received within 10

seconds.

For 109 TNSQ responses received, the
average response time was 0.8 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.

12-3-11

Qwest systems provide timely
Pre-Order error message
responses via IMA GUL

Diagnostic

Qwest systems provide timely Pre-
Order error message responses via IMA
GUL

KPMG Consulting dxd not assign an
evaluation resuit for this criterion
because the related Pre-Order error
message timeliness PID (PO-1D) is
defined as “diagnostic” only.

The average response time of 2.4
seconds for 655 Pre-Order error
messages received is provided as
diagnostic information only.

See Table 12-9 for additional
transaction details.

mm
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Test Cross.. | 1 Resmis | ¢ . Con SRR
 Reference | - Evalust . Rmn; : e qumentg e ~
IMA EDI Pre-Order Timeliness™ .

: 124-1 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
| responses to Address Validation to AVQs submitted via IMA EDL.
| Queries (AVQs) submitted via The PID (PO-1B)-defined standard is
IMA EDL average AVQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 10 seconds.
For 6,908 AVQ responses reccived, the
average response time was 4.0
seconds.?
See Table 12-9 for additional
transaction details.
12-4-2 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Telephone Number to TNAQs submitted via IMA EDI.
Availability Queries (TNAQs) The PID (PO-1B)-defined standard is
submitted via IMA EDL average TNAQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 10 seconds.
For 1,299 TNAQ responses received,
the average response time was 4.3
seconds.”
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12-4.3 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Customer Service to CSRQs submitted via IMA EDL
Record Queries (CSRQs) The PID (PO-1B)-defined standard is
submitted via IMA EDIL. average CSRQ Pre-Order response ~’
receipt within 12.50 seconds.
For 4,326 CSRQ responses received,
the average response time was 6.4
seconds.”
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
1244 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Appointment to AAQs submitted via IMA EDL.
Availability Queries (AAQs) | The PID (PO-1B)-defined standard is
submitted via IMA EDL average AAQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 10 seconds.
For 275 AAQ responses received, the
average response time was 5.0 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
‘ transaction details.
12-4-5 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Facility to FAQs submirted via IMA EDI.

2! pre-Order responses received prior to August 22, 2001 were excluded from the timeliness evaluation due to problems
experienced with the Templar Interactive Agent (1A). See Observations 3002, 3003 3004, 3005, and 3006for additional
information. )

2 AVQ time-out transactions were excluded from the timeliness evaluation, as defined by the PID.

B TNAQ time-out transactions were excluded from the timeliness evaluation, as defined by the PID.

| 23 CSRQ time-out transactions were éxcluded from the nmelmss evalmuon. as defined by the PID.

CEAeE) Consutting ; ;
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Availability Querics (FAQS)

submitted via IMA EDI.

The PID (PO-IB)-deﬁned standard is
average FAQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 25 seconds.

For 1,050 FAQ responses received, the
average response time was 15.8
seconds.”

See Table 12-8 for additional

wansaction details.
12-4-6 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses 1o Service 10 SAQs submitted via IMA EDI.
Availability Queries (SAQs) The PID (PO-1B)-defined standard is
submitted via IMA EDIL average SAQ Pre-Order response
receipt within 25 seconds.
For 137 SAQ responses received, the
average response time was 16.9
seconds.”
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
124-7 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Qualified ADSL to FAQs-ADSL submitted via IMA
Facility Availability Queries EDL
(FAQs-ADSL) submitted via The PID (PO-1B)-defined standard is
IMA EDL average FAQ-ADSL Pre-Order
response receipt within 20 seconds.
For 84 FAQ-ADSL responses received,
the average response time was 9.4
seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
12-4-8 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Connecting ‘ to CFAQs submitted via IMA EDI.
Facility Assignment Queries In the absence of an established PID,
(CFAQs) submitted via IMA KPMG Consulting assigned a
EDL benchmark that average CFAQ Pre-
Order responses are received within 25
seconds.
For 19 CFAQ responses received, the
average response time was 9.8 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.
1249 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely responses
responses to Appointment to ASQs submitted via IMA EDL
Selection Queries (ASQs) In the absence of an established PID,
submitted via IMA EDL KPMG Consulting assigned 2

benchmark that average ASQ Pre-Order

B FAQ time-out transactions were excluded from the timeliness evaluauon, as deﬁned by the PlD
% SAQ Pre-Orders include pre-Templar responses. ,
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responses are received within 10
seconds.

For 249 ASQ responses received, the
average response time was 3.7 seconds.
See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.

124-10

Qwest systems provide timely
responses to Telephone Number
Sclection Queries (TNSQs)
submitted via IMA EDL.

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely responses
to TNSQs submitted via IMA EDIL.

In absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark that average TNSQ Pre-
Order responses are received within 10
seconds.

For 1,157 TNSQ responses received,
the average response time was 2.2
seconds.

See Table 12-8 for additional
transaction details.

12-4-11

Qwest systems provide timely
Pre-Order error message
responses via IMA EDI.

Diagnostic

Qwest systems provide timely Pre-
Order error message responses via IMA
EDI.

KPMG Consulting did not assign an
cvaluation result for this criterion
because the related Pre-Order crror
message timeliness PID (PO-1D) is
defined as “diagnostic” only.

For 1,554 Pre-Order responses received,
the average response time of 5.4
seconds is provided as diagnostic
information only.

See Table 12-9 for additional

transaction details.

Order Process Accuracy-and Completeness

12-5-1

Qwest systems or
representatives provide required
Order transaction functionality.

Satisfied

Qwest systems or representatives
provide required Order transaction
functionality.

Qwest systems or representatives
provide appropriate functionality to
process the Order Scenario types
evaluated during the course of this test.
See Tables 12-2 through 12-4 for
additional transaction details.

KBAdB) consutting
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12-5-2

Qwest systems provide Satisfied
Functional Acknowledgements
(FAs) in response to LSRs

submitted via IMA EDI.

Qwest systems provide FAs in response
to LSRs submitted via IMA EDL.

In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark that of 95% of IMA EDI
Orders must receive FAs.

0£9,963 LSRs submitted, 9,912
(99.5%) received the expected FA.

See Table 12-14 for additional
transaction details.

12-5-3

Qwest provides expected initial | Satisfied
Order responses for LSRs

submitted via IMA GUL

Qwest provides expected initial Order
responses for LSRs submitted via IMA
GUL

In the absence of an established PID,

* KPMG Consulting established a

benchmark that 95% of IMA GUI
Orders submitted must receive
responses (i.e., Firm Order
Confirmations or error responses) for
LSRs.

Of 491 LSRs submitted, 490 (99.8%)
received the expected response.

See Table 12-15 for additional
transaction details.

12-54

Qwest provides expected initial | Satisfied
Order responses for LSRs

submitted via IMA EDI.

Qwest provides expected initial Order
responses for LSKs submitted via IMA
EDI

In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting established a
benchmark that 95% of IMA EDI
Orders submitted must receive
responses (i.c., Firm Order
Confirmations or error responses) for
LSRs. :

O£ 9,656 LSRs submitted, 9,588
(99.3%) received the expected
response.?’ ‘

During initial testing, HPC experienced
several problems with receiving
expected Order responses and, as a
result, issued Exceptions 2029, 2031,
2032, 2033, 2034, 2036, and 2037.
Each Exception identified issues

 surrounding missing Order responses

and/or receiving Order responses in the
incorrect sequence.
In each case, Qwest implemented

27 Non-flow through resale and UNE-P Orders submisted prior 10 the resolution of Obscrvation 3001 were excluded from the
calculation. See Observation 3001 for additional information. )

kebldE) consuting
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system fixes and additional training, as

appropriate. HPC continued to. monitor
these issues and found no recurrences of
these problems. See Exceptions 2029,
2031, 2032, 2033, 2034, 2036, and 2037
for additional information on these
issues. Exceptions 2029, 2031, 2032,
2033, 2034, 2036, and 2037 are closed.
See Table 12-15 for additional
transaction details.

12-5-5

Qwest systems or
representatives provide
rejections in response to LSRs
submitted via IMA GUL

Diagnostic

Qwest systems or representatives
provide rejections in response to LSRs
submitted via IMA GUL

KPMG Consulting did not assign a
result for this criterion because the
percentage of rejected LSRs submitted
by CLECs (PO-4A) is defined as
“diagnostic” only. Therefore, the
percentages given below are provided
as diagnostic information only.

For the Eastern Region, of 198 LSRs
submitted, 50 (25.3%) were rejected.
For the Central Region, of 120 LSRs
submitted, 27 (22.5%) were rejected.
For the Western Region, of 173 LSRs
submitted, 35 (20.2%) were rejected.
See Table 12-16 for additional '
transaction details.

12-5-6

Qwest systems or
representatives provide
rejections in response to LSRs
submitted via IMA EDI.

Diagnostic

Qwest systems or representatives
provide rejections in response to LSRs
submitted via IMA EDIL

KPMG Consulting did not assign a
result for this criterion because the
percentage of rejected LSRs submitted
by CLECs (PO-4B) is defined as
“diagnostic” only. Therefore, the
percentages provided below are given
as diagnostic information only.

For the Eastern Region, of 3,335 LSRs
submitted, 1,119 (33.6%) were rejected.
For the Central Region, of 3,258 LSRs
submitted, 1,318 (40.5%) were rejected.
For the Western Region, of 3,063 LSRs
submitted, 982 (32.1%) were rejected.
See Table 12-16 for additional
transaction details.

12-5-7

Qwest systems or
representatives provide
rejections in response to LSRs

Diagnostic

~Qwest systems or representatives

provide rejections in response to LSRs
submitted via facsimile.

A May 28. 2002 ;
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submitted via facsimile. KPMG Consulting did not assign an
evaluation result for this criterion
because the percentage of rejected LSRs
submined by CLECs (PO-4C) is
defined as “diagnostic” only.

Of 86 LSRs submitted, 30 (34.9%)
received unplanned reject responses.
These results are provided as diagnostic
information only.

See Table 12-16 for additional
ransaction details.

12-5-8 Qwest systems or Satisfied Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide FOC provide FOC Due Dates consistent with
Due Dates consistent with valid valid CLEC Due Date requests.

CLEC Due Date Requests. ' In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark that 95% of FOC Due Dates
received are consistent with valid CLEC
Due Date requests.

A sample of 150 FOCs was examined to
determine whether Qwest provides FOC
Due Dates consistent with CLEC
requests. Eleven transactions were
subsequently excluded from the
evaluation due to an invalid duc date
request identified on the LSR.

Of the remaining 139 FOCs, 136
(97.8%) had the same due dates that
were requested on the corresponding
LSR.

12-5-9 Qwest adheres to the original Diagnostic Qwest adheres to the original confirmed
confirmed Due Date provided Due Date provided on the Firm Order
on the Firm Order Confirmation Confirmation {(FOC).

(FOC). KPMG Consulting did not assign an
evaluation result for this criterion
because Qwest adherence to original
confirmed FOC Due Dates (PO-15) is
defined as “‘diagnostic” only.

Of 6,318 Orders ¢valuated, Qwest
averaged .01 due date changes per
Order. : :

This data represents due date changes
that were visible to the P-CLEC, and

|- does not include Qwest intemnal SOP
due date changes that had no impact on
the P.CLEC's committed date. These
results are provided as diagnostic
information only.

mm - ; iy 28, 2002 v‘.,,az
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12-5-10

Qwest is able to account for
LSRs received electronically.

Diagnostic

Qwest is able to account for LSRs
received electronically.

KPMG Consulting did not assign an
evaluation result for this criterion
because LSR accountability by Qwest
(PO-10) is defined as “diagnostic” only.
Of 10,454 LSRs submitted, 10,454
(100%) were accounted for by Qwest.™
These results are provided as diagnostic
information only.

IMA GUI Order Timeliness

12-6-1

Qwest systems provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
{FOCs) in response to UNE-P
and Resale flow-through LSRs
submitted via IMA GUL

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in
response to UNE-P and Resale, flow-
through LSRs submitted via IMA GUL
The PID (PO-5A-1)-defined standard is
95% of FOCs returned within 20
minutes.

For the Eastern Region, of 30 FOCs
received, 30 (100%) were returned
within 20 minutes.

For the Central Region, of 25 FOCs
received, 24 (96.0%) were returned
within 20 minutes.

For the Westem Region, of 30 FOCs
received, 30 (100 %) were returned
within 20 minutes.

See Table 12-10 for additional
transaction details.

12-6-2

Qwest systems or :
representatives provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
{FOCs) in response to UNE-P
and Resale non-flow-through
LSRs submitted via IMA GUL

Satisfied

Qwest systems or representatives
provide timely FOCs in response to
UNE-P and Resale non-flow-through -
LSRs submitted via IMA GUL

The PID (PO-5B-1)-defined benchmark
is 90% of FOCs returned within 24 to
72 hours, depending on product type.
For the Eastern. Region, of 37 FOCs
received, 36 (97.3%) were returned
within the required time period.

For the Central Region, of 11 FOCs
received, 11 (100%) were returned
within the required time period.

For the Westem Region, of 28 FOCs
received, 28 (100 %) were returned
within the required time period.

See Table 12-11 for additional
transaction details.

** Front-end rejects were exchuded from the LSR Accountability calculation as defined by the PID.

khleE consatting
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12-6-3

Qwest systems provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
(FOCs) in response to
Unbundled Loop, flow-through
LSRs submitted via IMA GUL

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in
response to Unbundled Loop, flow-
through LSRs submitted via IMA GUIL
The PID (PO-5A-1)-defined standard is
95% of FOCs returned within 20
minutes.

For the Eastern Region, of 22 FOCs
received, 22 (100%) were returned
within 20 minutes.

For the Central Region, of 18 FOCs
received, 18 (100%) were returned
within 20 minutes.

For the Western Region, of 23 FOCs
received, 23 {100%) were returned
within 20 minutes.

See Table 12-10 for additional
transaction details.

12-6-4

Qwest systems or
representatives prov.de timely
Firm Order Confirmations
(FOCs) in response to
Unbundled Loop non-flow-
through LSRs submitted via
IMA GUI.

Satisfied

Qwest systems or represeniatives
provide timely FOCs in response to
Unbundled Loop, non-flow-through
LSRs submitted via IMA GUL

The PID (PO-5B-1)-defined standard is
90% of FOCs returned within 24 to 72
hours, depending on product type.

For the Eastern Region, of 54 FOCs
received, 49 (90.7%) were returned
within the required time period.

For the Central Region, of 37 FOCs
received, 34 (91.9%) were retumed
within the required time period.

For the Westemn Region, of 55 FOCs
received, 54 (98.2%) were returned
within the required time period.

See Table 12-11 for additional
transaction details.

