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AT&T'S COMMENTS ON THE HPC
PREORDER TO ORDER SUMMARY
REPORT

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

"AT&T") hereby file their comments on Hewlett-Packard Consulting's ("HPC") PreOrder to

Order Summary Report, version 2.0, dated January 28, 2002.

I. INTRODUCT_ION

The Test Standards Document ("TSD") required the Test Administrator, Cap Gemini

Telecom Media Networks U.S., Inc. ("CGE&Y"), to review the MA GUI and EDI interfaces to

determine whether a competitive local exchange carrier ("CLEC") can integrate information

received during the pre-order process into the order process, and whether that information can be

integrated without data manipulation. CGE&Y analyzed pre-order to order integration for the

GUI interface but failed to perform the required anaylsis for the EDI interface. Due to this

omission, the Staff, without the knowledge of the Test Advisory Group, instructed HPC to

conduct a limited analysis of the EDI interface.
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11. COMMENTS

A. Staff Limited The Analysis Required by Test Standards Document

The TSD at section 6.5.2.3 identifies the question that is to be answered by the Test

Administrator:

Do the data definitions (i.e., form, format, content, usage and meaning)
between pre-ordering and ordering elements enable integration from pre-
order transactions into order transactions without requiring translation, or
reconfiguration of the data elements

To reach a conclusion, it is necessary to look at the extent to which GUI and EDI

interfaces contain the requisite data in the pre-order query responses and the ordering

transactions that allow CLECs to use the response data to format the resulting order. If the data

is available for insertion into the order, does it require transformation to meet the ordering

specifications?

Staff engaged HPC to conduct the analysis on a limited set of EDI transactions to form a

conclusion as to the integrateability for EDI.

a) Determine the level of effort required to review Qwest EDI documents and determine
the level of integration offered by Qwest.

b) Review the documents, discuss with Qwest EDI resources and produce a
report on the level of integration. 1

Staff required less of an effort from HPC than the TSD calls for. Staff limited the analysis to a

small handful of transactions and not the full set of pre-ordering and ordering requirements

required by the TSD. Staff reduced the analysiseffort to 9 order scenarios so that HPC could

n Subject; Summary of Communications on Pre-Order ro Order Analysis e-mailfrom T Neville to Sta/§"('ACC and
DCI) February I, 2002.
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complete its analysis and render its opinion by December 1, 2001. As late as October 30, 2001,

HPC proposed to conduct its evaluation on 11 ordering scenarios, but apparently the amount of

analysis that could be done by HPC was later reduced to 9 scenarios so that a report could be

provided by the arbitrary due date.

HPC did not use MTP Appendix A scenarios for its analysis, rather, it relied on Qwest's

Disclosure Documents to determine the data elements required for placing EDI local service

requests ("LSR"). The difference between the two reference points is not trivial. During the

course of its role as the Pseudo-CLEC, HPC found that Qwest's EDI documentation was not

fully accurate, and Incident Work Orders ("IWis") were issued to cause corrections to be made

to the documentation. Other problems that HPC found with the Qwest documentation were

recorded as IWO "candidates" for which CGE&Y failed to issue the corresponding IWis. At

the very least, the order types to be used for the pre-order to order integration analysis should

have been replicated from the MTP Appendix A "Test Scenarios." The data requirements to be

evaluated should have been those that the Pseudo-CLEC found to be required from its use of

Qwest's system and not those that were unreliable, even based on its own experience.

