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CASE BACKGROUND 

On December 10, 1998, the Florida Competitive Carriers 
Association (FCCA), the Telecommunications Resellers, Inc. (TRA), 
AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (AT&T), MCImetro 
Access Transmission Services, LLC (MCImetro), Worldcom 
Technologies, Inc. (Worldcom), the Competitive Telecommunications 
Association (Comptel), MGC Communications, Inc. (MGC), and 
Intermedia Communications Inc. (Intermedia) (collectively, 
"Competitive Carriers") filed their Petition of Competitive 
Carriers for Commission Action to Support Local Competition in 
BellSouth's Service Territory. In the Petition, the Competitive 
Carriers requested the following relief from the Commission: 

(C) 

Establishment of a generic BellSouth Unbundled Network 
Element (UNE) pricing docket to address issues affecting 
local competition; Y 

Establishment of a Competitive Forum to address BellSouth 
operations issues; 

Establishment of third-party testing of BellSouth's 
Operation Support System (OSS);  

Initiation of a rulemaking proceeding to establish 
expedited dispute resolution procedures applicable to all 
local exchange carriers (LECs); and 

Provision of such other relief that the Commission deems 
just and proper. 

On December 30, 1998, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
(BellSouth) filed a Motion to Dismiss the Petition of the 
Competitive Carriers for Commission Action to Support Local 
Competition in BellSouth Service Territory. BellSouth requested 
that the Commission dismiss the Competitive Carriers Petition with 
prejudice. On January 11, 1999, the Competitive Carriers filed 
their Response in Opposition to BellSouth's Motion to Dismiss. 

At the March 30, 1999, Agenda Conference, the Commission 
approved staff's recommendation to deny BellSouth's Motion to 
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Dismiss. In addition, the Commission denied the Competitive 
Carriers' request to initiate a rulemaking proceeding to establish 
expedited dispute resolution procedures for resolving 
interconnection agreement disputes. The Commission also directed 
staff to provide more specific information and rationale for its 
recommendation on the remainder of the Competitive Carrier's 
Pet ition. 

On May 26, 1999, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-99-1078- 
FOF-TP which granted in part and denied in part the petition of the 
Florida Competitive Carriers Association to support local 
competition in BellSouth's service territory. Specifically, the 
Commission established a formal administrative hearing process to 
address UNE pricing, including UNE combinations and .deaveraged 
pricing of unbundled loops. The Commission also ordered that 
Commissioner and staff workshops on OSS be conducted concomitantly, 
in an effort to resolve OSS operational issues. The Commissioh 
indicated that the request for third-party testing of OSS systems 
was to be addressed in these workshops. These workshops were held 
on May 5-6, 1999. The Commission also ordered a formal 
administrative hearing to address collocation and access to loop 
issues, as well as costing and pricing issues. 

- 

On May 2 8 ,  1999, the Florida Competitive Carriers Association 
(FCCA) and AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc., (AT&T) 
filed a Motion for Independent Third Party Testing of BellSouth's 
Operational Support Systems. BellSouth filed its Response to this 
Motion by the FCCA and AT&T on June 16, 1999. That same day, FCCA 
and AT&T filed a Supplement to the Motion for Third Party Testing. 
On June 17, 1999, ACI Corp. (ACI) filed a Motion to Expand the 
Scope of Independent Third Party Testing. On June 28, 1999, 
BellSouth responded to the Supplement filed by FCCA and AT&T. On 
June 29, 1999, BellSouth responded to ACI's Motion to Expand the 
Scope of Independent Third Party Testing. 

This recommendation will address the FCCA/AT&T Motion for 
Independent Third Party Testing of Bellsouth's Operational Support 
Systems and ACI's Motion to Expand the Scope of Independent Third 
Party Testing. 
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ISSUE 1: Should the Motion for Independent Third Party Testing of 
BellSouth's Operational Support Systems (OSS), filed by the Florida 
Competitive Carriers Association (FCCA) and AT&T Communications of 
the Southern States, Inc. (AT&T), and the Motion to Expand Scope of 
Independent Third Party Testing of BellSouth's Operational Support 
Systems, filed by ACI Corp.(ACI), be granted? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. The Motion for Independent Third Party Testing 
of BellSouth's Operational Support Systems filed by the FCCA and 
AT&T and the Motion to Expand Scope of Independent Third Party 
Testing of BellSouth's OSS filed by ACI should be denied. Staff 
recommends that the Commission approve staff's Proposal for 
Independent Third Party Testing of BellSouth's Operational Support 
Systems. 