12-6-5

Qwest representatives provide
timely LSR Manual Rejections
{Errors) in response to LSRs via
IMA GUL

Satisfied

Qwest representatives provide timely
LSR Manual Rejections {Errors) in
response to LSRs via IMA GUL

The PID (PO-3A-1)-defined standard
for LSRs received via IMA GUI and
rejected manually is receipt within 12
hours.

For 38 manual reject responses
received, the average response time was
7.7 hours.

See Table 12-12 for additional
transaction details.

IBE] consutting

May 28, 2002
Published by KPMG Consulting, Inc ~ CONFIDENTIAL

84

F or Qwest, Regncmal Oversight Committee, Hewlen-l’ackard Cansulﬁng and MTG use only




Qwest OSS Evaluation

Final Report

[ {l’ut.Crosé-
.- “Reference

'f;Eannaﬂén;érlt_e.ﬂg_j‘s:fé’ji-:vaf i

12-6-6

Qwest systems provide timely
LSR Automated Rejections
(Errors) in response to LSRs via
IMA GUL ,

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely LSR

Automated Rejections (Errors) in
response to LSRs via IMA GUIL

The PID (PO-3A-2)-defined standard
for LSRs received via IMA GUI and
auto-rejected is receipt within 18
seconds.

Of 74 automated reject responses
received, the average response time was
4.8 seconds.

See Table 12-12 for additional
transaction details.

IMA EDI Order Timeliness

12-7-1

Qwest systems provide timely

Functional Acknowledgements
(FAs) in response to IMA EDI

LSRs.

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely FAs in
response to IMA EDI LSRs.

In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark of average response time for
FAs within 18 seconds.

During initial testing, KPMG
Consulting observed that several FAs -
for Orders submitted via IMA EDI were
received within an average of 7.9 hours.
During testing, Qwest notified the P-
CLEC that the CLEC interactive agent
was not responding to Qwest’s
interactive agent. KPMG Consulting
issued Exception 3032.

Qwest subsequently implemented a
recovery process in the interactive agent
to eliminate this type of delay.
KPMG Consulting’s retesting found
that FAs were received in less than 18
seconds.

During subsequent testing, KPMG
Consulting observed that of 5,853 FAs
received, the average response time was
13.6 seconds. See Exception 3032 for
additional information.”” Exception
3032 isclosed.

See Table 12-13 for additional
transaction details.

12-7-2

Qwest systems provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
{FOCs) in response to UNE-P
and Resale flow-through LSRs

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in
response to UNE-P and Resale flow-
through LSRs submitted via IMA EDI.

The PI1D (PO-5A-2)-defined standard is

* Functional Acknowledgements received prior to the resolution of Exception 3032 were excluded front the timeliness

evaluation.
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submitted via IMA EDI. 95% of FOCs retumed thhm 20

, ‘ ‘ minutes.

| : ' For the Eastern Region, of 907 FOCs
| received, 898 (99.0%) were returned
within 20 minutes.

For the Central Region, of 771 FOCs
received, 758 {98.3%) were retumed
within 20 minutes.

For the Western Region, of 903 FOCs
received, 902 (99.9%) were retumed
within 20 minutes.

See Table 12-10 for additional
transaction details.

12-7-3 Qwest systems or Satisfied Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide timely provide timely FOCs in response to
Firm Order Confirmations UNE-P and Resale non-flow-through
(FOCs) in response to UNE-P - LSRs submitted via IMA EDI.
and Resale non-flow-through The PID (PO-5B-2)-defined standard is
LSRs submitted via IMA EDI. 90% of FOCs retumed within 24 to 72
hours, depending on product type.
During initial testing, KPMG
Consulting observed that several FOC
responses for Resale PBX Orders
— submitted via IMA EDI exceeded the
’ established PID-defined standard. For
39 Orders received, 11 (28.0%) were
returned in a time greater than 48 hours
after the Orders had been submitted.
KPMG Consulting issued Exception
3061.
Qwest stated that the causes for the
delay in providing FOCs included
routing issues and missed FOC
commitments by representatives.
Qwest acknowledged the disa ggregation
of PO-5B by interface, product level,
and transaction type. Qwest indicated
that it would rely on the aggregate
Resale and UNE-P non-flow-through
timeliness evaluation to demonstrate its
ability to provide timely FOCs.
1 : During subsequent testing, KPMG
| Consulting observed that FOC
responses for UNE-P and Resale non-
flow-through Orders submitted via IMA
| ; EDI met the PID-defined standard. -
| : , For the Eastern Region, of 432 FOCs
| : , i received, 415 (96.1%) were received

, within the required time period.
For the Central Region, of 354 FOCs

f Consulting May 28, 2002 ‘ ‘ ol
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received, 338 (95 5%) were tccewcd
within the required time period.

For the Western Region, of 411 FOCs
received, 394 (95.9%) were received
within the required time period.

See Exception 3061 for additional
information. Exception 3061 is
closed/unresolved.

See Table 12-11 for additional
transaction details.

12-74

Qwest systems provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
(FOCs) in response to
Unbundled Loop flow-through
LSRs submitted via IMA EDL

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in
response to Unbundled Loop flow-
through LSRs submitted via IMA EDL.
The PID (PO-5A-2)-defined standard is
95% of FOCs retumed within 20
minutes.

For the Eastemn Region, of 259 FOCs
received, 258 (99.6%) were received
within 20 minutes.

For the Central Region, of 283 FOCs
received, 282 (99.7%) were received
within 20 minutes.

For the Western Region, of 216 FOCs
received, 215 (99.5%) were received
within 20 minutes.

See Table 12-10 for additional
transaction details.

12-7-5

Qwest systems or
representatives provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
(FOCs) in response to
Unbundled Loop non-flow-
through LSRs submitted via
IMA EDL

Satisfied

Qwest systems or representatives
provide timely FOCs in response to
Unbundled Loop non-flow-through
LSRs submitted via IMA EDL.

The PID (PO-5B-2)-defined standard is
90% of FOCs returmned within 24 to 72
hours, depending on product type.

For the Eastern Region, of 530 FOCs

1 received, 515 (97.2%) were received

within the required time period.

For the Central Region, of 483 FOCs
received, 476 (98.6%) were received
within the required time period.

For the Western Region, of 504 FOCs
received, 493 (97.8%) were received
within the required time period.

See Table 12-11 for additional
transaction details.

12-7-6

Qwest systems provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
(FOCs) in response to LNP-
flow-through LSRs submitted

Satisfied

Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in
response to LNP flow-through LSRs
submitted via IMA EDL

The PID (PO-5A-2)-defined standard is

KEAE) consuting ‘ ' ‘ ' 87
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95% of FOCs retumed within 20
minutes.

Of 69 FOCs received, 69 (100%) were
returned within 20 minutes.

See Table 12-10 for additional
transaction details.

Qwest systems or representatives
provide timely FOCs in response to
LNP, non-flow-through LSRs submitted
via IMA EDIL i

The PID (PO-5B-2)-defined standard is
90% of FOCs returned within 24 hours.
Of 47 FOCs received, 46 (97.9%) were
retumed within 24 hours.

Sce Table 12-11 for additional
transaction details.

Qwest representatives provide timely
LSR Manual Rejections (Errors) in
response to LSRs via IMA EDI.

The PID (PO-3B-1)-defined standard
for LSRs received via IMA EDI and
rejected manually is receipt within 12
hours.

During initial testing, KPMG
Consulting observed LSRs received via
IMA EDI and rejected manually that
exceeded the established PID-defined
benchmark. Of 235 manual reject
responses received, 63 (26.8%) were
returned with an average response time
of 16.2 hours. KPMG Consuiting
issued Exception 3020.

Qwest took the following measures to
address the issue:

« Increased the Interconnect Service
Center (ISC) headcount along with
process improvements to help
achieve in today/out today
measures;

» Established standard rgject reasons
and intervals and npdated the
relevant documentation both
internally and externally;

¢ Performed analysis on top reject
reasons and identified and
implemented system
enhancements to reduce the
number of manual rejects; and

Qwest OSS Evaluation
Reference | 7 EvalualionCrl I,'. .
via IMA EDL
12-77 Qwest systems or Satisfied
representatives provide timely
Firm Order Confirmations
(FOCs) in response to LNP
non-flow-through LSRs
submitted via IMA EDL
12-7-8 Qwest representatives provide Satisfied
timely LSR Manual Rejections
(Errors) in response to LSRs via
IMA EDL
May 28, 2002

« Conducted additiopal training in
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the centers around reject reasons
and intervals.

During subsequent testing, KPMG
Consulting observed that for 285
manual reject respo nses received, the
average response time was 6.1 hours.
See Exception 3020 for additional
information.>® Exception 3020 is
closed.

See Table 12-12 for additional
transaction details.

12-7-9 Qwest systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely LSR
LSR Automated Rejections Automated Rejections (Errors) in
(Errors) in response to LSRs via response to LSRs via IMA EDI.

IMA EDL , The PID (PO-3B-2)-defined standard
for LSRs received via IMA EDI with
automated rejections is receipt within
18 seconds.

During initial testing, KPMG
Consulting found that automated
rejections received via IMA EDI were
not satisfying the PID-defined
benchmark. For 1,033 BPL errors, the
average response time was 19.1
seconds. KPMG Consulting issued
Exception 3105. wﬂ’
Qwest stated that KPMG Consulting’s
calculations included the time the
rejections took to move through HPC’s
systems, while the PID definition
inctuded only the time the transaction
moved through Qwest’s systems.
Qwest calculated that the rejections
took an average of 2.3 seconds to move
through HPC’s systems. By subtracting
the 2.3 seconds from KPMG
Consulting’s average of 19.1 seconds,
Qwest calculated that its automated
rejections met the PID-defined standard
with a 16.8-second average. In
addition, Qwest presented an alternate
calculation, which included HPC
internal processing time, but excluded 3
outlier transactions. By excluding the 3
outliers, Qwest calculated that its
rejections also met the standard with a
13 .4-second average. KPMG
Consulting did not exclude the 3

3 Manual rejections received prior to the resolution of Exception 3020 were excluded from the timeﬁnm evaluation.

kbidE! i ' ' &
Consulting ~ May 28, 2002
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outliers from its calculations.

At the conclusion of testing, KPMG
Consulting determined that for 1,478
automated reject responses receiv ed, the
average response time was 16.8
seconds.’ %

See Exception 3105 for additional
information. Exception 3105 is closed,
Sece Table 12-12 for additional
transaction details.

Manual Order Timeliness

12-8-1 Qwest representatives provide
timely Firm Order
Confirmations (FOCs) in
response to LSRs submitted via
facsimile.

Satisfied

Quwest representatives provide timely
FOCs in response to LSRs submitted
via facsimile.

The PID-defined standard is 90% of
FOCs retumed within the standard FOC
interval by product category for PID
PO-5B plus 24 hours.

During initial testing, KPMG
Consulting observed that FOCs LSRs
received via facsimile were not
satisfying the PID-defined benchmark.
Of 32 FOCs received on manual LSRs,
6 (18.8%) were received in a time
greater than the standard FOC interval
plus 24 hours from Order submission.
KPMG Consulting issued Exception
3117.

Qwest identified a gap in its process for
releasing FOCs in Interconnect Imaging
Solutions (IIS), the system Qwest uses
for this type of Order.  According to
Qwest, the SDCs who processed these
Orders did not complete the final step of
the process that releases the FOCs.
Qwest implemented enhanced quality
reviews, coaching, and continued
monitoring of the release process.
During subsequent testing, KPMG
Consulting found that of 23 FOCs
received, 22 (95.7%) were returned
within standard FOC interval by
product category for P1D PO-5B plus 24
hours.

See Exception 3117 for additional
information. Exception 3117 is closed.

3! Forty-nine transactions were excluded from the timeliness evaluation due to invalid start/stop times, as defined by the PID.
32 Automated rejections that were received prior to the resolution of Exception 3021 were excluded from the timeliness
evaluation. :

oG Consutting May 28, 2002
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Sec Table 1211 for additional
transaction details.

12-8-2

Qwest representatives provide
timely LSR Rejections (Errors)
in response to LSRs submitted
via facsimile.

Satisfied

Qwest representatives provide timely
LSR Rejections (Errors) in response 0
LSRs submitted via facsimile.

The PID (PO-3C)-defined standard for
LSRs submitted via facsimile and
rejected is receipt within 24 hours.

Of 30 manual reject responses received,
the average response time was 6.5
hours.

See Table 12-12 for additional
transaction details.

Jeopardy Netification

12-9-1

Qwest provides Jeopardy
Notices in advance of the due
date for Resale products and
services.

Unable to
Determine

Qwest provides Jeopardy Notices in

advance of the due date for Resale
products and services.

The PID (PO-8)-defined standard is
parity with Retail service.

During the evaluation period, Qwest did
not issue any Jeopardy Notices for
Resale products and services in
response to test bed transactions or
commercial observations. Therefore,
KPMG Consulting’s results are
inconclusive.

12-9-2

Qwest provides Jeopardy
Notices in advance of the due
date for UNE-P products.

Unable to
Determine

Qwest provides Jeopardy Notices in
advance of the due date for UNE-P
products.

The PID (PO-8)-defined standard is
parity with retail service.

During the evaluation period, Qwest did
not issue any Jeopardy Notices for
UNE-P products and services in
response to test bed transactions or
commercial observations. Therefore,
KPMG Consulting’s results are
inconclusive.

12-9-3

Qwest provides Jeopardy
Notices in advance of the due
date for Unbundled Loop
products.

Satisfied

Qwest provides Jeopardy Notices in
advance of the due date for Unbundled
Loop products.

The PID (PO-8)-defined standard is
parity with Retail service.

In the Eastern region, for 25 Jeopardy
Notices received, the average response
time was 4.3 days in advance of the due
date, compared to0 an average of 3.9
days for Retail. -

In the Central region, for 12 Jeopardy

May 28, 2002
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Notices received, the average response
time was 5.4 days in advance of the due
date, compared to an average of 8.6
days for-Retail.

In the Western region, for 12 Jeopardy
Notices received, the average response
time was 6.3 days in advance of the due
date, compared to an average of 3.6
days for Retail.

The initial results from the dual
statistical test described in the MTP
Appendix G indicated parity
performance for the Eastern and
Western regions, but a conflicting result
for the Central region. This issuc was
presented to the ROC TAG for
consideration on March 21, 2002, and
the TAG concluded the issue should be
closed as a pass™.

12-94 Qwest systems or Not Satisfied Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide timely provide timely Jeopardy notices for
Jeopardy notices for Resale Resale products and services.

products and services. The PID (PO-9)-defined standard is
parity with Retail service.

~— During testing, KPMG Consulting
identified 8 missed resale Orders for
which no jeopardy notice was received
by the P-CLEC. The dual statistical test
for the PO-9 PID resulted in a “no
decision” for this PID. Per the MTP
guidelines, KPMG Consuiting
submitted this issue to the attention of
the TAG, whose discussion resulted in
an impasse. Subsequently, the Steering
Committee determined that Qwest
should receive a failure for this PID.