B. HPc.'s.§_g_glysis Was Limited and It Failed to Submit Orders Based on Its

Integration Model

HPC appears to have performed its pre-ordering analysis on the basis of its experience:

"HPC utilized locally developed job aids and HPC's interpretation of Qwest's Business Rules to

determine the PreOrder transactions required for each Order." Report at 12. Its analysis shows

an illogical application of pre-ordering requirements for several of the orders. As provided in

Table 4.2 (at 12) POTS Resale Conversion as Specified, it required analysis of six of the seven

pre-order query types. For each of the other orders that call for "as specified" processing, HPC
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failed to evaluate the Appointment Scheduling and Service Availability queries. Because "as

specified" means that the CLEC order identities all services that are to be provisioned by Qwest,

the Appointment Scheduling and Service Availability queries are key to the determination of

whether the "as specified" services can be provisioned on the due date and at the location(s)

indicated on the order. These additional query types should be included in the UNE Loop

Service Conversion As Specified, the UNE-P Conversion As Specified with DL, and the Loop

Service with NP Conversion As Specified orders.

HPC did not actually perform the integration of pre-order information into LSRs for its

analysis. It conducted a "paper" analysis to make its determination. The ability of HPC to make

a determination of integrateability on the basis of documents alone, and not by actually issuing

test LSRs that were formed from test pre-order query responses, requires a leap of faith. HPC

should have actually submitted LSRs that were formed from the model of integration that it

constructed to determine if those LSRs could be processed by Qwest. Staff did not engage HPC

to conduct its analysis the way HPC would have designed its work or its work product. The time

for HPC to do what it thought appropriate was not made available, and through discussions with

Staff the scope of its work was prescribed by Staff The conclusion HPC reaches that "CLECs

can utilize Qwest's EDI pre-order transactions to submit an Order widiout data manipulation" is

not based on any empirical data that shows that an order so formed would actually be accepted

by Qwest's EDI interface.

It is unclear from HPCs report how it determined data elements that are to be provided by

Qwest versus those that are provided by the CLEC. "HPC then identified for each Order's data

element whether the value had to be provide (sic) by Qwest (i.e., Qwest Provided column) or the

CLEC (i.e., CLEC Provided column)." Report at IN. This is key to the evaluation because the
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4 extent to which the data elements are required to be provided by the CLEC is the core of the

intgrateability issue. An interface that precludes integration of pre-order to order would require

that 100% of the data elements be provided by the CLEC. The extent to which that percentage is

reduced by a CLEC being able to use information from Qwest's responses to pre-order queries is

the extent to which integration is possible. The basis for HPC's determination must be explained

in detail sufficient for a CLEC to arrive at the same conclusion of integrateability for its EDI

interface .

c. H139 Inappropriately Allowed Qwest to Review I_ts Initial Analygg

HPC allowed Qwest to contribute to its analysis, and this fact imposes on the

independence of its analysis and its iindjngs. With no apparent urging from Staff, HPC

delivered its initial analysis regarding whether Qwest's specifications reflect conditionality to

Qwest for review and correction. It is unclear why HPC would need Qwest's expertise to check

its work that was foundational to its later analyses.

HPC made an initial determination of the conditionality (required,
conditional, optional, not required, or prohibited) of each Order's data
element based upon the information in Qwest's I-Charts. This data was
then passed onto Qwest to verify the conditionauiity of each Order's data
element. Report at Page 13.

D. HPC's Analysis Was Conducted On An Outdo_tegl_ Release of EDI

HPC conducted the evaluation on the basis of Qwest MA EDI interfaces that are no

longer usable by any CLEC. Qwest's MA Release 6 introduced LSOG3 pre-ordering and

ordering guidelines and those have been eclipsed by Qwest's movement to LSOG5, the

industry's current level of standards for pre-ordering and ordering. Qwest has implemented

LSOG5 in its MA Release 8.0 and that set of specifications should have been used to conduct
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the evaluation. While the TSD is not specific as to which version of the interfaces should be

used to conduct the required testing, common sense would compel using specifications that are at

least usable by a CLEC that wanted to avail itself of the integration analysis. HPC's analysis is

of no use to CLECs because MA Release 6 has been retired. The proper evaluation should

advise the Commission and the industry what the level of integration can be - having a report on

the level thatcould have been, seems senseless.