The independent nature of the testing entity and the specific, 
in-depth criteria recommended by staff, will enable the third-part9 
testing to fully address concerns about Bellsouth's OSS identified 
by the Commission in Order No. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL. Staff 
recommends, therefore, that the third-party testing be conducted 
for purposes of both Docket 981834-TP and Docket No. 960786-TL. 
Thus, if BellSouth's OSS systems pass the third-party testing, then 
BellSouth should be considered to have remedied the OSS concerns 
identified by the Commission in Order No. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL for 
purposes of the Commission's recommendation to the FCC on any 
future application by BellSouth for interLATA authority in Florida. 
Likewise, if only portions of BellSouth's OSS systems pass the 
third-party testing, then BellSouth should not be required to make 
any further demonstration to this Commission with regard to those 
port ions. 

Staff recommends that all costs for this testing should be 
borne by BellSouth. However, the selected vendor will report 
directly to the FPSC Project Manager, and will have no reporting 
relationship with BellSouth. (FAVORS, HARVEY, VINSON) 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 

I. FCCA/AT&T Motion 

On May 28, 1999, the FCCA and AT&T filed a Motion to initiate 
an independent third party testing program of the Operational 
Support Systems provided by BellSouth for Alternative Local 
Exchange Carriers (ALECs). The FCCA and AT&T state that although 
it has been more than three years since the passage of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, there is virtually no competition 
in Florida's local telephone market. (Motion ( 3 )  They also argue 
that the deficiency in BellSouth's OSS has been a significant 
barrier to ALEC entry into the local market on a meaningful and 
significant basis. 

In their Motion, FCCA/AT&T state that all state commissions 
have struggled to understand the complex technical issues involve& 
with OSS. They further argue that much time has been spent trying 
to evaluate the performance of BellSouth's OSS on the basis of 
testimony offered by BellSouth and the ALECs rather than based on 
the direct, impartial, and knowledgeable examination of the OSS by 
an independent third party. They state that thorough testing by an 
independent third party will isolate points where the OSS fail to 
perform properly and on a nondiscriminatory basis, so that the OSS 
can be corrected quickly, thereby speeding the competitive process. 
(Motion (6) 

FCCA/AT&T believes that a properly designed and executed 
independent third party test offers four benefits that are 
particularly important and compel its use in Florida: 1)having an 
independent third party design and conduct a comprehensive test of 
BellSouth's OSS will result in finding and fixing problems that 
would inhibit entry into the local market, thereby jump-starting 
competition in Florida; 2 )  the independent third party's evaluation 
of data obtained during a comprehensive test will give this 
Commission an objective view of functionality, capacity and 
performance of these OSS;  3 )  such testing enables this Commission 
to assess a broad range of functions for a wide array of 
transactions; and 4) properly designed third party testing also can 
provide significant insight regarding operational capabilities for 
handling large volumes of orders placed by ALECs before real 
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Florida customers are used as "guinea pigs" to test the 
capabilities of BellSouth's OSS to handle the large volumes of 
actual orders. (Motion 19) 

BellSouth argues in their Response that the FCCA/AT&T plan 
would involve a long and arduous series of hearings and debate at 
each stage of the process that would ensure that bickering would 
continue for months, if not years, before testing ever got 
underway. They further state that under the FCCA/AT&T plan, the 
testing would not end the argument, but would merely provide 
starting point for more disputes, which would frustrate the chief 
benefits of third party testing; to quickly identify and fix any 
problems with BellSouth's OSS so competition would continue to 
accelerate. (Response 12) 

BellSouth states that if the Commission desires to proceed 
with third party testing, it should take full advantage of th& 
extensive fact-gathering and analysis it has already done on this 
issue, as well as the testing and analysis of BellSouth's OSS 
currently underway in Georgia. (Response 73)  BellSouth believes 
that this Commission must move forward to resolve the issue of the 
adequacy of BellSouth's electronic ordering processes. They 
further argue that extensive testing of many of these capabilities 
is already underway in the Georgia test plan. They state that in 
Georgia, their OSS will 1) be tested to assess functionality and 
operational readiness; 2 )  to evaluate the overall capacity of 
Bellsouth's OSS to handle expected commercial volume of ALEC 
orders; and 3 )  to ensure the accuracy of the report, the third 
party testing will include an independent audit of the ALEC order 
flow-through calculation submitted by BellSouth in monthly Service 
Quality Measures (SQM) reports. They state that because 
BellSouth's wholesale customers in Florida use the very same OSS as 
Bellsouth's wholesale customers in Georgia, the results of the 
testing will be equally applicable in Florida. FCCA/AT&T argue 
that the Georgia PSC has ordered a limited test of some aspects of 
BellSouth's OSS and that the test process is neither independent 
nor open, in that BellSouth will design the test and select the 
testers. (Motion 18) 