12-9-5 Qwest systems or Not Satisfied Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide timely provide timely Jeopardy notices for
Jeopardy notices for UNE-P. - UNE-P.

‘ The PID (PO-9)-defined standard is
parity with Retail service.

During testing, KPMG Consulting
identified 11 missed UNE-P Orders for
which no jeopardy notice was received
by the P-CLEC. The dual statistical test
for the PO-9 PID resulted in a “no
decision” for this PID. Per the MTP
guidelines, KPMG Consulting ’
submitted this issue to the attention of

3 gee Observation 3104 for additional information,
dting , May 28. 2002
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the TAG, whose discussion resuited in

| an impasse. Subsequently, the Steering
| Committee determined that Qwest
should receive a failure for this PID.

12-9-6 1 Qwest systems or Satisfied - Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide timely provide timely Jeopardy Notices for
Jeopardy notices for Unbundled Unbundled Loop products.

Loop products. The PID (PO-9)-defined standard is
parity with Retail service.

In the Eastern region, for 49 Order due
dates missed, the percentage of
Jeopardy Notices received in advance of
the due date was 14%, co mpared to

10% for Retail.

In the Central region, for 2 Order due
dates missed, the percentage of
Jeopardy Netices recei ved in advance of
the due date was 100%, compared to

19% for Retail.

In the Western region, for 12 Order due
dates missed, the percentage of
Jeopardy Notices recei ved in advance of
the due date was 8%, compared to 8%
for Retail.

The initial results from the dual
statistical test described in MTP ~
Appendix G indicated parity
performance for the Eastern and Central
regions, but a conflicting result for the
Western region. This issue was
presented to the ROC TAG for
consideration on March 21, 2002, and
the TAG concluded the issue should be
closed as a pass™.

g Completion Notification

12-10-1 Qwest systems or Satisfied Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide Service provide SOCs in response to completed
Order Completions (SOCs) in Orders. ‘
response to completed Orders. In the absence of an established PID,
KPMG Consulting assigned a
benchmark of 95% of expected SOC
receipt. Of 5,274 LSRs submitted for
which a SOC was expected, 5,243
(99.4%) received the expected response.
During initial testing, HPC observed
several problems regarding completion
notifications and, therefore, issued
Exceptions 2035 and 2068.

M See Observation 3104 for additional information. ; :
’ ; . - 93
blB ] Conseating May 28, 2002 |
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in Exception 2035, HPC said that when
ordering UNE-Loop products, Qwest
sent Status Update (SU) notifications
indicating that HPC’s Order had
completed and been “Posted to be
billed” for Orders that had either a)
received an ISC-generated FATAL
reject or b) had not received a
completion notification. As a result of
the Exception, Qwest indicated that a
system defect had been fixed and
personnel training had been conducted
to prevent the situation from re-
occurring. Upon retest, HPC did not
experience further problems of this
kind, and the Exception was closed.
See Exception 2035 for additional
information.

HPC also experienced problems with
missing completion notifications during
testing, and consequently, issued
Exception 2068. In response, Qwest
categorized the Orders with missing
completion notifications into 14 distinct
categories and addressed each category
separately. Upon retest, HPC did not
experience problems with missing
completion notifications. See
Exception 2068 for additional
information. Exception 2068 is closed.

See Table 12-19 for additional
transaction details.

12-10-2

Qwest systems or
representatives provide timely
Service Order Completions
(SOCs) in response to LSRs
submitted via IMA GUI

Diagnostic

Qwaest systems or representatives
provide timely SOCs in response to
LSRs submitted via IMA GUL

KPMG Consulting did not assign an
evaluation result for this criterion
because SOC timeliness (PO-6A) is
defined as “diagnostic” only.

KPMG Consulting did not have GUl
SOC receipt time data, whichisa
critical component for the calculation of
this PID. Therefore, KPMG Consulting
was unable to test this evaluation
criterion.

12-10-3

Qwest systems or
representatives provide timely
Service Order Completions
(SOCs) in response to LSRs
submitted via IMA EDL

Diagnostic

Qwest systems or \jcpresentatives
provide timely SOCs in response to
LSRs submitted via IMA EDL.
KPMG Consulting did not assign an -
evaluation result for this criterion

’ because SOC timeliness (PO-6B) is

mcam

 May 28, 2002
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defined as “diagnostic” only

This calculation cannot be performed
solely using P-CLEC data. Qwest
Service Order dates and times were
derived using Qwest provided data.
This data was used to calculate the
result for this performance measure.
For 3,927 SOCs received, the average
response time was 262 minutes.

12-10-4 Qwest systems or Diagnostic Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide timely provide timety BCNs in response to
Billing Completion LSRs submitted via IMA GUL
Notifications (BCNs) in KPMG Consulting did not assign an
response to LSRs submitted via , evaluation resuit for this criterion

IMA GUL because Billing Completion
Notification timeliness (PO-7A) is
defined as “diagnostic” only.*

GUI BCN data was not available to
KPMG Consulting for the calculation of
this PID. Therefore, KPMG Consulting
was unable to test this evaluation
criterion.

12-10-5 Qwest systems or Diagnostic Qwest systems or representatives
representatives provide timely provide timely BCNs in response to
Billing Completion LSRs submitted via IMA EDI.
Notifications (BCNs) in KPMG Consulting did not assign an
response to LSRs submitted via evaluation result for this criterion
IMA EDL because Billing Completion
Notification timeliness (PO-7B) is
defined as “diagnostic” only.*
Of 4,806 BCN's expected, 4,010
(83.4%) were received on time. This
included 557 BCNs not received,
which, for this analysis, were counted as
late. Qwest acknowledged that it
uncovered a BCN transmission process
issue. Qwest advised that the problem
was corrected in late February 2002.
KPMG Consulting confirmed that it
received timely BCNs on 102 out of
102 (100%) of the Orders issued
subsequent to this fix.

35 The PID defines timely BCNs as those mlde availabie (for CLECs) or posted in the billing system (for Qwesz Retail) in five

business days.
3 The PID defines timely BCNs as those made available (for CLECs) or pos:ed in the billing system (for Qwest retail) in five

business days.
m} mﬁ‘ : . : ‘ . . 95
, : May 28, 2002 . :
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Consistency with Retail Capability

12-11-1 Product and feature offerings Satisfied Product and feature offerings are

| are defined and documented for defined and documented for both Retail

both Retail and Wholesale and Wholesale services.

services. Qwest product and feature offerings can

be accessed at the following Web site

addresses:

UNE-P -

http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/pcat/u

nep.html

Resale ~

http://www.gwest.com/wholesale/pcat/r

esalegeneral.htmi

J Retail (Business) -
http://www.qwest.com/smallbusiness/pr

educts/index.htmj

Retail (Residential) -

hitp:/fwww.qwest.com/residential/produ

cts/index.html!

Qwest made several clarifications to

their product and feature ordering

documentation in response to questions

from HPC during the transaction

portion of this test.

KPMG Consulting reviewed the product

and feature offerings available on

Qwest's wholesale and Retail Web sites

and found them to be defined and

documented.

12-11-2 Product and feature offerings Satisfied Product and feature offerings are
are comparable for both Retail comparable for both Retail and
and Wholesale services. Wholesale services.
: In response to issues observed by
KPMG Consulting during initial testing,
Qwest made additions to its resale
product and feature documentation
regarding the availability of Business
-Complete a Call and Call Queuing.
KPMG Consulting reviewed and
compared the product and feature
offerings on Qwest's Wholesale and
Retail Web sites. KPMG Consulting
subsequently found Qwest’s product
and feature offerings for resale and
UNE-P to be comparable to those for
Retail operations.””

37 As there is no retail analog for UNE-L Wholesale services, this comparison could not be made.

— kRG] consutting
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12-11-3 Pre-Order and Order Prc-Ordcr and Order capabllmes are
capabilities are functionally ' functionally equivalent for both Retail
equivalent for both Retail and ‘ and Wholesale services.
Wholesale services. KPMG Consulting compared the
Ordering capabilities for the following
products/features:

e NewLine/New TN;
o Call Waiting;
e CallerID;
« Number Blocking;
e Custom/ Vanity Number; and
o DSL.
The Pre-Order transactions examined in
this comparison were those which were
used to submit an Order for the products
and features listed above, specifically’®:
« Validate Customer Address
(AVQ);
o Obtain Customer Service Record
(CSR};
e Reserve Telephone Numbers
(TNAQ & TNSQ); ,
¢ Determine Product and Feature
Availability (SAQ);
iy SAQs -
o Perform Facility Availability :
Check (FAQ);
» Schedule Appointment (AAQ &
ASQ);
» Obtain Loop Qualification
Information (RLDQ); and
e Cancel an Appointment or
Reserved TN (CTQ).
KPMG Consulting conducted on-site
interviews with and observations of
various Qwest representatives in Retail
residential and small business centers,
as well as similar interviews and
~. ‘ observations at CLEC Order centers.
KPMG Consulting also reviewed the
ordering processes used by HPC in its
role as the P-CLEC.
During observations, KPMG Consuiting
observed that Qwest Retail
representatives did not consistently

38 Those Pre-Order types for which there is no Retail amlog were not included in the scope of this test. These include: Validate
Customer CFA (CFAQ), Obtain Directory Lxsnng for an Existing UNE-L Customer, Obzam Design Layout Record, and
Validate Meet Point (MPQ). .

, ' G 97
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adhere to the .;:;rocédure for due date

expedites as described on Qwest’s
Wholesale Web site {http:/fw ww.qwest.
com/wholesale/clecs/exescover.html).
KPMG Consulting formally identified
this issue on March 20, 2002.

In response, Qwest indicated its in tent
to monitor and address improper due
date expedites and to enhance the
functionality of its Retail Ordering
systems to require supervisor
authorization for all expedites.

In the context of the abovementioned
products and features, KPMG )
Consulting examined the Pre-Order and
Order requirements, required customer
information, standard intervals, and
expedite procedures in the Wholesale
and Retail environments and found them
to be functionally equivalent.

During the course of KPMG
Consulting’s comparative analysis of
Qwest-produced HPC measures to
KPMG Consulting-produced HPC
measures, KPMG Consulting formally
identified a discrepancy in the reporting
of Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs)
for PID PO-5. For Test 12, this
comparative analysis involved the PO
family measures.

Based on the completion of the Liberty
Consulting re-audit of the PID measures
and the resolution of the observation
associated with the PO-5 discrepancy,
KPMG Consuiting concluded that
Qwest satisfactorily addressed this
issue,

Due to human error issues identified in
Exception 3120 and Observation 3110
‘regarding manual processing of data
intended for use in PID reporting,
KPMG Consulting identified a need for
additional retesting.

Without further retesting specifically
designed to assess the impact of human
error on the accuracy and completeness
of Qwest’s P1D reporting, KPMG
Consulting is unable to conclude that
Qwest satisfied this evaluation criterion.
On a focus cali held May 24, 2002,

Qwest OSS Evaluation

 TestCross- | . . o o R

" Referemce. | ;_Evalnnﬁ_ou Criteria

12-114 Qwest-produced measures of Unable to
Pre-Order/Order performance Determine
results for HPC transactions are
consistent with KPMG
Consulting-produced HPC
measures.

Consuiting May 28, 2002

| Qwest elected not to conduct any
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additional retesting.
See Exception 3120 for additional
information on these issues. Exception
3120 is closed; Observation 3310 is
closed/unresolved.
~’
Kol consctting Rl e
S May 28, 2002 . o :
; : y
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Table 12-8: Pre-Order Response Timeliness & Time-Outs Received
Pre- ': a‘ o
Order . h’l‘ - | T
| R4 e
All EDI 17,486 15,858 1.554 74 0.42% .
Types - 0.5% (PID)
GuI 4,058 3403 655 0 0.0% -
EDI 302 275 27 . -] 5.02sec
AAQ ' 10 sec. (PID)
Gut 59 58 1 - -] 3.07sec.
EDI 261 249 12 - -1 3.72sec 10 sec.
A (KPMG
SQ Gul 40 394 1 i - - 1.85 sec. Consulting) |
EDI 7,054 6,908 125 21 0.3% |  4.00 sec.
AVQ 10 sec. (PID)
GuI 1,138 1,091 47 - -1 2.83sec.
EDI 7 19 8 - -1 9.79 sec. 25 sec.
CFAQ (KPMG
cut 925 780 145 - -] 1140 sec. Consulting)
EDI 4,891 4,326 559 6 0.12% |  6.40 scc. 12.5 sec.
CSRQ (PID)
Gut 1,220 839 381 . -] 479sc.
EDI 227 185 31 it 4.8% 2.90sec. | Functionality
c1Q Evaluation
Gut 23 23 - - - 0.61 sec. Only
EDI 65 3 34 - -| 11.00sec. | Functionality
DLRQ Evaluation
— GUI s 2 3 - -1 8.50sec. Only
EDI 1,509 1,050 438 21 14% | 1580 sec.
FAQ 25 sec. (PID)
Gul 313 270 43 . -1 1540 sec.
EDI 115 34 3 - -] 9.36 sec.
ppsy 20 sec. (PID)
Gul 34 29 5 - -} 10.50 sec.
EDI 150 110 27 13 8.66% | 40.56sec. | Functionality
MPQ Evaluation
GUI 2 2 - - - 46.50 sec. Only
EDI 111 28 33 - .| 593sec. | Functionality
RLDQ Evaluation
Gul 24 5 19 - -1 320sec. Only
EDI 138 137 1 : - -1 16.90 sec.
SAQ 25 sec. (PID)
G 32 30 2 - - 623 sec
EDI 1,385 1,299 84 2 0.4% | 428 sec.
TNAQ 10 sec, (PID)
Gul 127 126 ! . -1 242sec
EDI 1,251 1,157 9% - -1 2.20sec. 10 sec.
TNSQ (KPMG
GUI 116 109 7 - - 0.77 sec. Consulting)
i
|
7~ ﬁ]iE}G"m*m' , ; , , 100
: L May 28,2002 : .
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Table 12-9: Pre-Order Error Message Response Timeliness
Rupone'l’ype Av«agcllupoue']bt » NuuberofEermm '
2.43 seconds 655
Pre-Order Error
5.37 seconds 1,554

Table 12-10; Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) Timeliness on Flow Through

Al LNP EDI & 69 too% | 55% retumed within
Eastern Resal/UNE-P | EDI 907 898 99.01%
Gul 30 30 100%
UNE-Loop EDI 259 258 99.61%
Gut 2 2 100%
Central | Resal/UNEP | EDI T 758 9831%
Gui 25 2 96.00% | 9w, retumed within
UNE-Loop ED! 283 282 99.65% | 20 minutes
Gu1 18 18 100%
Resal/UNE-P | EDI 903 902 99.89%
Westem Gut 30 30 100%
- | UNE-Loop EDI 216 215 99.54%
Gul 23 3 100%
kBAeG consutting I
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Figure 12-2: EDI Resale and UNE-P Flow Through
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Figure 12-3: GUI Resale & UNE-P Flow Through
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' ‘ Figure 12-4: EDI UNE-Loop Flow Through
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Figure 12-5: GUI UNE-Loop Flow Through
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~ Figure 12-6: EDI LNP Flow Through
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Table 12-11: Firm Order Confirmation (F 0C) Timeliness on Non-Flow Through