E. The Extent To Which Changes Have Been Coordinated Between Rye-ordering
Specifications and Ordering Specifications Needs To Be Evaluated

There is no evidence available to show that Qwest has kept up with a practice of data

element specification that allows CLECs to integrate pre-ordering query response information

into corresponding LSRs as it has moved forward with newer implementations of the interfaces,

Le., MA Releases 7, 8, and 9. The fact is that significant changes have been made to the pre-

ordering and ordering data elements in these subsequent roll-outs of the MA EDI specifications

and the extent to which the changes have been coordinated between pre-ordering query response

specifications and ordering specifications needs to be evaluated.

When Qwest implements a new MA version it provides users with Network Disclosure

documents with which it explains the interface requirements that it defines in that new release.

The worksheets are supplemented by additional documents (Disclosure Addenda) that users

reference to determine the extent to which the changes have been made from prior releases. The

EDI documentation and specifications are arranged by chapters in the Disclosure documentation

and are further explained in Developer Worksheet Appendices, Change Summary Appendices,

and other documentation posted to Qwest's web site.

The extent to which the pre-ordering and ordering interfaces have changed between

Release 6 and Release 9 is apparent by review of the updated interface specifications. The
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changes made from Release 6 to 7 are summarized in the "Developer Worksheets - Change

Summary 6.0 to 7.0" and "EDI Mapping and Data Dictionary Changes 6.0 to 7.0." These

documents are over 87 and 52 pages in length, respectively.Looking specifically at the changes

made to street address specifications the Change Summaries highlight the fact that Qwest made

significant and widespread changes to street address specifications when it introduced Release 7.

See Developer Worksheets - Change Summary 6.0 to 7.0, at 1-4. These widespread changes

compel an evaluation of whether the street address conventions adopted by Qwest in Release 7

continue to enable the use of the pre-order query responses as inputs to the ordering responses

"requiring translation, or reconfiguration of the data elements." TSD, § 6.5.2.3.

Furthering the focus on the extent to which Qwest has made significant changes that may

affect the extent to which pre-order to order data can be integrated for EDI users, the Change

Summary documents for Release 7 to Release 8 contain 185 and 107 pages; and for Release 8 to

Release 9, they contain 293 and 40 pages. Obviously, the extent to which these changes alter the

integrateablity of pre-order to order in these current releases cannot be determined on their

surface. Peering into the Change Summaries for these later two releases show significant

impacts caused by changes to Qwest's business rules for street address specifications. The

unanswered question is whether Qwest's interfaces enable an EDI user to integrate pre-ordering

information obtained from Qwest, into orders to be submitted to Qwest.

F. Required, Conditional and Optional Data Elements

HPC shows in Table 4.6 that there are Required, Conditional, and Optional data elements

that are provided by Qwest and by the CLEC, within the context of the ordering scenarios. The

number of Required and Conditional Qwest entries should reflect the extent to which pre-

z HPC's report shows that it has determined street address data elements to be integrateable. See Tables 4.7 through
4. la.
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ordering data elements can be moved into the order format. The data elements that can be

integrated are shown in Tables 4.7 to 4. IN, and these should demonstrate the data elements from

Table 4.6 Qwest Required and Conditional, but they do not. It is not clear why there is any

difference in the number of data elements (Le. , the sum of Required plus Conditional in Table

4.6 and the number of data elements shown in the subsequent tables), since they should be

reflecting the number of integrateable data elements for each of the order scenarios

HPC highlights the extent of the data element manipulation requirement by mapping the

pre-order data elements to the respective data elements in Tables 4.7 through 4.15. "If PreOrder

transactions returned a value larger than the Order Held would accept, some data manipulation

would be required." Report at 33. For each of the data elements whale the Order Field Length

& Type exceed the Pre-Order Field Length & Type, the CLEC must have access to Qwest

documented business rules that advise the ways in which the pre-order data element is to be

trimmed to meet the more limited ordering requirement. If the business rules are not clearly

defined, the CLEC will make a judgment call that could cause its interpretation to run afoul of

the Qwest system edits that enforce the business nlles. HPC does not advise that Qwestls

cropping instructions are thoroughly defined and documented.