Finally, BellSouth argues that the FCCA/AT&T petition is a 
They state that the FCCA, AT&T, blueprint for delay and bickering. 
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BellSouth, or any other interested party would have an opportunity 
at every stage in the process to delay matters by second guessing 
the Commission and the third party tester. BellSouth states that 
the ALECs insistence on having the right to approve and verify at 
each step suggests that they want the power to delay the process 
indefinitely and that they do not trust the Commission to supervise 
the testing objectively or competently. (Response (9) 

Staff agrees with BellSouth that the amount of ALEC 
involvement proposed in the FCCA/AT&T petition would create a great 
deal of conflict and delay in the third party testing proposed by 
FCCA/AT&T. Staff does not agree, however, that this Commission 
should use the results of the third party testing currently 
underway in Georgia and information that has been gathered by 
Commission staff to determine whether BellSouth's OSS are adequate 
to facilitate ALEC entry into competition in the local markets. 
Staff will address its concerns in more detail later in thiS 
recommendation, but staff recommends that the Commission deny the- 
FCCA/AT&T Motion for Independent Third Party Testing of BellSouth's 
oss . 

11. ACI's Motion 

In its June 17, 1999, Motion to Expand the Scope of 
Independent Third Party Testing, ACI requested that the testing 
proposed by AT&T and FCCA be expanded to also evaluate the ability 
of ALECs to receive real-time, electronic information about the 
physical characteristics of the loops, such as: 1) loop length; 2 )  
wire gauge; 3 )  the presences and number of repeaters, load coils, 
pair gains, and digital added main lines; 4) the presence of 
digital loop carrier systems; and 5) the presence, location on the 
loop and cumulative length of bridge taps on each loop. ACI 
argues that this information should be available to carriers before 
they decide whether to order a particular loop. 

BellSouth argues that ACI's Motion raises questions beyond the 
scope of this docket. BellSouth notes that ACI's Motion focuses on 
high speed data networks and DSL-capable loops. BellSouth argues 
that these issues are currently before the FCC and that ACI has an 
opportunity to address its concerns to the FCC. BellSouth does not 
believe that this is the proper forum for the issues raised by ACI. 
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BellSouth notes that the FCCA/AT&T Motion seeks testing of 
BellSouth's O S S ,  which means testing of the processes by which 
BellSouth makes products and services available to ALECS. 
BellSouth argues that ACI raises, instead, questions about 
BellSouth's products and services themselves, particularly loops. 
BellSouth adds that it believes that independent third party 
testing can provide objective answers to questions raised about 
BellSouth's OSS, but that issues such as those raised by ACI will 
only detract from the process. 

Staff agrees with BellSouth that the issues raised by ACI 
appear to pertain more to actual services and products of BellSouth 
than to how BellSouth's services and products are provisioned to 
ALECs. As such, staff does not believe that third party testing 
should be expanded to cover the items identified by ACI. 

ACI seeks to require BellSouth to provide more detailed. 
information about the physical characteristics of BellSoutG 
products and services on a "real-time" basis. While staff believes 
that ACI's request may have merit, staff believes that the issues 
raised in ACI's motion would be more appropriately addressed 
through another forum such as an arbitration or complaint 
proceeding. Staff also agrees with BellSouth that the FCC and 
Congress are currently considering a number of high-speed data 
network issues that may have a bearing on the concerns raised by 
ACI. For all these reasons, staff recommends that ACI's Motion to 
Expand the Scope of Independent Third Party Testing of BellSouth's 
OSS be denied. 

111. Puruose of OSS Test inq 

Staff recommends that third-party OSS testing be initiated 
only for BellSouth's OSS systems in order to address the specific 
request made by AT&T and FCCA in their May 28, 1999, Motion filed 
in Docket No. 981834-TP. AT&T and FCCA have not identified 
problems with any other ILEC's OSS systems and do not seek relief 
in any other ILEC's territories. It is, therefore, appropriate to 
commence third-party testing of BellSouth's OSS systems in order to 
provide, to the extent appropriate, the relief requested by AT&T 
and FCCA. 
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BellSouth argues in its Response that if this Commission 
decides to proceed with third party testing of its OSS, it should 
utilize the OSS testing currently underway in Georgia. Staff is 
concerned about the independence of the testing in Georgia. The 
New York DPS OSS testing "model" establishes that the Commission 
should independently select the third party tester and be the 
client in the engagement. Additionally, the New York model 
demonstrates that the Commission and the third party tester should 
jointly develop the master test plan. The Commission staff should 
play a strong role in monitoring and controlling the testing. 
This is vital to ensure independence and objectivity. In Georgia 
however, BellSouth selected the third party tester and serves as 
the client in the engagement. Also, BellSouth developed or guided 
the development of the master test plan. 