) S y Number of | Namber of On-Time § 4 PID Base
C i interface ] T s ) Percentage of FOCs R
Region I‘rodnet']‘y?e o avpe FOCv:d : FOClReeelved Receivedon Time | - 0
90% retumed
All LNP EDI 47 46 97.879"0 within 24 hours
90% within
Al standard FOC
All Manual 23 22 95.65% in 1 plus 24
hours
Resale/UNE-P ED1 432 415 96.06%
GU1 37 36 97.29%
Eastern
UNE-Loop EDI 530 515 97.16%
Gut 54 9 90.74%
Resale/lUNE-P EDI 354 338 95.48%
Gul 1 1t 100.00% | 90% within
Central standard FOC
UNE-Loop - EDI 483 476 98.55% | interval
GU1 37 34 91.89%
Resale/UNE-P EDI 411 394 95.86%
Gut 28 28 100.00%
Western
UNE-Loop EDI 504 493 97.81%
Gut 55 54 98.18%
EEGEIMM- v ' 107
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Figure 12-7: EDI Resale & UNE-P Non-Flow Through
600 - - 100%
1 90%
500 - laow o
s S
8 400 - T70%
w +60% ‘5
A
¢ Bl ®
o 00 & 226 1 50% )
2 H Te% g
E 200 - ¢ l30% 9
2 P ;
N +20% g
100 -
L 10%
0 - - L 0%
% L) o > QY 9 ] ) > > ) G >
—~ EASC R R P AP AP A o @'{"' o &
20 NP DY S SR S S SR SR S S
m %. \Q. \fb. \h. \b- \%- '9. r&. (‘?.
FOC Response Time (in Hours)
[ FOCs —— Cumuiative % ]
V) s . 108
mmm May 28, 2002

‘ Published by KPMG Cousulting, fnc — CONF[DENTIAL
Far Qwest, Regmml Oversight Committee, Hewlett-Packard Consulting, and MTG use only




Qwest OSS Evaluation ' Final Report

~’
Figure 12-8: GUI Resale & UNE-P Non-Flow Through
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Figure 12-9: EDI UNE-Loop Non-Flow Through
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Figure 12-10: GUI UNE-Loop Non-Flow Through
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Figure 12-11: EDI LNP Non-Flow Through
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Table 12-1 2 Local Service Rejection Notice Interval Timeliness

1-LSR received via EDI and rejected

manually . EDI 6.10 hrs. 285
{15C Ecvors) Returned within
LSR received via GUI and rejected 12 brs.
manually ' GuUt 7.65 hrs. ) 38
{ISC Errors) )
LSR received via EDI and auto rejected EDI 16753 | | 1478%00
(Auto reject) Returned within

i i i 18 sec. -
LSR reccwed via GUI and auto rejected au ; 475 scc. »
(Auto reject) :
LSR received via facsimile and manualily Retumed within . d
rejected 24 hrs.- Manual 6.53 hrs. 10

¥ Manual rejections received prior to the resolution of Exception 3020 were excluded from the timeliness evaluation.
* 40 Automated rejections received prior to the resolution of Exception 3021 were excluded from the timeliness cvaluation.
! Forty-nine transactions were excluded from the timeliness evaluation due to invalid start/stop times, as defined by the PID.
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Figure 12-12: EDI (ISC) Manual Rejects
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-~ ~ Figure 12-13: GUI (ISC) Manual Rejects
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Figure 12-14: EDI (BPL) Auto-Rejects
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o~ .
Figure 12-15: GUI (BPL) Auto-Rejects
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Table 12-13: Functional Acknowledgement Timeliness

FA% Y 95% returned 18 seconds 13.56 seconds 5,853

“2 In the absence of an established PID, KPMG Consulting established a benchmark of 95% of orders received FAs within 18

seconds. -
* Functional Acknowledgements received prior to the resolution of Exception 3032 were excluded from the timeliness

evaluation. :
. m mm 716
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Figure 12-16: Functional Acknowledgniem (FA) Timeliness
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Table 12-14: Functional Acknowledgements in Response to LSRs Submitted via EDI

Number of
W] --Missing
51

117

‘ l 9 : ‘ - May 28, 2062
. Published by KPMG Consulting, Inc - CONFIDENTIAL
For Qwar Regional Oversrghl Committee, Hewlert~Paclrard Cansultmg. and MTG use only




Final Report

Qwest 0SS Evaluation
Table 12-15: Expected Order Responses

Flow throwgh/ Numberof | Numberof | =~ - ‘KpMG | Percemtageof
. Non-Flow . | FOC Responses |  Ercer .| ‘No Response | = Cousuiting | - Expected
through 1| | Receved - | Repouses | | Benchmark apanaes
EDI 9, 656 6,169 3419 1 68 95% 99.30%
All All Types Gul 49% 378 12 1 95% 99.79%
Manual 86 56 30 - 95% 100%
All Types EDI 4947 3408 1522 17 95% 99.65%
GuI 178% 152 C26 - 95% 100%
Resale/UNE-P ED! 3501 2581 917 3 95% 99.91%
Flow through GuI 106 8s 21 . 95% 100%
LNP EDI 88 69 19 . 95% 100%
GUI 4 4 - - 95% 100%
UNE-Loop® EDI 1358 758 586 14 95% 98.96%
GuUl - 68 63 5 8 95% 100%
All Types EDI 4709" 2761 1897 51 95% 98.92%
GUI 313% 226 86 1 95% 99.68%
Resale/UNE-P EDI 2401 1197 1174 30 95% 98.75%
Non-Flow Gut 103 76 27 . 95% 100%
thraugh LNP EDI 56 47 9 . 95% 100%
Gul s 4 1 . 95% 100%
UNE-Loop EDI 2252 1517 714 21 95% 99.11%
Gut 205 146 58 ! 95% 99.51%

* Non-flow through resale and UNE-P orders submitted prior to the resolution of Observation 3001 were excluded from the
calculation. See Observation 300! for additional information.
S Seven orders were excluded because of invalid start/stop times. Five orders were excluded because of version errors by the P-

CLEC.

4 Six orders (4 Resale/UNE-P, 1 UNE-Loop, and 1 LNP) were cxcludcd because of mvahd start/stop times, as defined by the
PID.

*7Two orders were éxcluded because of invalid start/stop times, as defined by the PID. In addition, one order was excluded .

because of an invalid test case. i
“ Two FOCs for UNE-L 2 Wire Analog {Central Region) orders and one FOC for UNE-Leop 2 Wire Analog (Eastern Region)

t order were counted based on expected flow through indicator rather than on actual flow through indicator. KPMG Consulting

dld not receive the actual flow through indicator by the cut-off date:
* Non-flow through resale and UNE-P orders submitted prior to the resolution of Obscrvation 3001 were excluded. See

Observanon 3001 for additional information.

* One order was excluded because of invalid start/stop times, a5 defined by the PID. ln addmon. one order was excluded
because of an invalid test case. )
m mm 118
, - May 28, 2002
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Table 12-16: Rejected Percentage of LSRs e’
{ G TotmbRejeet e »
- Reglon . 1 lnurfau o) pereentage | TuNSnbmltted N Nnn.:ber.otmm i
All Facsimile 34.88% 86 ' 30
Gul 25.25% 198 50
Eastemn
EDI 33.55% 3335 1,119
GuI 22.50% 120 27
Central
EDI 40.45% 3,258 1318
Gut 20.23% 17 3s
W
estem EDI 32.06% 3063 | 982
Table 12-17: Rejects Received after FOC Received
Gul 5.10% 4% , 25
EDI 0.94% 9,656 ot
Facsimile 0% 56 0
et
KEAE) consutting ' N | 119
CR2R4E, KR .
. May 28, 2002 )
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12-A. Test Results: POP Functional Evaluation (Test 12)

1.0 Description

The POP Functional Evaluation analyzed Qwest’s wholesale pre-order, order, and post-order
processes. To evaluate these processes, the P-CLEC submitted transactions over Qwest’s wholesale
interfaces and recorded the results. The interfaces included:

* Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA) Electronic Data Interchange (EDI);
*  IMA Graphical User Interface (GUI); and,
»  Manual processes, where applicable.

HP evaluated Qwest functionality provided to CLECs for wholesale pre-order, order, and post-order
processing, and assessed how effectively CLECs can use Qwest’s Operations Support Systems (OSS)
interfaces. The primary focus was on transaction submissions, and receipt of pre-order, order, and
post-order responses.

2.0 Method

This section summarizes Qwest's published CLEC-impacting system functionality and processes. The
P-CLEC used the published materials as its guidelines when conducting the test execution and analysis.

2.1 Business Process Description

CLECs perform pre-ordering, ordering, and post-ordering functions, to order Unbundled Network
Element (UNE) or Resale products and services. Pre-order transactions enable the CLEC to obtain
information necessary for the preparation of orders, and prevent delays when processing Local Service
Requests (LSRs). For ordering products and services, CLECs prepare and submit LSRs, either
electronically or manually, to Qwest. The post-order phase includes errors, jeopardies, status inquiries,
status updates, Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs), and Service Order Completions (SOCs).

2.1.1 Pre-Order Transaction Processing

CLECs perform a set of pre-ordering transactions designed to prevent delays when processing an LSR
for UNE or Resale products and services. Prior to submitting an LSR, the CLEC completes pre-order
functions via Qwest’s web-based IMA GUI or an application-to-application EDI interface. For CLECs
that order products manually, Qwest’s Interconnect Service Center (ISC) can assist with the
completion of most pre-order functions. ,

Pre-order transactions are product specific, and include: Address Validation, Appointment Availability,
Appointment  Selection, Customer Service Record (CSR) Query, Telephone Number (TN)
Reservation, Facility Availability Query, Service Availability Query, Loop Qualification, Connecting
Facility Assignment (CFA) Validation, Design Layout Record (DLR) Query, Raw Loop Data Query,
Meet Point Query, and Cancellations for Appointments and TN Reservations. Each of these
transactions is explained in the segments that follow. :

m May 23, 2002 o 12:A-1
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2.1.1.1 Address Validation

The Address Validation (AVQ) function enables a CLEC to match a customer address (provided by
the CLEC) to an address in Qwest’s OSS. A valid customer address is required to submit LSRs for
products and services. If the customer address on the LSR does not match, the order will be rejected.
CLECs can validate up to ten addresses in a work session. For some types of customer addresses,
such as residential or small business customers, CLECs may perform address validations by using the
customner’s existing TN.

2.1.1.2  Customer Service Record (CSR) Query

CLECs may perform a CSR Query (CSRQ) to review a customer’s current account (i.e., the products
and services to which a customer currently subscribes) when the customer requests existing service
changes, or requests a service provider change. Though a CSR Query is not required for all orders, the
function enables CLEC:s to avoid account problems when transferring customers from one provider to
another. Reviewing the customer’s CSR also allows the CLEC to determine the current status (e.g.,
“live,” “suspend,” etc.) of the account.

2.1.1.3  Telephone Number (TN) Reservation

The TN Reservation process allows the CLEC to reserve TNs from a bank of available numbers stored
in Qwest’s OSS. A TN Reservation is required to order new service, add an additional line to an
existing customer account, or change a customer’s existing TN. The process is in two steps: 1.)
performing the Telephone Number Availability (TNAQ) and, 2.) performing the Telephone Number
Selection (TNSQ). Qwest will reject orders that require a TN if the CLEC does not first reserve a
number through the TN Reservation pre-order function.

To cancel the TN reservation, the CLEC performs the Cancellation Query (CTQ) for tlephone
reservations.

2.1.1.4  Facility Availability Query

CLECs use the Facility Availability Query (FAQ) to verify in Qwest’s OSS whether facilities currently
exist or if new facilities are required to provision a customer’s service request. CLECs can use the
Facility Availability Query to confirm facilities exist when requesting Design Services, High Capacity
Service, POTS conversions to Unbundled Loops, and POTS and ISDN facilities.

CLECs use FAQ to determine if a facility can handle the type and volume of ISDN lines requested, to
determine if the loop is qualified to carry DSL traffic, or to determine if the line is qualified for ADSL
loop compatibility. The Loop Qualification function is a query only and does not reserve the queried
facilies. - ;

2.1.1.5 - Service Availability Query

The Service Availability Query (SAQ) function enables the CLEC to confirm that a Qwest Central
Office (CO) supports the products, services, and carriers requested by customers served by that CO.
Using information from the CLEC’s contract and the state in which the services are requested, the

f May 28, 2002 : ' ‘ 12-4-2
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Service Availability Query function identifies and displays the Universal Service Order Codes (USQCs)
that can be resold. If an LSR is submitted with invalid USOCs, the order may be rejected.

2.1.1.6  Appointment Reservation

The Appointment Reservation process allows a CLEC to reserve an appointment date and time for a
technician to install requested services at the end-user’s premise. The process is in two steps: 1.)
performing the Appointment Availability Query (AAQ), and 2.) performing the Appointment Selection
(ASQ). To cancel the Appointment reservation, the CLEC performs the Cancellation Query (CTQ) for
appointment reservations.

2.1.1.7  Connecting Facility Assignment (CFA) Validation

CLECs use the CFA Validation (CFAQ) pre-order function to determine the CFA availability at a
particular location. CLECs can perform a query by cable group, which displays a list of all valid CFAs
in a cable group, and identifies both available and unavailable CFAs. CLECs can also query a single
CFA to receive information about a particular slot within a cable group.!

2.1.1.8  Design Layout Record (DLR) Query

A DLR contains technical information describing a Qwest-provided circuit’s facilities and terminations.
Using the DLR Query (DLRQ) function, a CLEC can input a Circuit ID for which it has control or
ownership, and submit a request for the DLR of the circuit. The function allows the CLEC to view the
DLR on the screen, and e-mail or print the information.

2.1.1.9  Raw Loop Data Query

The Raw Loop Data Query (RLDQ) enables CLECs to access raw loop data for Qwest facilities. The
data is broken out by segment and sub-segment of the loop. The CLEC can perform a query for up to
twenty customer TNs. For each working TN, the Raw Loop Data Query displays data for the entire
loop, with a section for each loop segment and a subsection for each sub-segment of the loop segment.
Additionally, CLECs can perform queries by customer address for assigned or unassigned loops. For
assigned loops, the query returns loop information for Qwest-provided TNs and CLEC UNE loops at
the customer address. For unassigned loops, the query returns raw loop information for spare loops at
the customer address. The Query aiso displays data for performing calculations and determining
whether the loop qualifies to carry DSL service.