HPC's conclusion is counter to its own data shown in these tables. It shows that there are

significant differences in Field Length between Pre-Order and Order, and without indicating that

Qwest has documented business mies so that CLECs know how to truncate the pre-order

response, it concludes :

In summary, HPC concludes that the data definitions (i.e., form, format,
content, usage and meaning) between Preordering and Ordering elements,
excluding the exceptions noted above, do not require translation, or
reconfiguration of the data elements when integrating PreOrder

3 AT&T submitted written questions to HPC to obtain clarification on this issue. AT&T expects the HIPC answers
by end of business February ll, 2002.
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h transactions into Order transactions. Therefore HPC's assessment is that
CLECs can utilize Qwest's EDI pre-order transactions to sub Mt an Order
without data manipulation. Report at 3, (emphasis added).

HPC's conclusion on data manipulation cannot stand.

G. HPC and CGE&Y Reach Opposing Conclusions on Qwest's EDI Interface
Conformance with ATIS Stands_rgl§_ (LSQQ3)

HPC arrives at a conclusion that is not supported by CGE&Y's evaluation of Qwest's use

of OBF LSOG3 standards. On the one hand, "HPC observed that Qwest is following the OBP

LSOG guidelines." Report at 38. On the other hand, CGE&Y comes to the opposite conclusion

in its Draft Final Report: "CGE&Y's analysis of this issue indicates that Qwest deviates

significantly from the LSOG 3 in its business rules for local service ordering. " DFR,§ 5.5.2.

This difference of opinion needs to be reconciled.

111. CONCLUSION

The HPC analysis is inadequate for the reasons stated by AT&T. Staff did not provide

HPC with sufficient time to do the analysis. However, had Staff allowed HPC more time,

AT&T's conclusion likely would not have been any different because HPC analyzed an outdated

version of EDI .

AT&T recommends that Staff engage HPC to conduct the EDI integrateability evaluation

on the basis of Qwest MA Release 9. Release 9 is scheduled for implementation this month or

next. and is available for testing. The engagement should require HPC to test orders that it has

integrated from pre-order transactions through the Qwest SATE. The ordering and pre-ordering

scenarios should be obtained from the MTP Appendix A and agreed upon by the TAG prior to

commissioning the engagement. HPC should make clear its basis for determining the data
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elements that are to be provided by CLECs versus via pre-order query responses, i.e., Qwest-

supplied. HPC should review Qwest's business mies to determine whether they are sufficient so

that a CLEC can accurately carve out the unneeded pre-order information that is to fit into

shorter ordering fields, Qwest should not be allowed to review HPC's work any earlier than any

other party. Staff should insist that CGE&Y and HPC provide an informed opinion as to the

extent to which Qwest conforms its pre-ordering, ordering, and post-ordering interfaces to OBF

standards.

Respectfully submitted this 11th day of February 2002.

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS
oF THE MOUNTAIN STATES, INC.,
AND TCG PHOENIX

By: M//
Richard S. Wolvers
A T& T
1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1503
Denver, Colorado 80202
Telephone: (303)298-6741

Gregory H. Hoffman
AT&T
795 Folsom Street, Suite 2161
San Francisco, CA 94107-1243
Telephone: (415)442-3776
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that the original and 10 copies of AT&T's Comments on the HPC PreOrder
to Order Summary Report,Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238 were sent by overnight delivery on
February ll, 2002 to:

Arizona Corporation Commission
Docket Control - Utilities Division
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

and a true and correct copy was sent by overnight delivery on February 11, 2002 to:

Maureen Scott
Legal Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Mark A. DiNunzio
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Ernest Johnson
Director - Utilities Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Christopher Keeley
Arizona Corporation Commission
Legal Division
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, AZ 85007

June Rodder
Admin is t ra t ive  Law Judge
Ar izona  Corpora t ion  Commiss ion
400 West Congress
Tucson,  AZ 85701-1347

and a true and correct copy was sent byU. S.Mail on February 11, 2002 to:

Thomas F. Dixon
WorldCom, Inc.
707 - 17'1' Street, #3900
Denver, CO 80202

Ten°y Tan
WorldCom, Inc.
201 Spear Street, 9th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94015

K. Megan  Doberneck
Coved  Commun ica t ions  Company
7901  Lowr y  B lv d .
De n v e r ,  CO 8 0 2 3 0

Bradley Carroll
Cox Arizona Telkom, L.L.C.
20401 North 29th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85027-3148
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Michael M. Grant
Gallagher and Kennedy
2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225

Penny Buick
New Edge Networks
3000 Columbia House Blvd., Suite 106
Vancouver, WA 9866 l

Gena Doyscher
Global Crossing Local Services, Inc.
1221 Nicollet Mall, Suite 300
Minneapolis MN 55403

Andrea P. Harris
Senior Manager, Regulatory
Allegiance Telecom, Inc.
2101 Webster, Suite 1580
Oakland, CA 94612

Traci Kirkpatrick
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

Karen L. Clausen
Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Michael W. Patten
Roshka Herman & DeWulf, PLC
400 North Fifth Street, Suite 1000
Phoenix, AZ 85004-3906

Joan S. Burke
Osborn Macedon, P,A,
2929 N. Central Avenue, 21ST Floor
Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379

Joyce Handley
United States Dept. of Justice
Antitrust Divllsion
1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000
Washington, DC 20530

Eric S. Heath
Sprint Communications Company L.P.
100 Spear Street, Suite 930
San Francisco, CA 94105

Daniel Pozefsky
Residential Utility Consumer Office
2828 North Central Ave., #1200
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Charles Kallenbach
American Communications Services, Inc .
131 National Business Parkway
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701

Mark N. Rogers
Excels Agent Services, L.L.C.
2175 W. 14th Street
Tempe, AZ 85281

Jeffrey W. Crockett
Snell & Wilmer, LLP
One Arizona Center
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001

Mark p. Trinchero
Davis Wright Tremaine
1300 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 2300
Portland OR 97201-5682

Todd C. Wiley
Gallagher & Kennedy, P.A.
2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225
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Michael B. Hazzard
Kelley, Drys & Warren, LLP
1200 19th Street, hw, Fifth Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Andrew Crain
Qwest Corporation
1801 California Street, Suite 4900
Denver, CO 80202

Daniel Waggoner
Davis Wright Tremaine
2600 CentLu'y Square
1501 Fourth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1688

Janet Livengood
Regional Vice President
Z-Tel Communications, Inc.
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd., Suite 220
Tampa, FL 33602

Timothy Berg
Fennemore Craig, P.C.
3003 North Central Ave.,#2600
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Charles W. Steese
Qwest Corporation
1801 California Street, Suite 4900
Denver, CO 80202

Raymond S. Heyman
Randall H. Water
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf
Two Arizona Center
400 n. Fish Street, Suite 1000
Phoenix, AZ 85004

Bill Haas
Richard Lipmann
McLeodUSA Telecommunications
Services, Inc.
6400 C Street SW
Cedar Rapids, IA 54206-3177

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director
Communications Workers of America
Arizona State Council
District 7 AFL-CIO, CLC
5818 n. 7th Street, Suite 206
Phoenix, AZ 85014-5811

Brian Thomas
Vice President - Regulatory
Time Water Telecom, Inc .
520 S.W. 6th Avenue, Suite 300
Portland, OR 97204

Executed on February 11, 2002, in San Francisco, California.

\ D
Smiley s, Woo
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