The Georgia OSS testing is very focused, because the Georgia 
Commission has been deeply involved in the oversight of th& 
development of BellSouth's OSS for three years, through hearings,' 
workshops and monitoring. Additionally, performance measures were 
formally adopted by the Georgia Commission, which explains why the 
Georgia review is limited to only the flow through performance 
measure. The Florida Commission needs assurance that the 
performance measures currently being employed by BellSouth are 
adequate and results reported by BellSouth are accurate. 
Therefore, the FPSC staff is recommending a comprehensive review of 
performance measures. 

The transaction testing which is being conducted in Georgia is 
limited to the only four analog UNE products which can be ordered 
electronically. The FPSC staff is recommending that transaction 
testing of UNEs should not be limited to only those four UNEs that 
can be ordered electronically, but should include those UNEs which 
are available to ALECs, and for which a forecasted demand can be 
determined. Additionally, the Georgia master test plan does not. 
include individual transaction testing of any resale transactions. 
FPSC staff believes that resale testing is a necessary part of its 
test plan proposal. 

In addition to transaction testing and the performance measure 
review, staff's proposed test will include a review of the 
processes associated with BellSouth's establishment and maintenance 
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of business relationships with the ALECs. These tests are 
important in order to provide assurance that processes are in place 
beyond the time frame of the third party testing. 

BellSouth also requests in its Response that the Commission 
take full advantage of the extensive fact-gathering and analysis 
that has been done by the FPSC's Division of Research and 
Regulatory Review. (Response 73) The Division of Research and 
Regulatory Review conducted a preliminary review of BellSouth's 
operational support systems at the request of the Division of 
Telecommunications. The purpose of the review was to document 
BellSouth's degree of compliance with issues identified in Order 
No. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, and to document retail and wholesale 
operations and interfaces for preordering, ordering, provisioning, 
maintenance and repair, and billing functions. The work paper 
documentation and analysis prepared by staff will serve as input to 
the third party tester in development of the master test plan. Ths 
testing recommended in staff's proposal is more detailed, and will 
build upon the work already performed by the staff review. 

IV. IncorDoration of Findinss in Docket NO. 960786-TL 

Although AT&T and FCCA did not file their request in Docket 
No. 960786-TL, the action sought, if implemented by the Commission, 
will provide sufficient information to allow the Commission to 
fulfill its consultative role under Section 271 of the Act with 
regard to BellSouth's provision of OSS systems. Staff believes 
that third-party testing of BellSouth's OSS systems under the plan 
staff has recommended may actually provide better, more accurate 
information about the status of BellSouth's systems than might be 
obtained through further administrative proceedings on this issue. 
This is due largely to the independent nature of the testing entity 
and the specific, in-depth criteria recommended by staff, which 
will enable the third-party testing to fully address concerns about 
BellSouth's OSS identified by the Commission in Order No. PSC-97- 
1459-FOF-TL. Staff recommends, therefore, that the third-party 
testing be conducted for purposes of both Docket No. 981834-TP and 
Docket No. 960786-TL. Thus, if BellSouth's OSS systems pass the 
third-party testing, then BellSouth should be considered to have 
remedied the OSS concerns identified by the Commission in Order No. 
PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL for purposes of the Commission's recommendation 
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to the FCC on any future application by BellSouth for interLATA 
authority in Florida. Likewise, if only portions of BellSouth's 
OSS systems pass the third-party testing, then BellSouth should not 
be required to make any further demonstration to this Commission 
with regard to those portions. 

V. Sevarate Determination in Florida 

Under Section 271(b) of the Act, a Bell Operating Company 
(BOC) may provide interLATA services originating in any of its in- 
region states if the FCC approves the BOC's application for that 
state. The Act does not specifically require the BOC to make a 
separate filing in each state in its region. Section 271(d) (2)(B) 
does, however, require the FCC to consult with the appropriate 
state commission before making a determination regarding a BOC's 
entry into the interLATA market in a state. The FCC is required to 
consult with the state commission to verify whether the BOC ha& 
complied with the requirements of Section 271 (c). A state 
commission would be unable to verify that the BOC has, in fact, 
complied with Section 271(c) without conducting an in-state 
proceeding to make such a determination. Thus, the Act clearly 
contemplates that the state commission will conduct state 
investigatory proceedings in order to fulfill their advisory role 
under the Act. In addition, the FCC issued procedures for BOCs to 
follow in applying for 271 authority. Those procedures are set 
forth in Public Notice, FCC 96-469. Therein, the FCC indicated 
that among the items the BOC must include in its filing with the 
FCC is a statement 

summarizing the status and findings of the 
relevant State proceedings (if any) examining 
the applicant's compliance with section 271 or 
portions thereof. . . . 