2.1.1.10 Meet Point Query

The Meet Point Query (MPQ) pre-order function supports Qwest’s Shared Loop service. CLECs can
use the Meet Point Query to retrieve a list of between one and five individual meet points, or a range of
meet points. IMA does not limit the size of the range. However, due to Qwest system limitations, IMA

' Within IMA GUI, if a CLEC queries for a single CFA, the response provides information on the requested CFA along with a
list of up to nine subsequent CFAs, Within IMA EDI, the query returns only the information for the specified CFA.

m May 28, 2002 , 12-A-3
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only returns the first ten meet points in a specified mnge To see addmonal meet points in the specified
range, the CLEC must adjust the range and submit a new query.

2.1.2 Order Transaction Processing

Qwest offers various ordering methods to submit service requests for UNE, Resale, or Interconnection
products and services with associated features and functions. The order process starts with the CLEC’s
submission of a service request to Qwest. Service requests can be submitted electronically or manually.
Electronic access can be achieved three different ways. First, CLECs can dial up and log on to
Qwest’s wholesale ordering systems from local computers. Second, CLECs can connect directly via a
dedicated circuit using IMA EDI. Third, CLECs can use web access to IMA GUL. CLECs without
electronic capabilities may order manually via facsimile transmission of service requests.

2.1.2.1  Ordering Interface Options

CLECs may use Telecommunications Information Access Ordering (TELIS) and IMA for the electronic
submission of service requests. TELIS allows CLEC:s to electronically submit Access Service Requests
(ASRs) to order interconnection trunking and facilities between it and Qwest.> IMA allows CLECs to
submit LSRs via a web-based GUI or through an application-to-application EDI interface. Manual -
ordering is performed via the submission of facsimiles to Qwest’s service centers.

21.211 IMAEDI

CLECs using EDI are able to exchange business information from computer to computer in a pre-
defined electronic format. CLECs submit pre-order queries and LSRs electronically to the Qwest IMA
EDI interface. Responses to CLEC transactions are retumed in an electronic format and may be posted
directly to the CLEC's computer systems.

EDI uses clearly specified fields and formatting, eliminating the need for CLECs to enter service request
information into multiple systems, and allows for automation of the CLEC’s systems. CLECs that use
EDI to submit pre-order, order, and post-order transactions to Qwest may choose to integrate their

_ internal systems to eliminate the need to re-enter data from pre-order transaction responses into other
pre-order queries or order transactions.’

2.1.2.1.2 IMA GUI

Qwest’s IMA GUI allows CLECs to process pre-order, order, and post-order transactions through a
series of browser-based screens. The information is exchanged in data file format. IMA GUI does not
require the CLEC to develop its own software, and enables the CLEC to access Qwest’s OSS via
web-based applications.

? Due to the scope of the test, the P-CLEC did not submit ASR orders for products and services. As such, the P-CLEC did not
use or evaluate Qwest’s TELIS application. ‘

3 As part of its testing activities, HP analyzed the prewder, order, and post-order integration capabxlmcs of Qwest’s lMA 7.0
and IMA 8.0 Releases. The results of HP’s analysis are documented in Appendices HP-B and HP-C, respectively.
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2.1.2.1.3 Manual Facsimile Ordering

CLECs that do not have access to Qwest’s electronic interfaces may submit LSRs to Qwest via
facsimile. A confirmation of receipt will be retumed to the CLEC’s fax machine. If the appropriate
forms or fields are not complete or accurate, the service request will be returmed, via a Notice of
Rejection, with an explanation of what is needed to process the request. Qwest returns FOCs on
manual orders via fax. Order completions are identified on the CLEC’s Loss and Completion Reports.

2122 Order Process Flows

Once CLECs perform the necessary pre-ordering finctions and submit LSRs, the orders will follow one
of the following order flows: Normal, Exception, Supplemental, and Jeopardy. It is also possible to
follow combinations of the flows, depending on the presence and severity of errors.

2.1.2.2.1 Normal Order Flow

If a CLEC submits an LSR that complies with all of Qwest’s product requirements and business rules,
Qwest processes the order completely. This scenario, called the Normal Order Flow, is error-free, has
no jeopardy situations, and no supplemental orders are issued against the original LSR. The processing
of the LSR generates a FOC and, eventually, a SOC.

Figure 12A-1.1, below, represents the Normal Order Flow for an LSR submitted via IMA EDL

Figure 124-1.1: Normal Order Flow'
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1. A Purchase Order is initiated by the CLEC, translated by the CLEC’s Translator/Gateway to an 850 Purchase
Order, and passed to the Qwest Translator/Gateway. Qwest’s translator performs a syntax check and returns a
positive 997 Functional Acknowledgment (FA) to the CLEC. The translator then maps the 850 Purchase Order to
an application file format Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA). The IMA gateway is a middleware that performs
order content edits and interacts with the Service Order Processor (SOP) in the Operating Support System (OSS).
When the resulting service request passes all SOP edits, it becomes a pending order.

2. After the SOP accepts the pending order, 2 Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) message is sent to IMA. The IMA
gateway formats and forwards the FOC message to the EDI Translator/Gateway, where the message is mapped
into an 855 FOC and transported to the CLEC’s Translator/Gateway. A 997 Functional Acknowledgment will be
returned to Qwest to confirm the receipt.

3. Upon completion of the service order request, the SOP generates a Completion Notification to IMA. The IMA
formats and forwards the Completion Notification to the Translator/Gateway where the message is mapped to an
865 Completion and transported to the CLEC. A 997 (FA) will be returned to Qwest to confirm the receipt.

2.1.2.2.2 Exception Order Flow

If an LSR fails IMA edits, it follows the Exception Order Flow, and Qwest’s systems return the order
to the CLEC with one or more error codes. The CLEC must correct the LSR before Qwest systems
can process the order to completion. In most cases, a CLEC can either resubmit the request with the
same PON and an incremented version number, submit 2 corrected LSR with a new PON, or call the
service center to discuss the errors. When all errors are corrected or cleared, Qwest systems return a
FOC to the CLEC. The order then follows the Normal Order Flow. If the resubmitted LSR contains
erTors, it reverts back to the Exception Order Flow for further correction.

There are three categories of errors or rejects that can occur during the processing of a CLEC’s LSR:
non-fatal, fatal, and Central Office embargoes. Non-fatal errors are errors that an ISC representative
may be ale to correct with the CLEC’s approval. Fatal Errors, or Fatal Rejects, occur when Qwest
does not have enough data, or does not have the correct data, to process a CLEC’s service request.
Also, if the CLEC’s LSR does not conform to certain business rules, the LSR will receive a Business
Process Layer (BPL) Fatal error. An LSR that receives a Fatal Error must be re-submitted by the
CLEC to be processed and provisioned. The third error category is Central Office embargoes. IMA
validates whether the Desired Due Date (DDD) of the LSR falls within a published embargo period for
the specified Central Office/Switch by NPA-NXX or CLLI code, and, if it does, IMA rejects with a
message detailing the dates of the embargo.

In the Exception Order Flow orders can receive Fatal or Non-fatal rejections. Fatal errors prevent the
order from processing, whereas Non-fatal errors can be fixed and reprocessed. The two types of Fatal
errors are system generated and manually generated. To correct a system-gencrated Fatal error, the
CLEC must submit a corrected LSR with the original PON. Or, the CLEC may submit an entirely new
PON. Manually generated fatal errors require that the CLEC submit a corrected LSR with the ongma.l
PON and an incremented version number. '

As with Fatal errors, the CLEC can correct Non-fatal errors by sending a revised LSR with the original
PON and incremented version number. The CLEC may instead choose to call the ISC to discuss the
Non-fatal errors. When discussing the errors with an ISC representative, the representative may choose
to request a supplemental order or take a verbal correction from the CLEC. When the ISC
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representative accepts a verbal correction from the CLEC, Qwest returns a FOC to the CLEC with the
CFLAG field marked and the corrections noted in the remarks section of the LSR. If the CLEC does
not respond to a Non-fatal emror received prior to the generation of a FOC within two ISC business
hours, or received after generation of a FOC within four ISC business hours, the ISC will send a
manually generated Fatal error to the CLEC, and the LSR follows the Exception Order Flow.

Figure 12A-1.2, below, represents the Exception Order Flow for an LSR submitted via IMA EDL

Figure 124-1.2;: Exception Order Flow’
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1. If an 850 Purchase Order fails IMA edits, an 855 System Fatal is returned to the CLEC with one or more fatal
error codes.

2. - The CLEC, having received the 855 System Fatal, needs to correct the 850 Purchase Order with the same
PON and version or submit a2 new PON, and re-send the 850 Purchase Order as an original request.

3. Ifan 850 Purchase Order receives a Manual Fatal, the CLEC should resubmit the request with the same PON

and an incrememted version. If an 850 Purchase Order receives a non-fatal error, the CLEC can either

resubmit the request with the same PON and an incremented version or call the service center to discuss the

error(s). :

4.  When the 850 Purchase Order or 860 Supplemental (SUP) is posted to the SOP, an 855 FOC or an 865 FOC
will be retumed to the CLEC. This confirmation means the SOP has accepted the 850 Purchase Order or 860
Supplemental (SUP) and provisioning of the service has begun. ;

* This diagram is taken from Qw&st IMA 3.0 Dlsclosure, Appendxx I- Gencnc Order Flow Busmess Model, dated February 18,
- fh o 1 e ' Y X oy . B

2002. Available at: C ]
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S. Ifan error is detected after the FOC is sent, or if there is a problem meeting the commitment on the local
service request, an §65 Jeopardy Notice will be sent. If the jeopardy is caused by Qwest conditions, Qwest
will negotiate a new due date and send a new FOC. If the jeopardy is caused by non-Qwest conditions, the
CLEC must submit a supplemental request to correct the condition with the same PON and incremented
version number as the original request. If this jcopardy caused the due date to be missed, the supplemental
request must include a revised due date.

6. Upon completion of the service order request, an 865 Completion notice will be sent.

2.1.2.2.3 Supplemental Order Flow

When the CLEC has a need to change an order, it issues a Supplemental LSR, and the order follows
the Supplemental Order Flow. CLECs must submit Supplemental LSRs with the original PON and an
incremented version number. If the CLEC sends a Supplement prior to receiving a response for the
original transaction, the Supplement replaces the original LSR. Consequently, the CLEC receives a
FOC on the Supplemental order only. For every Supplemental order that is submitted, Qwest returns a
FOC only if the Supplement passes all edits before the receipt of a subsequent Supplemental order.
Supplemental orders follow the same steps as the Exception Order Flow or the Normal Order Flow,
depending on any errors present in the LSR. :

CLECs can submit three ypes of Supplemental orders to Qwest: cancels, due date changes, and
“others.” First, a Supplement of *“1-Cancel” indicates that Qwest should cancel the pending service
request in its entirety. A Supplement of “2 -New Desired Due Date” indicates the pending service
request requires only a change in the requested delivery date of the service. A Supplement of “3-
Other” indicates CLEC is requesting any other change, or a combination of changes, for the pending
service request.

Figure 12A-1.3, below, represents the Supplemental Order Flow for an LSR submitted via IMA EDL
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If the 860 Supplemental (SUP) fails the IMA edits, an 865 System Fatal Error, 865 FATAL, will be returned to
the CLEC with one or more fatal error codes.

The CLEC should resolve the errors and re-submit the 860 Supplemental (SUP). While an 860 Supplemental
(SUP) is in progress, the CLEC should wait until the current 860 Supplemental (SUP) is confirmed (865 FOC)
or an error is received (865 FATAL or 865 Non-Fatal) before issuing another 860 Supplemental (SUP).

If an 860 Purchase Order receives a non-fatal error, the CLEC can either resubmit the request with the same
PON and an incremented version or call the service center to discuss the error(s). If an 860 Purchase Order
receives a Manual Fatal error, the CLEC should resubmit the request with the same PON and an incremented
version.

When the 860 Supplemental (SUP) is posted to the SOP, an 865 FOC will be returned to the CLEC. This
confirmation indicates that the SOP has accepted the 860 Supplemental (SUP), and provisioning of the
service has begun.

1f Qwest has a problem meeting the commitment on the local service request, and the CLEC has chosen to
receive notification via IMA EDI, a Jeopardy Notification will be issued. If this occurs, an 865 Jeopardy
Notification is sent. If the jeopardy is caused by Qwest conditions, Qwest will negotiate a new due date and
send a new FOC. If the jeopardy is caused by non-Qwest conditions, the CLEC must submit a supplemental
request to correct the condition with the same PON and incremented version number as the original request.
If this jeopardy caused the due date to be missed, the supplemental request must include a revised due date

If an error is found afier the FOC is sent, an 865 Jeopardy will be sent.
Upon completion of the service order request, an 865 Completion notice will be sent.

¢ This dmgram is takcn from Qwest IMA 8.0 Disclosurc. Appeudxx 1- Genenc Ordcr Flow Business Model, dated February 18,
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2.1.2.2.4  Jeopardy Order Flow

If an error is detected on a CLEC’s LSR after Qwest sends the FOC, or if Qwest estimates it will miss
its commitment on the LSR, Qwest sends a Jeopardy Notice to the CLEC. If Qwest conditions caused
the jeopardy, Qwest negotiates a new due date and sends a new FOC. If non-Qwest conditions caused
the jeopardy, the CLEC must submit a Supplemental LSR, with the original PON and incremented
version number, to correct the condition. If the jeopardy causes the due date to be missed, the
Supplemental LSR must include a revised due date. If Qwest determines the jeopardy is caused by the
CLEC, the CLEC has 30 days to submit its Supplemental LSR or the order will be canceled.

Figure 12A-1.3, above, includes a depiction of the Jeopardy Order Flow for an LSR submitted via
IMA EDI. The Jeopardy Order Flow is illustrated in references 4 and 5.

2.2 Scenarios

The POP Functional Evaluation used the scenarios identified in the MTP, Appendix D. The P-CLEC
submitted pre-order and order transactions based upon test cases developed by the Test Administrator
from the Appendix D scenarios.

2.3 Test Targets & Measures

The test target was to evaluate the functionality of Qwest’s wholesale OSS interfaces in supporting
CLECs’ pre-ordering, ordering, and post-ordering requirements. Processes, sub-processes, and
evaluation measures are summarized in the following table. The last column, “Test Cross-Reference,”
indicates where the particular measures are addressed in section 3.1, “Results & Analysis.”