In Florida, a Docket has already been opened to fulfill this 
Commission's consultative role. That Docket, Docket No. 960786-TL, 
was opened on June 28, 1996, and a hearing was conducted on 
September 2-10, 1997. Thereafter, the Commission issued Order No. 
PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL finding that BellSouth was ineligible for Track 
B, and that there did not appear to be sufficient evidence of a 
competitive alternative in the residential market. The Commission 
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also determined that BellSouth had not met the requirements of 
"checklist" items 1, 2, 5, 6, 14, and portions of 7. The 
Commission concluded that BellSouth had met the requirements of 
checklist items 3 ,  4 ,  8 ,  9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and most of 7. The 
Commission indicated that BellSouth would not have to re-litigate 
before the Commission the items that the Commission determined 
BellSouth had passed. The Commission did, however, clearly 
contemplate future 271 proceedings in Florida to address the 
requirements that BellSouth had not met. The Commission stated: 

We do find, however, that when 
BellSouth refiles its 271 case with 
us, it must provide us with all 
documentation that it intends to 
file with the FCC in support of its 
application. 

: 
Order at p. 18. Docket No. 960786-TL remains open to handle this 
Commission's further consultative duties. Staff emphasizes that 
without further investigation of BellSouth's compliance with 
Section 271, the Commission would only be able to fulfill its 
consultative role by relying on its initial findings set forth in 
Order No. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997. 

VI. Staff's ProDosal for IndeDendent Third Partv Testins of 
BellSouth's ODerational SuDDort Svstems 

Although staff agrees with the FCCA and AT&T on the need for 
independent third party testing of BellSouth's OSS, and many items 
in the FCCA/AT&T proposal for third party testing, staff has put 
together its own proposal for this testing. Staff believes that 
the amount of ALEC involvement proposed by FCCA/AT&T in their 
petition would greatly encumber the testing process due to the 
potential for conflict. Staff believes that its proposal is more 
neutral as it provides for a FPSC Project Manager to resolve 
conflicts that may arise. Staff's proposal is included in this 
recommendation as Attachment 1. 

In developing its proposal, staff recognized that in a 
Section 271 application, BellSouth is required to demonstrate to 
the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) that it has opened its 
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local telecommunications markets to competition, and that a key 
element of this determination is BellSouth's provision of 
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS for the resale of its retail 
telecommunications services and the provision of unbundled network 
elements (UNEs) . Therefore, as mentioned earlier, staff developed 
its proposal to ensure that the third party testing would provide 
definitive determination of this Section 271 criteria. 

Under staff's proposal, the FPSC will seek a vendor to: (a) 
develop a comprehensive test plan that will be used to conduct an 
evaluation of the BellSouth OSS and OSS interface systems used to 
provide preordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and 
repair, and billing functions to ALECs and (b) to conduct a 
detailed test of those systems based on the designed. test plan. 
The vendor chosen shall work for and under the direction of a FPSC 
Project Manager. The scope of the above mentioned test plan will 
cover: \ 

OSS interfaces functionality and operational readiness 
including TAG, EDI, TAFI, ECTA, ODUF, ADUF, EODUF, CRIS 
and CABS. 

All resale and UNE products and services offered by 
BellSouth to ALECs 

All four core OSS processes of preordering, ordering 
and provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing. 

Adequacy and availability of documentation, including 
specifications, information and business rules. 

0 Testing of capacity to ensure that the BellSouth 
interfaces are designed to accommodate both current and 
projected demands. 

0 Adequacy and validity of ALEC and BellSouth Service 
Quality Measures (SQM) results. 

Staff's proposal is divided into three major areas of review. 
This separation of review areas will help to organize and 
facilitate testing. The review areas are as follows: 
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Performance Measure Review 
Processes and Procedures Review 
Transaction Validation and Verification Review 

Although performance measures are not separately identified in 
the Section 271 checklist, staff has included testing of 
performance measures based on the Commission's determination in 
Order No. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL, issued November 19, 1997, that 
BellSouth must establish adequate performance measures. In that 
Order, the Commission stated that: 

It appears that the performance standards and 
measurements are the avenues by which the 
existence of nondiscrimination or parity will 
be established and monitored. To establish the 
existence of nondiscrimination or parity, an 
ILEC has to provide a means of comparing its 
operational performance data to that of a 
competing carrier. 

? 

Order at p. 202. Noting that BellSouth had provided a set of 
performance standards, the Commission indicated that: 

The question, therefore, is whether 
BellSouth's performance standards and 
measurements are adequate to detect 
discrimination as it relates to access to 
BellSouth's OSS functions, and if so, has the 
nondiscrimination standard been met. 