Table 12A-1.1: Test Target Cross-Reference

Interface Availability IMA EDI Availability of Interface 12-1-1
IMA GUI ' Availability of Interface 12-1-2
Pre-order IMA EDI Completeness of Response, 12-2-1 10 12-2-3
IMA GUI Clarity and Accm?cy of Error ;
Messages, Usability of
Information
Resale ‘ IMA EDI Completeness of Response, 12-3-1 to 12-3-3
' IMAGUT . Clarity and Accu.racy of Error
.} Messages, Usability of
Manual Information
UNE-P/UNE-C IMA EDI Completeness of Response, 124-1 t0 12-4-3
IMA GUI { Clarity and Aocu'r?cy of Error '
Messages, Usability of
Manual ' Information
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.
Unbundfed Loops IMA EDI Completeness of Response, 12-5-1 to 12-5-3
3 IMA GUI : Clarity and Accuracy of Error
| , , Messages, Usability of
Manual Information ‘
Line Sharing/Shared IMA EDI Completeness of Response, 12-6-1 t0 12-6-3
Loop IMA GUI Clarity and Accuracy of Error
Messages, Usability of
Manual Information
Unbundied Dark Fiber | Manual Completeness of Response, 12-7-1 to0 12-7-3
Clarity and Accuracy of Error
Messages, Usability of
Information
2.4 Evaluation Methods
During the period from March 2001 to April 2002, HP, in its role as the P-CLEC, submitted various
pre-order, order, and post-order transactions to compile a data set of transaction responses from
Qwest.
Table 12-1.2, below, provides a breakdown of the pre-order, order, and post-order transactxons that
the P-CLEC submitted via Qwest’s interface options — IMA EDI, IMA GUI, and Manua! ordering.”
Due to the schedule of the P-CLEC’s transaction testing activities, the P-CLEC processed its electronic
ah transactions in various IMA Releases, and prepared manual orders under both LSOG3 and LSOGS

ordering guidelines®

Table 124-1.2: P-CLEC Pre-Order/Order Transactions

Pre-Order
Address Validation (AVQ) X X X X X
Appointment Availability (AAQ) X'l X X X
Appointment Selection (ASQ) X X X X

" The product categories within Table 12-1.2 include both order and post-order activities that the P-CLEC performed. Because
- the P-CLEC’s testing activities dealt with the complctc lifecycle of LSR processing, HP is evaluating both order and post-order
activities as one clement.

* Table 12A-1.2 reflects only the manual order forms that the P-CLEC submitted to Qwest for processing. The RCLEC
prepared manual order forms under LSOG3 for its manual ordering transactions. However, the P-CLEC did not submit these
LSOG3 manual orders due to open Observations and Exceptions addressing manual form deficiencies. Qwest implemented
LSOGS3 for its manual ordering forms before these Observations and Exceptions were resolved, which resulied in the P-CLEC
submitting its manual orders only under LSOGS guidelines. N
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Cancellation (CTQ) — Appointment

Connecting Facility Assignment (CFAQ)
Customer Service Record (CSRQ)
Design Layout Record (DLR)

Facility Availability (FAQ)

Meet Point (MPQ)

Raw Loop Data (RLDQ)
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UNEP POTS X | x X [ x| x X
Post-Order

Completion X X X X

Jeopardy (includes Non-Fatal, Fatal) X X X X X

LSR Status Query / Response X X X X

Order FOC and Supplemental X X X X X

Status Change Inquiry- Auto Push X X

To assist i its pre-order, order and post-order transaction testing activities, the P-CLEC used
documentation publicly available on Qwest’s wholesale website,'® or resources provided to the P-
CLEC by its Account Team. HP’s Test 10 report, the Order and Transaction Creation Documentation
Evaluation, evaluates the effectiveness of these resources and documentation. The P-CLEC believes
that it did not receive or use any materials in its pre-order, order, and post-order transaction processing
that Qwest does not make available to all CLECs.

2.5 Analysis Methods

The P-CLEC recorded and tracked each transaction submitted through Qwest’s OSS, and logged
subsequent responses, including functional acknowledgements, FOCs, errors and rejects, jeopardy
notices, and SOCs. The P-CLEC compared each response it received to its expectations. The P-
CLEC based its expectations on its understanding of Qwest documentation, published process flows,
and business rules.

Whenever the P-CLEC received an unexpected response from Qwest on a transaction, it reviewed the
transaction details to ascertain whether the error was the result of inaccurate test case data, transaction
entry error, or a Qwest system or processing issue. If the source of the error was test case data, HP
worked with the Test Administrator to correct the test case data so the transaction could be
resubmitted. For transaction entry errors, HP reviewed the transactions, cormrected any fields that
contained incorrect information or formatting, and resubmitted the test transactions. Finally, if the error
was determined to have been caused by a Qwest system or processing issue, HP presented the issue in
a formal Observation or Exception report.

NOTE: By the date of this report, all HP Test Incident Reports (i.e., all Observations and Exceptions)
were “Closed—Resolved.”
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HP used the data gathered from the submission and analysis of the P-CLEC’s test transactions to
determine if essential elements of Qwest's processes were present, and whether Qwest followed its
published processes. Data items were analyzed against the evaluation criteria listed in Section 3.1,
below, in order to assess the results of Qwest's pre-order, order, and post-order processing
performance. '

3.0  Results Summary
This section identifies the discrete evaluation criteria and test resuits.
3.1 Results & Analysis

The results of this test are presented in the table below. Definitions of evaluation criteria, possible
results, and exceptions are provided in Section II. Summaries of HP Observations and Exceptions
referenced in the comments, and their resolutions, are located in Appendix HP-A.

Table 12A4-1.3: Evaluation Criteria and Results

Satisfied The P-CLEC used the IMA EDI interface to

Qwest’s IMA ED! interface is

regularly available for CLECs submit transactions and receive responses
to submit pre-order and order of the types identified in Table 12-1.2.
transacu'ons and receive During testing, HP recorded those instances
transaction responses. in which the P-CLEC was either a.) unable to

submit transactions via IMA EDI; or, b.)
unable to receive transaction responses via
IMA EDL

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to
these instances in the following Incident
Reports.

Observations: 2022, 2030, 2054, 2059.
Exceptions: 2015, 2016, 2018, 2019, 2021,

2022, 2029, 2045.
12-1-2 Qwest’s IMA GUl interface is | Satisfied - The P-CLEC used IMA GUI to submit
regularly available for CLECs transactions and receive responses for
to submit pre-order and order those transaction types identified in Table
transactions and receive ) 12-1.2.

transaction responses. HP recorded those instances in which the P-

CLEC was unable to submit transactions to,
or receive responses from, IMA GUL

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to
the IMA GUI interface in the following
Incident Reports.

Observations: 2022, 2030, 2090.
Exceptions: 2012, 2015, 2018, 2019, 2045,

@ | May 28, 2002 ‘ :  12-A-4
fonann i Published by Hewlett-Packard - CONFIDENT]AL ‘
For Qwest, Regional Oversight Committee, Hewlett-Packard, KPMG Consulting, and MTG use only




Qwest OSS Evaluation k ' Test Report

V)
! 2048.

12-2-1 Qwest provides complete Satisfied The P-CLEC adhered to Qwest-provided
responses to CLEC pre-order training and documentation to comptlete
transactions. IMA ED! and IMA GUI pre-order

transactions.

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to
the completeness of responses for pre-order
transactions in the following Incident

Reports. -

Observations: 2026, 2054, 2061, 2070, 2078,

2082,

.| Exceptions: 2055, 2077.
12-2-2 Error messages returned for Satisfied Of the 35,780 EDI pre-order responses

pre-order transactions clearly received during the test, the P-CLEC
and accurately explain the received 18 responses (0.05%) from Qwest
cause and source of the that contained syntactical errors and
transaction error. generated a negative 997 Functional

Acknowledgment (FA) from the P-CLEC’s
EDI translator. These errors were all the
result of an error in Qwest’s mapping of the
PO1 segment of the 855 response to a
Facilities Availability Query (FAQ) when the
i FAQ was submitted with a zero (0) in the
WLINUM field. Qwest notified the CLEC
community of this error on November 1,
2001, and corrected the issue on November
6, 2001.

The P-CLEC processed IMA EDI and IMA
GUI pre-order transactions. The P-CLEC
submitted, as part of its pre-order test
transactions, test cases that included
planned errors.

The P-CLEC evaluated the clarity and
accuracy of the error messages and found
them to be satisfactory overall. The P-CLEC
identified issues pertaining to pre-order error
messages in the following Incident Reports.
Observations: 2044, 2047.

Exceptions; 2059, 2066, 2082, 2085.

1223 The P-CLEC was able to Satisfied The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest

submit valid pre-order documentation, provided via Account

. transactions based upon Management channels or from the Qwest
publicly available Qwest wholesale website, when processing pre-~ .
information. order transactions for products and

services, Where the P-CLEC’s experience
differed from Qwest documentation, the P-
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CLEC noted the discrepency to Qwest and
requested a change or clarification.

HP identified issues pertaining to the
usability of Qwest information in pre-order
transaction processing in the following
Incident Reports.

Observations: 2014, 2057, 2078,

Exceptions: 2048, 2059, 2063, 2069, 2072,
2080.

12-3-1 Qwest provides complete Satisfied The P-CLEC used Qwest-provided training
responses to CLEC Resale and documentation to complete IMA EDI,
order and post-order IMA GUI, and manual order and post-order
transactions. | transactions for Resale products.

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to
the completeness of responses for Resale
transactions in the following Incident
Reports.

Observations: 2048, 2054, 2059, 2086.

Exceptions: 2019, 2029, 2032, 2033, 2036,
2037,2057, 2068, 2086, 2087, 2088.

12-3-2 Error messages returned for Satisfied Of the 33,358 EDI order responses received
Resale order and post-order during the test, the P-CLEC did not receive
transactions clearly and any responses from Qwest that contained ~’
accurately explain the cause syntactical errors generating a negative 997
and source of the transaction Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the
error. P-CLEC's EDI translator.

The P-CLEC processed IMA EDI, IMA GU1,
and manual resale order and post-order
transactions. The P-CLEC submitted, as part
" of these test transactions, test cases that
included planned errors. »

HP evaluated the clarity and accuracy of the
error messages and found them to be
satisfactory overall. HP identified issues
pertaining to resale transaction error
messages in the following Incident Reports.

Observations: 2048, 2051, 2053, 2089, 2094.

Exceptions: 2007, 2014, 2030, 2031, 2032,
2033, 2034, 2049, 2054, 2058, 2071, 2089.

12-3-3 The P-CLEC was able to - | Satisfied The P-CLEC relied on Qwest’s publicly
submit valid Resale order available documentation, obtained from the
transactions based upon ) Qwest wholesale website and via the Qwest
publicly available Qwest ' Account Team, to complete its Resale order
information. L ; and post-order transaction processing.

Where the P-CLEC’s experience differed
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| from the Qwest documentation, the P-CLEC
noted the discrepancy to Qwest and
requested a change or clarification.

HP identificd issues pertaining to Qwest
information, with regard to Resale order and
post-order transaction processing, in the
following Incident Reports.

Observations: 2045, 2069.

Exceptions: 2005, 2019, 2028, 2029, 2030,
2031, 2032, 2033, 2034, 2036, 2037, 2038, 2039,
2041, 2042, 2043, 2044, 2046, 2047, 2048, 2050,
2071, 2073, 2076, 2078, 2081. -

12-4-1 Qwest provides complete Satisfied The P-CLEC adhered to Qwest-provided
responses to CLEC UNE-P training and documentation to complete
and UNE-C order transactions. order and post-order transactions for UNE-P

and UNE-C. The P-CLEC submitted test
transactions for UNE-P and UNE-C products
and services via IMA EDI, IMA GU1, and
manual facsimile.

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to
the completeness of responses for UNE-
P/UNE-C order transaction processing in the
following Incident Reports.

Observations: 2054, 2079, 2086, 2088.
Exceptions: 2026, 2029, 2032, 2033, 2036,

2037, 2068, 2084, 2086, 2087.
124-2 Error messages returned for Satisfied Of the 33,358 EDI order responses received
' UNE-P and UNE-C order : during the test, the P-CLEC did not receive
transactions clearly and ‘ any responses from Qwest that contained
accurately explain the cause ‘syntactical errors generating a negative 997
and source of the transaction Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the
error. P-CLEC's EDI translator.

The P-CLEC processed UNE-P and UNE-C
order and post-order transactions via IMA
EDI, IMA GUI, and manual facsimile. The P-
CLEC submitted, as part of these test
transactions, test cases that included
planned errors.

The P-CLEC evaluated the clarity and
accuracy of the error messages and found
them to be satisfactory overall. The P-CLEC
identified issues pertaining to UNE-P and
UNE-C error messages in the following
Incident Reports.

Observations: 2032, 2033, 2067.
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Exceptions: 2007, 2013, 2014, 2026, 2030,
2031, 2032, 2033, 2034, 2052, 2056, 2071, 2089.

124-3

The P-CLEC was able to
submit valid UNE-P and UNE-
C order transactions based
upon publicly available Qwest
information.

Satisfied

| following Incident Reports.

The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest
documentation, obtained via the Qwest
wholesale website and the Qwest Account
Team, to complete its UNE-P and UNE-C
transactions. Where Qwest documentation
differed from the P-CLEC’s experience, the P-
CLEC noted the discrepancy to Qwest and
requested a change or clarification.

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to
Qwest information, with regard to UNE-P
and UNE-C transaction processing, in the

Observations: 2032, 2033, 2045, 2049, 2073,

Exceptions: 2005, 2009, 2010, 2012, 2027,
2028, 2029, 2030, 2031, 2032, 2033, 2034, 2036,
2037, 2039, 2041, 2042, 2043, 2044, 2048, 2070,
2071, 2073, 2076, 2078, 2084.

12-5-1

Qwest provides complete
responses to CLEC
Unbundled Loop order and
post-order transactions.

Satisfied

The P-CLEC completed order and postorder }
transactions for Unbundled Loops via IMA
EDI, IMA GUI, and manual facsimile.

Qwest generally provided complete
responses to the P-CLEC"s Unbundled Loop
transactions. HP identified issues dealing
with transaction responses in the following
Incident Reports.

Observations: 2054, 2064, 2086, 2088.

Exceptions: 2024, 2029, 2032, 2033, 2035, .
2036, 2037, 2067, 2068.

12-5-2

Error messages returned for
Unbundled Loop order and
post-order transactions clearly
and accurately explain the
cause and source of the
transaction error.

Satisfied

Of the 33,358 EDI order responses received
during the test, the P-CLEC did not receive
any responses from Qwest that contained
syntactical errors generating a negative 997
Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the
P-CLEC’s EDI translator.

The P-CLEC processed Unbundled Loop
order and post-order transactions via IMA
EDJ, IMA GUI, and manual facsimile. The P-
CLEC submitted, as part of these test
transactions, test cases that included
planned errors,

The P-CLEC identified several instances in
which the error messages that Qwest
returned on Unbundled Loop transactions

imvend
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did not clearly explain the error cause or
source. HP identified these issues in the
following Incident Reports.

QObservations: 2060, 2072, 2074.

Exceptions: 2030, 2031, 2032, 2033, 2034,
2035, 2065, 2067, 2074, 2079, 2089.