The Commission found that the standards proposed by BellSouth were 
not adequate to detect discrimination. Order at pgs. 208-209. In 
concluding that BellSouth's proposed standards were inadequate, the 
Commission stated that: 

We believe that BellSouth must provide the 
necessary historical data to facilitate the 
establishment of initial benchmarks. These 
initial benchmarks should, at a minimum, 
address all of the functions listed in the 
LCUG. Further, we find that BellSouth should 
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provide performance measures that are clearly 
defined, permit comparison with BellSouth 
retail operations, and are sufficiently 
disaggregated to permit meaningful comparison: 
We believe that one way to accomplish this is 
by mean provisioning intervals. BellSouth 
should provide statistically valid commercial 
usage data showing: 1) average installation 
intervals for resale; 2) average installation 
intervals for loops; 3)comparative performance 
information for unbundled network elements; 4) 
service order accuracy and percent flow 
through; 5) held orders and provisioning 
accuracy; 6) bill quality and accuracy; and 7) 
repeat trouble reports for unbundled network 
elements. Regardless of the method used, 
BellSouth must demonstrate from commercial 
usage data that it performs analogous 
functions for itself and ALECs in a 
statistically comparable manner. 

Order at p. 212. 

Based on these statements by the Commission regarding the 
importance of performance measures, staff has included performance 
measures in the proposed testing criteria. 

Staff has also proposed that the third party testing take 
place in two phases. The specific deliverables of each phase 'are 
as follows: 

The vendor will be expected to provide an initial 
detailed test plan document, which shall provide a 
comprehensive plan to test the relevant BellSouth OSS and 
OSS interfaces required for BellSouth to provide access 
to OSS functions in conformance with applicable legal 
requirements. The test plan document should, at a 
minimum, address the full breadth of issues addressed in 
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the proposal and the additional detail provided to the 
vendor by the FPSC once a vendor is selected. 

Phase 2 

The vendor will be expected to evaluate the ability of an 
ALEC, with the available documentation and support from 
BellSouth, to develop OSS interface systems and software 
for each OSS function and to use such systems and 
software to provide telecommunications services. The 
vendor will be expected to perform the tests in full 
compliance with the test plan produced in Phase 1. 

At the end of the test, the vendor will be expected to 
provide a document that includes a report on the test 
results. This report should provide the results of the 

specifically provide detail as to where BellSouth has met 
the requirements specified in the test plan. The report 
should describe any differences between the access to OSS 
functions BellSouth provides itself and that which it 
provides to ALECs, analyze the operational effect of such 
differences, and make recommendations to rectify such 
differences. The report should also discuss the vendor's 
assessment of the relative ease or complexity of creating 
the interface with the supplied documentation, any 
additional support required of and provided by BellSouth 
to create the interface, the timeliness and level of 
support provided by after-market support services such as 
help desks and hot lines, and any additional areas of 
improvement that would materially reduce the cost, 
complexity, and time of systems and software development 
and operation to the pseudo-ALEC or to BellSouth. 

In addition to third party testing of BellSouth's OSS, staff 
will be preparing a specific recommendation pertaining to 
enforcement mechanisms. Enforcement mechanisms, including 
penalties, are necessary to ensure service quality provided by 
BellSouth does not deteriorate once Section 271 approval is 
obtained. 

test, per the test plan produced in Phase 1, and should ? 
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VII. ProDosed Time Frame and Cost ResDonsibility 

Staff has proposed a completion date for this third party 
testing for April 30, 2000. Because of this time constraint and the 
aggressive nature of its proposal, staff believes that the contract 
for this third party testing should be sole-sourced. With the 
expertise in third party testing that has been gained in New York, 
Texas and Pennsylvania, staff believes that a vendor can be 
selected for this testing without going through the formal bidding 
process. Staff is recommending that the formal contract, once 
completed, be approved at an Internal Affairs conference. 

Staff recommends that all costs for this testing should be 
borne by BellSouth. However, the selected vendor will report 
directly to the FPSC Project Manager, and will have no reporting 
relationship with BellSouth. 

Y 

VIII. Con clusion 

Staff recommends that the Commission deny the Motion for 
Independent Third Party Testing of BellSouth's OSS filed by the 
FCCA and AT&T. Staff does not believe that the proposal as 
outlined in their Motion can be effectively implemented because of 
the potential for conflict that is inherent in the Motion. Staff 
also recommends that the Commission deny ACI's Motion to Expand 
Scope of Independent Third Party Testing. Staff believes that the 
issues raised by ACI appear to pertain more to actual services and 
products of BellSouth than to how BellSouth's services and products 
are provisioned to ALECs. 

Staff recommends that the Commission should order third party 
testing of BellSouth's OSS in accordance with staff's proposal for 
this testing. Staff believes that its proposal is more 
comprehensive and more neutral than the testing that is currently 
underway in Georgia. The costs of this testing should be paid by 
BellSouth, although the vendor selected will have no reporting 
relationship with BellSouth. The contract, when completed, shall 
be approved by this Commission at an Internal Affairs Meeting. 

- 17 - 
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Finally, staff recommends that if BellSouth successfully 
passes this independent third party testing o f  its OSS, BellSouth 
should be considered to have remedied the concerns identified by 
the Commission in Order No. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL for  purposes of the 
Commission's recommendation to the FCC on any future application by 
BellSouth for interLATA authority in Florida. Likewise, if only 
portions of BellSouth's OSS systems pass the third party testing, 
BellSouth should not be required to make any further demonstration 
to this Commission with regard to those portions. 
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ISSUE 2 :  Should these dockets be closed? 

RECOMMENDATION: No. Whether or not the Commission approves staff's 
recommendation in Issue 1, these Dockets should remain open to 
address the issues raised in FCCA's Petition for Commission Action 
to Support Local Competition in BellSouth's Service Territory and 
BellSouth's compliance with Section 271. (B. KEATING) 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Whether or not the Commission approves staff's recommendation 
in Issue 1, these Dockets should remain open to address the issues 
raised in FCCA's Petition for Commission Action to Support Local 
Competition in BellSouth's Service Territory and BellSouth's 
compliance with Section 271. 
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1 .O €xecutive Summary 

1.1 Introduction 

The 1996 Telecommunications Act (the Act) provided a process for Bell Operating 
Companies (BOCs) to apply to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for authorization 
to provide interLATA services within the states comprising their operating region. To rule upon 
such an application, the FCC must determine whether the BOC is in compliance with provisions of 
Section 271 of the Act. The Act instructs the FCC to consult with the Department of Justice and the 
applicable state commissions. 

Accordingly in a Section 271 application, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (BST) is 
required to demonstrate to the Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) that it has opened its local 
telecommunications markets to competition. A key element of this determination is BST’s provision 
of nondiscriminatory access to its operations support systems (OSS) for the resale of its retail 
telecommunication services and the provision of unbundled network elements (UNEs). The FCC 
will evaluate BST’s compliance with Section 271 through a two-part inquiry that includeS 
determining if: 

+ BellSouth has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient access 

+ The OSS functions BellSouth has deployed are operationally ready as established by 

Compliance with these requirements will allow competitors to obtain preordering 
information, submit service orders for resold services and unbundled network elements (UNEs), 
submit trouble reports, and obtain billing information at a level deemed to be nondiscriminatory 
when compared with BST’s retail operations. 

to each of the OSS functions. 

performance measures and other evidence of commercial usage. 

The FPSC should seek to retain a consultant(s) to assist in assessing whether BST is meeting 
these requirements. This document provides parties with a high-level h e w o r k  of factors that staff 
wants evaluated in third-party testing of BellSouth’s OSS. In addition to third-party testing, the 
Commission is preparing a specific recommendation pertaining to enforcement mechanisms. 
Enforcement mechanisms, including penalties, are necessary to ensure services provided by BST do 
not deteriorate once Section 271 approval is obtained. 

1.2 Soops 

This document describes stafYs proposal to evaluate BST’s OSS interfaces and processes that 
enable Competitive Local Exchange Companies (CLECs) to compete with BST for local telephone 
~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ 
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service customers. Test should incorporate steps involved in establishing the relationship as well 
as performing daily operations. Testing scope shall cover: 

+ OSS interfaces functionality and operational readiness including TAG, EDI, TAFI, 
ECTA, ODUF, ADUF, EODUF, CRIS, and CABS. 

All resale and UNE products and services offered by BST to CLECs. 

+ All four core OSS processes of preordering, ordering and provisioning, maintenance and 
repair, and billing. 

+ Adequacy and availability of documentation, including specifications, information and 
business rules. 

+ Testing of capacity to ensure that the BST interfaces are designed to accommodate both 
current and projected demands. 

Adequacy and validity of CLEC and BST Service Quality Measures (SQM) results. 

Staf fs  proposal is divided into three major areas of review. This separation of review areas 
will help to organize and facilitate testing. 

+ Performance Measure Review + Processes and Procedures Review + Transaction Validation and Verification Review 

Within each of the "review" chapters, the methods and processes to be applied to measure 
BST's performance are described along with the specific points in the systems and processes where 
BST performance will be evaluated. The results of the test will be compared against measures and 
criteria identified by the FPSC and other measures and criteria as deemed appropriate by the FPSC. 
Chapters 4 through 6 discuss each of the review areas. The testing depicted in these review area 
chapters parallels the Master Testing Plan of the OSS Evaluation Project prepared by KPMG for the 
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission. The testing done in Pennsylvania was similar to that 
done in New York, but it incorporated lessons learned &om the New York engagement. 