12-5-3

The P-CLEC was able to
submit valid Unbundled Loop
order and post-order
transactions based upon
publicly available Qwest
information.

Satisfied

The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest
documentation, obtained via the Qwest
wholesale website and the Qwest Account
Team, to complete its Unbundled Loop
transactions. Where Qwest documentation
differed from the P-CLEC’s experience, the P-
CLEC noted the discrepancy to Qwest and
requested a change or clarification.

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to
Qwest information, with regard to
Unbundied Loop transaction processing in
the following Incident Reports.

Observations: 2009, 2076, 2087.

Exceptions: 2028, 2029, 2030, 2031, 2032,
2033, 2034, 2035, 2036, 2037, 2040, 2042, 2043,
2044, 2051, 2053, 2060, 2067, 2076, 2083.

12-6-1

Qwest provides complete
responses to CLEC Line
Sharing/Shared Loop order
and post-order transactions.

Satisfied

The P-CLEC completed order and post-order
transactions for Line Sharing/Shared Loops
via IMA EDI and IMA GUL

Qwest generally provided complete
responses to the P-CLEC"s Line
Sharing/Shared Loop transactions. HP
identified issues dealing with transaction
responses in the following Incident Reports.

Observations: 2054, 2086.

Exceptions: 2008, 2029, 2032, 2033, 2036,
2037.

12-6-2

Error messages returned for
Line Sharing/Shared Loop
order and post-order
transactions clearly and
accurately explain the cause
and source of the transaction
error.

Satisfied

Of the 33,358 EDI order responses received
during the test, the P~-CLEC did not receive
any responses from Qwest that contained
syntactical errors generating a negative 997
Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the
P-CLEC’s EDI translator.

The P-CLEC processed Line Sharing/Shared
Loop order and post-order transactions via
IMA EDI and IMA GUI. The P-CLEC
submitted, as part of these test transactions,
test cases that included planned errors.

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to

May 28, 2002 . 12-4-19
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UNE-P ana U'NE—C crror nicssa;s in the
following Incident Reports.
Observation: 2061.

Exceptions: 2030, 2031, 2032, 2033, 2034,
2089.

12-6-3

The P-CLEC was able to
submit valid Line
Sharing/Shared Loop order
and post-order transactions
based upon publicly available
Qwest information.

Satisfied

The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest
documentation, obtained via the Qwest
wholesale website and the Qwest Account
Team, to complete its Line Sharing/Shared
Loop transactions. Where Qwest
documentation differed from the P-CLEC’s
experience, the P-CLEC noted the
discrepancy to Qwest and requested a
change or clarification.

HP identified issues pertaining to Qwest
information, with regard to Line
Sharing/Shared Loop transaction
processing, in the following Incident
Reports.

Exceptions: 2008, 2029, 2030, 2031, 2032,
2033, 2034, 2036, 2037, 2042, 2043, 2044, 2076.

12-7-1

Qwest provides complete
responses to CLEC
Unbundled Dark Fiber (UDF)
transactions.

Satisfied

‘Qwest generally provided complete

The P-CLEC ordered UDF from Qwest via
manual facsimile, using the process outlined
on the Qwest wholesale website. The P-
CLEC received and analyzed Qwest
response to these orders.

responses to the P-CLEC’s UDF order
transactions. HP identified issues dealing
with transaction responses in the following
Incident Reports.

Observations: 2052, 2075.

12-7-2

Error messages retarned for
Unbundled Dark Fiber (UDF)
transactions clearly and
accurately explain the cause
and source of the transaction
error.

Satisfied

The P-CLEC processed Unbundled Dark
Fiber orders via manual facsimile. The P-
CLEC submitted, as part of these test

transactions, orders that included errors.

The P-CLEC evaluated the clarity and
accuracy of the error messages and found
them to be satisfactory. HP did not issue
any Observations or Exceptions that dealt
with error messages received for the P-
CLEC’s UDF orders.

12-7-3

The P-CLEC was able to
submit valid Unbundled Dark

Satisfied

The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest
documentation, obtained via the Qwest
wholesale website and the Qwest Account

=

ievaent

Fiber (UDF) transactions
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based upon publicly available Team, to complete its UDF orders. Where
Qwest information. Qwest documentation differed from the P-
CLEC’s experience, the P-CLEC noted the
discrepency to Qwest and requested a
change or clarification.

HP identified issues pertaining to Qwest
information, with regard to UDF order
processing, in the following Incident
Reports.

Observations: 2052, 2075.
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12.7. Test Results: Loop Qualification Process Evaluation (Test 12.7)

1.0 Description

The Loop Qualification Process Evaluation was a review of the Digital Subscriber Line (DSL)
loop qualification processes and procedures developed and employed by Qwest to support both
retail and wholesale customers. Operational analysis techniques were used to determine if parity
exists in the design, implementation, and use of Qwest’s loop qualification process.
Additionally, the Loop Qualification Evaluanon assessed remedial® options available for both
the retail and wholesale processes. :

2.0 Method

This section summarizes the test execution method.

2.1  Business Process Description

This section provides an overview of the Qwest retail and wholesale loop qualification processes.
2.1.1 Qwest Retail Loop Qualification Process

Qwest retail customers are able to d:termine whether or not a loop qualifies for Digital
Subscriber Line (DSL) service by using one of the following methods:

e Qwest retail Web site tool (orderdsl.qwest.com);
e Telephone inquiry; and
e Email or fax inquiry.

The retail Web site tool allows Qwest’s end-user customers to submit a query by entering their
existing telephone number (TN) to determine whether the loop dedicated to that TN qualifies for
DSL service. If the customer receives a positive response, the customer can then request DSL
service.

Retail customers can submit requests for DSL service via telephone, email, or fax. In these
cases, a Qwest retail customer service representative performs the loop qualification by using the
QCity/QServ Loop Qualification Tool.

The QCity/QServ tool allows the Qwest representative to submit a query using either the
customer TN or strect address. The customer TN is used for most requests. QServ returns a
positive or negative response:*

e YES - indicates that the customer’s loop qualifies for Qwest DSL service at given
available data transmission speed(s), and that an order for DSL service can be submitted.

*! Remedial options are those available to 2 CLEC for instances in which the loop that it is trying to qualify for Digital Subscriber
Line (DSL) service does not. Examplcs include auto qualification capabilities and loop conditioning services for facility-based
CLECs.

%2 Prior to December 18, 2001, QServ included an additional “Not Determined” response. The “Not Determined™ response

- indicated that the database did not contain sufficient information for QCity to determine whether or not the customer qualified
for service.

; mm - ‘ : CL120
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e NO - indicates that the customer’s loop does not qualify for DSL service. A brief
explanation is provided in the query response (e.g., distance from Central Office [CO] is

too great).

Qwest retail customers do not have remedial options available to them when the specified loop
does not support DSL service. For example, Qwest does not provide conditioning services® in

order to qualify customers for DSL service if the specified loop does not support DSL service.
In such instances, customers are informed that their TNs are not currently eligible for the service.

2.1.2 Qwest Retail Loop Qualification System Description
The diagram below illustrates the systems and flow that comprise Qwest’s retail loop

qualification query process:

Figure 12.7-1: Qwest Retail Loop Qualification Query Process

1-» 2 2A—»

Retall
Qci
Rep 7. ty lg-6— FnS e 6A —] Q Serv

4 N4
N Y

Representative accesses QCity Loop Qualification by telephone number (TN); Representative enters TN.
QCity sends telephone number to QServ.
. Data is transferred from QCity to QServ via Fetch ‘n Stuff (FnS).
QServ pulls Raw Loop Data (RLD) to make loop qualification determination from Loop Qualification Data Base
(LQDB).
4.  LQDB checks Loop Facilities Assignment & Control System (LFACS) to verify that data is current.
5. LQDB rerumns RLD for TN(s).
6. QServ uses RLD to determine loop qualification, and sends loop qualification results to QCity.
6A. Data is transferred from QServ to QCity via FaS.
7. QCity sends loop qualification results to representative.

Ll R A

Process Description: The QCity interface submits the query information to QServ. QServisa
middleware application that collects raw loop data from the LQDB, and uses an algorithm to
determine whether or not the loop qualifies, based on the technical specifications for Qwest DSL
service.

System Performance/Database Updates: The LFACS database is Qwest s central repository
for loop data. It serves as the source database for the loop data in the LQDB, which is updated
with revised LFACS data on a nightly basis. The two databases are synchronized each month.
As part of the loop qualification query process, the LQDB also queries a “recent changes” field
in the LFACS database. If this query indicates that the LFACS information has been updated,

¥ Conditioning services include removal of bridge taps and/or load coils.

EIEI ‘ . 121
Consulting ‘ May 28, 2002 : o

Published by KPMG Consulting, Inc ~ CONFIDENTIAL
For Qwest, Regional Oversight Commmee, Hewlert-Packard Consulting, and MTG use only




Qwest OSS Evaluation Final Report

the new LFACS information is populated into the LQDB, and is used as the basis for the loop
qualification query.

2.1.3 Qwest Wholesale Loop Qualification Process

CLECs can determine whether a loop qualifies for DSL service by using one of the following
methods:

e Qwest Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA);

e Qwest wholesale Web site tool;

e Telephone inquiry to the Interconnect Service Center (ISC); and
e Email or fax inquiry to the ISC. ‘

IMA is the primary tool used by CLECs to perform loop qualifications. The other methods serve
as backups, in the event that a CLEC experiences difficulty with the IMA tools, described betow.
Qwest makes several loop qualification tools available through IMA. They include:

e Qwest DSL Qualification Tool — used by resellers to qualify loops, based on the specific
technical parameters for Qwest DSL service;

e Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) Unbundled Loop Qualification Tool —
used by facility-based CLECs to qualify loops, based on industry standard technical
specifications for ADSL service; and

¢ Raw Loop Data Tool — used to access specific loop makeup characteristics, including
specific loop modifications, segment characteristics, distance from the CO, and presence
of load coils or bridge taps.

CLEC:s use the appropriate IMA tool to qualify a customer loop prior to submitting an order to
Qwest for DSL service. Raw loop data can be used to examine the specific loop makeup
characteristics for a discrete TN or address. In addition to using the Raw Loop Data Tool,
CLECs can download bulk raw loop data in comma-delimited format, from Qwest’s Web site,
for use in their own loop qualification applications.

The Qwest DSL and ADSL Unbundled Loop Qualification tools allow CLECs to submit queries
by either TN or address. The IMA response for both tools indicates whether or not the specified
loop qualifies for DSL service, and provides a brief descnpuon of the loop make-up
- characteristics.

The Qwest DSL tool provides the same response as the QCity tool described above: “yes” or
“no.” The result is based on the same data and algorithms that are used in the retail loop
qualification process (see Section 2.1.4 below for further detail).

Resellers of Qwest DSL service who receive a “no” response can request an auto qualification
feature through IMA. This tool allows CLECs to establish an automatic query that periodically
checks a loop to determine if its qualification status has changed. If a loop becomes eligible at a

later date, the CLEC is notified via email. As is the case with the retail process, Qwest does not
provide resellers of Qwest DSL service conditioning services in order to qualify customers for
DSL service.

EEGEM s May 26, 2002 122
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Facility-based CLECs who order unbundled loop products do have the remedial option (in
addition to the auto qualification feature) of ordering loop-conditioning services from Qwest in
order to qualify customers for DSL service. Examples of such options include the removal of
load coils and bridge taps from a specified loop.

Qwest provides support to CLECs through its ISCs. Resellers receive support from the Complex
Resale ISC in Minneapolis, MN. Facility-based DSL providers receive support from the
Unbundled Loop ISC in Duluth, MN. These ISCs are staffed by Service Delivery Coordinators
(SDCs), who are trained to process orders for DSL-related products and services. Resale SDCs
perform loop qualifications on DSL orders using the Qwest DSL Qualification Tool, which
returns loop results in the same manner (“yes” or “no”) as the tools used by CLECs. The Qwest
DSL Qualification Tool is the same tool used by Qwest retail representatives.

2.1.4 Qwest Wholesale Loop Qualification System Description
The diagram below illustrates the systems and flow that comprise the CLEC loop qualification
query processes:

Figure 12.7-2: Wholesale Loop Qualification System Process

PREMIS

m B1,85

_ c1.c7 1

A3 @‘ D1, D7 c2.c3
E1.E9 E2,E3
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l C2.C3__ ! FnsiDA

{EZ. E3
Batch RLD
Web Page IMA 4 EnSISIA
4 A ]
A2 02,06
| £4,E8 A
CIS Server l;a:;l;tky
FnSISIA
A
D2, D6
E4,E8 EO
Y
QServ LFACS
f
B3, C5,D4, E6

Al-A3 - Batch Raw Loop Data: Raw loop data is updated nightly to the CIS server. CLECs can access this data via the
Qwest Web site using s digital certificate.

B1.BS5 — IMA Raw Loop Data: Raw loop data for individual TNs is accessed via IMA. Data is drawn from the LQDB. :
LQDB queries a field in the LFACS database to determine whether any recent updates have been made to the database. Qucry
results are returned to the CLEC via the IMA interface.
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C1-C7 - IMA Raw Loop Data: Raw loop data address queries are validated in PREMIS The query is then submitted to the
LQDB, and Raw Loop Data results are returnied to the CLEC via the IMA interface. ™

D1-D7 - Qwest DSL (Resale) Loop Qualification: Queries are submitted via IMA to QServ. QServ collects loop data from
the LQDB and executes the algorithms to determine whether the specified loop quatifies based on the technical parameters for
Qwest DSL service.®

EI-E9 - Qwest DSL (Resale) Loop Qualification: Queries based on customer address follow the same process as the Resale
tclephone number query (D1 ~ D7) above, except that the query first validates the given address in PREMIS.

System Performance/Database Updates: The LFACS and LQDB databases are the same
databases used for retail loop qualification. The update procedures described in Section 2.1.2
also apply to this section.

The flow for the Unbundled ADSL Loop Qualification process is deplcted below. The ADSL
Loop Qualification Tool is used prior to submitting a Local Service Request (LSR) for an
Unbundled Local Loop. This tool enables the CLEC to verify the type of facility and the loop
make-up of the Unbundled Local Loop prior to order submission.

Figure 12.7-3: Unbundled ADSL Loop Qualification Process

1A————p PREMIS
-Address Validation

4]

IMA

1. CLEC accesses IMA for loop qualification by TN; CLEC enters TN.

1A. IMA accesses PREMIS to validate addresses or working TNs; PREMIS retums results.
IMA sends TN to Facility Check.

Facility Check queries LFACS to verify that data is current.

LFACS returns data to Facility Check for loop qualification determination.

Facility Check sends loop qualification result to IMA.

IMA sends loop qualification result to CLEC.

R RS

* FnS/DA is an acronym for Fetch *n Smff/ Data Arbitor
3 FnS/SIA is an acronym for Fetch ‘n Stuff/ Safe Information Access
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CLECs submit queries via IMA. Address-based queries determine the validated addresses or
working TNs in PREMIS. PREMIS is the system used by IMA GUI, IMA EDI, and other
applications as a source of address validation information. It is used by Qwest retail and
wholesale operations. TN data is submitted to Facility Check. Facility Check draws loop make-
up characteristics from the LFACS database, and performs algorithms to determine whether the

loop will support DSL service. Results are then returned to the CLEC via IMA.

2.2 Scenarios

Scenarios were not applicable to this test.

2.3 Test Targets & Measures

The test targets were the loop qualification processes and procedures used by Qwest to support
both retail and wholesale customers. Processes, sub-processes, and evaluation measures are

summarized in the following table.

Table 12. 7-1 : Test Target Cross-Reference

_ Process: - | Subp vain est Cross-Reference
Loop Qualification Pre-Ordcr Receipt and Consistency between 12.7-1-1 - 12.7-1-2,
Pre-Order Query Logging wholesale and retail 12.7-1-4, 12.7-1-7
Process processes
Assemble Pre-Order Delivery of Error Consistency between 12.7-1-3
Response Messages and Queries wholesale and retail
processes
Delivery of Response Consistency between 12.7-1-6, 12.7-1-8
wholesale and retail
processes
Escalation Process User-initiated Escalation | Consistency between 12.7-1-3, 12.7-1-§,
wholesale and retail 12.7-1-9
processes

Process Management

General Management
Practices

Consistency between
wholesale and retail
pracesses

12.7-1-2-12.7-14

Performance Consistency between 12.7-1-11
Measurement Process wholesale and retail
processes
Capacity Management | Capacity Management Consistency between 12.7-1-10
Processes and wholesale and retail
" Procedures processes

2.4 Evaluation Methods

KPMG Consulting utilized three methods of data collection for this evaluation. The evaluation
included reviews of Qwest documentation of processes and procedures, management pracuces, V
and pre-order processes. Interviews and observations were held with Competitive Local

mmm : ‘ : 125
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Exchange Carriers (CLECs) to evaluate their collective experiences. KPMG Consulting used
findings from Hewlett-Packard Consulting (HPC), which held the role of pseudo-CLEC (P-
CLEC) during execution of Test 12, Evaluation of POP Functionality and Performance Versus
Parity Standards and Benchmarks. In addition, KPMG Consulting conducted interviews and on-
site observations with Qwest staff responsible for loop qualification processing.

‘2.5  Analysis Methods

Information gathered during on-site visits, through data requests, and from HPC’s P-CLEC
experience was evaluated against criteria defined by KPMG Consulting during the planning
phase of the test. One component of this evaluation compared Qwest personnel, processes, and
systems used for wholesale loop qualification to those employed for retail loop qualification, in

Ve

order to determine whether or not consistencies exist. Another component evaluated data

gathered to determine if essential elements of Qwest's processes and systems are present, and
whether or not defined process steps are followed.

3.0 Results Summary
This section identifies the discrete evaluation criteria and test results.
3.1 Results & Amly{ir

The results of this test are presented in the table below. Definitions of evaluation criteria,
possible results, and Exceptions are provided in Section IL

Table 12.7-2: Evaluation Criteria and Results

:\f:‘;‘;l?‘er‘,tCrou- I
|- Reference. | "~ "

12.7-1-1 The end-user information that | Satisfied | End-user information that is required prior
is required prior to the to the submission of a loop qualification is
submission of a loop the same for wholesale and retail orders.

qualification is the same for

wholesale and retail orders. Both retail and wholesale loop

qualifications can be perfor med using cither
an end-user telephone number (TN) or
street address.

KPMG Consulting confirmed these
submission requirements during interviews
and observations with CLEC subject matter
experts (SMEs) who are responsible for
qualifying loops.

Requirements are documented and made
available to CLE Cs and Qwest personnel.
CLEC information is available on the
Qwest Web site at http://www qwest.com/
wholesale/ima/gui/document.html, and in
the IM4 Loop Qualification and Raw Loop
Data Job Aid. Loop qualification
information for Qwest retail customers is
available at: https://orderdsl.qwest.com/
order/welcome.asp.
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" Reference

“TestCross- .|

./ ‘Evaluation Criteria

KPMG Consulting aiso observed the loop

qualification process in the Qwest retail and
wholesale work centers in order to confirm
that these activities were accurately and
consistently practiced, as defined and
documented above.

12.7-1-2

The loop qualification query
process is consistent for retail
and wholesale customers.

Satisfied

The loop qualification query process is
consistent for retail and wholesale
customers.

Qwest retail customers can determine
whether they qualify for DSL service
through one of the following means:

¢ Telephone inquiry;
o Qwest Web site query; and
e Email or fax inquiry.

Qwest wholesale customers use various
loop qualification tools, via IMA, to obtain
comparable information for their end-user
customers. Wholesale customers can also
obtain loop qualification information from
Qwest’s ISCs via the same means listed
above.

Qwest retail processes are documented on
the retail Web site at https://orderds].qwest
.com/order/welcome.asp. Qwest wholesale
processes arc documented on the wholesale
Web site at http://www.gwest.com/
wholesale/ima/gui/document.html. Qwest
wholesale SDCs have access to additional
process documentation via InfoBuddy, a
Qwest internal, online job aid.

During observations of Qwest retail and
wholesale work center represent atives,
KPMG Consulting confirmed that the loop
qualification process activities were
accurately and consistently practiced, as
defined and documented above. KPMG
Consulting also observed CLEC ‘
representatives submitting loop
qualification queries using the processes
documented above,

12.7-1.3

Processes and procedures are
defined for addressing errors
regarding loop qualifications
in the retail and wholesale
environments.

Satisfied

. Processes and procedures are defined for

addressing errors regarding loop
qualifications in the retail and wholesale
environments.

If a CLEC receives a questionable “no”

response from a loop qualification query to.
the Qwest DSL or ADSL Unbundled Loop

mm
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- Reference e e

information using the Raw Loop Data Tool.
A retail customer who receivesa “no”
response when inquiring about DSL
availability is informed that the relevant TN
is not currently eligible for the service.

KPMG Consulting observations of
representatives in the Qwest retail and
wholesale work centers confirmed that
these activities were accurately and
consistently practiced, as defined and
documented. KPMG Consulting also .
observed CLECs using the procedures
defined for addressing errors regarding loop
qualifications.

12.7-14 The internal process flow Satisfied Qwest’s internal process flow used for loop
used for loop qualification is qualification is consistent for retail and
consistent for retail and , " wholesale customers.

wholgsale customers. During interviews with CLEC SMEs,
KPMG Consulting confirmed that the
internal process flow used for wholesale
loop qualifications is consistent with
defined and documented Qwest processes.

Requirements are documented and made
available to CLE Cs and Qwest personnel.
CLEC information is available on the
Qwest Web site at https://orderdsl.qwest.
com/order/welcome.asp, and in Qwest's ~/
document, IMA Loop Qualification and
Raw Loop Data CLEC Job Aid.
During initial testing, KPMG Consulting
identified apparent discrepancies with
Qwest’s back-end systems that provide
loop qualification results. KPMG
Consuiting issued Exception 3038.
After completing additional interviews and
document analysis, KPMG Consulting
determined that internal process flows are
consistent for both retail and wholesale
operations, and that back-end systems,
following a system change by Qwest,
provide consistent results for both
wholesale and retail queries.
See Exception 3038 for additional
information on this issue. Exception 3038
5 is closed. '
12.7-1-5 Qwest contact informationis | Satisfied Qwest contact information is readily
readily available for retail and “available for retail and wholesale
wholesale customers. , customers.

: ‘ Interviews with CLEC SMEs verified that
Qwest contact information is available on
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" TestCross- | -
" Reference <

- Evaluation Criterla

Qwest’s Web site, and in documentation
provided to CLECs by Qwest account
managers. KPMG Consulting confirmed
the availability of contact information with
SMEs at CLECs.

Documentation that describes the various
Qwest departments and related SMEs is
available to CLECs at https://www.gwest
.com/wholesale/, and in the Qwest
document, Frequently Called Numbers -
ISC - Wholesale.

KPMG Consulting verified the availability
of this contact information during .
observations at both the Qwest wholesale
and retail work centers. KPMG Consulting
also observed SDCs providing contact
information to end-users and CLECs.
KPMG Consulting also observed CLECs
accessing Qwest contact information on the
Web site identified above.

12.7-1-6

The customer receives Satisfied The customer receives confirmation of the
confirmation of the completion of a loop qualification, or can
completion of a loop access the status of loop qualifications.
qualification, or can access CLECs and retail end-users reccive

the status of loop completion con firmations via the same
qualifications. vehicle through which they query. That s,
if submitted in IMA, the CLEC will receive
confirmation via IMA.

During observations with CLEC SMEs who
are responsible for receiving confirmation
of loop qualification query completion,
KPMG Consulting observed receipt of such
confirmations.

KPMG Consulting also observed receipt of
loop qualification confirmations in the
Qwest retail and wholesale work centers, to
confirm that these activities were accurately
and consistently practiced.

12.7-1-7

Systems and processes are in - | Satisfied Systems and processes are in place to allow
place to allow wholesale and wholesale and retail loop qualification
retail loop qualification : queries to be performed usmg the customer
queries to be performed using address.

the customer address. The database used to qualify loops is the
same for both the wholesale and retail
organizations. All tools (the Qwest DSL
Tool, the ADSL Unbundled Loop Tool, and
the Raw Loop Data Tool for wholesale and
the QCity/QServ Tool for retail) may be
used to conduct loop qualifications based
on the customer address,

~ - kbl - ‘ | 1
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Durmg on-site visits with CLECs, KPMG
Consulting observed loop quahﬁcanon
queries being performed using the customer
address.

KPMG Consulting also observed loop
qualification queries being performed with
customer addresses in the Qwest retail and
wholesale work centers, and confirmed that
these activities were accurately and
consistendy practnced as defined and
documented above.

12.7-1-8 Loop qualification response Satisfied Loop qualification response types that are
types that are provided are provided are consistent between retail and

consistent between retail and wholesale customers. ,
wholesale customers. Loop qualification queries, by both retail
’ and wholesale customers, result in one of
the following mponse types: .

* Yes;or

¢ No.
Interviews with both CLEC SMEs and
Qwest representatives verified that loop
qualification response types that are
provided are consistent between retail and
wholesale customers.

KPMG Consulting observations at Qwest
retail and wholesale centers, and CLEC
centers verified that personnel receive the
same qualification response types.
Identical query types for loop qualification
resulted in the same response types.

12.7-1-9 The escalation process for Satisfied The escalation process for loop
- loop qualifications is qualifications is consistent for retail and
consistent for retail and wholesale customers.
wholesale customers. For loop qualification queries for which the

qualification tools return a “no” response,
CLECs can request an auto qualification
feature, which periodically checks a loop to
determine whether its qualification status
has changed. In addition, facility-based
CLECs may request | oop conditioning
services. ‘

In addition to the specific loop qualification

3 During the execution of Test 12, Evaluation of POP Functionality and Performance versus Parity and Standards and
Benchmarks, Hewlett-Packard Consulting (HPC) identified an issue'with Raw Loop Data Query pre-order functionality; see
HPC's Exception 2063 for additional information. The specific discrepancy identified in E2063 is not addressed in the Test'
12.7 Test Report because the issue in question has no comparable Retail ‘equivalent. HPC Exception 2063 is closed. HPC
subsequently issued Observation 2078 to monitor the above issue. Following retesting, Observation 2078 is closed.
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remedial option esca lations, the general
escalation process is documented and made
available to CLE Cs and Qwest personnel.
CLEC information is available on the
Qwest Web site at hitp://www.qwest.
com/wholesale/clecs/exescover.hmml.
Additional escalation process descriptive
information is available in the Qwest
documents, Escalation Management
Process for Design Services Bulletin
Number: PB97028-5 and Service Delivery
Escalation/Status Process.

KPMG Consulting interviews with CLEC
SMEs who are responsible for escalating
orders confirmed that the Qwest escalation
process, as defined and documented, is
consistently practiced. At visits to Qwest
work centers, KPMG Consulting also
observed direct use of the escalation
process.

12.7-1-10 The capacity management Satisfied Qwest’s capacity management process for
process for loop qualification loop qualification is equivalent for retail
is consistent for retail and and wholesale customers.

wholesale customers. Qwest’s process for loop qualification
P~ capacity management is encompassed

' 1 within its overall work center capacity
management process.

Qwest work center order volume is tracked,
and is used to forecast future work
volumes. Qwest uses this in formation to
schedule resources for the retail and
wholesale centers.

Load and Resource Managers (LRM) are
responsible for managing and monitoring
_order and/or call volumes, staffing levels,
product trends, and capacity utilization.
LRMs regularly compile various reports:
acwal vs. projected volumes, in today/out
today, and Automatic Call Distributor
(ACD) logs.
Qwest’s capacity management procedures
are documented and made available to
CLECs and Qwest personnel. CLEC
information is available on the Qwest Web
site at http://www.qwest.com/wholesale
/guides/forecasting.htmi.

12.7-1-11 Loop qualification Satisfied Qwest’s performance measurement
performance measurement | processes for loop qualification are
processes are consistent for consistent for retail and wholesale
retail and wholesale operations,

I~ : m ; : | 132
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opcrations.

| Interviews with both CLEC SMEs and

Processes are in place to measure and
report on the timeliness of loop
qualification query responses. Qwest uses
“time in” and “time out” as measurement
indicators of system timeliness.

For the Raw Loop Data Tool, the
measurement is divided into two
measurements: Retrieve Request Screen
and Receive Response. The Qwest DSL
Tool measurement begins with the Qwest
DSL Facility Request and ends with' the
Loop Qualification Response.

For the ADSL Tool, there are three types of
loop qualification transactions measured: a
request for one line by address, a request
for one line by TN, and a request for 25
lines by address. The address request
measures the ADSL Request Screen and
ADSL Response Screen. The request by
TN and the ADSL Loop Qualification for
25 lines measures the Loop Qualification
Request window appearing in IMA and the
Loop Qualification Response window
appearing.

The performance measurement process is
consistent for wholesale and retail -
organizations at Qwest. Both organizations
use the process of monitoring “time in” and
“time out” to measure performance.

The wholesale and retail center managers
are responsible for the performance
measurement process. Actual data and
benchmarks for Qwest DSL and ADSL
loop qualification are available on the
Qwest Web site at
http://www.qwest.com/wholesale/results/in
dex.html. Performance measurement data
for the Raw Loop Data Tool is available in
the Qwest document Performance
Measurement Criteria for RLD Tool
version 1.00.

Qwest system SMEs verified that processes
for performance measurement of loop
qualification systems operate as defined
and documented.

mcamm’
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