1.3 ObJectlvo 

The overall objective of this document is to provide a high-level h e w o r k  for testing 
BellSouth's OSS interfaces and processes. This proposal can be used by a consultant in developing 
a detailed master test plan. The specific tests should be designed to help the FF'SC determine whether 
BST's provision of access to OSS functionality enables and supports CLEC entry into the local 
market. 
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Chapter 2 provides overall guidelines for hiring a vendor to perform third-party testing. 
Chapter 3 provides a general h e w o r k  for evaluating OSS summarized in outline form. Chapter 4 
describes the evaluation that is necessary of BellSouth's performance measures. Chapter 5 identifies 
steps needed to review the OSS processes at BellSouth. Chapter 6 describes the transaction 
validation review that is necessary to ensure the interfaces are operational. 

1 .a Assumptlons 

This section describes the assumptions necessary in the development of the master test plan. 
The assumptions should include: 

+ BST will provide suitable resources in sufficient numbers to assist a consultant(s) with 
the evaluation effort. 

+ BST will provide access to appropriate documentation. 

+ BST will provide the necessary resources, facilities, and support to set up and execute thr: 
tests (e.g., office space; equipment; identification; security access; customer accounts and 
addresses; and appropriate company codes). 

+ BST will process test transactions as part of normal processing including the provisioning 
of some orders in scenariodtest cases. 

+ BST will provide the facilities required to execute the live scenarios. 

+ One or more CLECs will volunteer to participate and provide facilities required to 
execute those live scenarios necessitating CLEC participation. 

+ BST and the CLECs will allow consultant(s) to observe retail and wholesale processes on- 
site during the evaluation effort. 

+ BST and the CLECs will give consultant(s) access to historical data and current 
operational reports, as needed, to complete the evaluation. 

+ BST will allow consultant(s) to inspect algorithms that may have a bearing on parity 
access. 

+ BST will maintain a stable OSS environment for the duration of the evaluation. 

+ The consultant(s) will evaluate the documentation, integration support, and interfaces that 
BST provides CLECs trying to develop and access its OSS. 
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+ A test transaction generator will be built that evaluates the documentation, integration 
support, and interfaces that BST provides CLECs. 

+ The test transaction generator will maintain a results database. 

+ Regulatory, legal, and confidentiality issues or concerns can be resolved without 
significant impact to either the intent of the tests, the ability to execute the tests, or the 
schedules for their execution. 

1 .S Llmitations 

The purpose of this section is to describe some limitations of the testing effort. These 
limitations will be described in terms of what is tq be tested and what conclusions can be drawn h m  
the results. 

+ In some cases, certain order types, troubles, and processes may not be practically tested 
by the test transacton generator. Examples include orders with very long interval periodsr 
(such as the establishment of collocation arrangements) or higb volumes of tesf 
provisioning transactions. Accordingly, the test may take the form of an interview, 
inspection, live orders review, review of historical performance or operational reports, or 
some other method that will capture the performance of BST with respect to the order 
types and processes in question. The master test plan will identify the tests that can be 
executed live and those that must be executed by other means. Long interval tests that 
prove to have no alternative test methods that foreshorten the test will be referred, with 
a recommendation for disposition, to the FPSC Project Manager. The FPSC Project 
Manager will make the final decision regarding the disposition of such tests. 

+ Operational, time and resource constraints make it impossible to construct a completely, 
exhaustive test suite. Significant effort has been expended to clearly portray the scope of 
the proposed suite, and it is believed this suite does provide both extensive and sufficient 
coverage. Provision has been made in the plan to amend or extend the test coverage if, 
in the judgment of the FPSC Project Manager, an amendment or extension is deemed 
justified. 

+ It is not practical or desirable to execute certain live tests that would disrupt service to 
BST or CLEC customers. An example would be a Maintenance and Repair test that 
requires an equipment failure. BST performance for these test cases will be evaluated by 
other means. The master test plan will identify the tests that can be executed live and 
those that must be executed by other means. 
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2.0 OSS Third-Party Testing Proposal 

2.1 GeneraC 

The FPSC will seek a vendor to conduct an independent evaluation of BST operations 
support systems (OSS). The evaluation will encompass the development of a specific testing plan 
and execution of that plan. This report serves as the outline for the scope of this project. 

Operations support systems are the systems, information, and personnel that support a 
telecommunications carrier’s network elements and services. These systems are essential to a 
carrier’s ability to administer its telecommunications network and provide services to consumers. 
The Telecommunications Act requires BST to provide CLECs with nondiscriminatory OSS access. 
Accordingly, BST must put in place appropriate electronic systems and interfaces and related manual 
processes to allow CLECs to access BST OSS functions and thus, among other things, obtain 
preordering information, submit service orders for resold services and unbundled network elements 
(UNEs), obtain provisioning of those orders, submit trouble reports, and obtain billing information. 
Compliance with these requirements is part of the fourteen-point competitive checklist and thus is 
a condition of BST entry into the in-region interLATA market. 

2.2 Purpose ot Testing 

The FPSC will seek a vendor to: (a) develop a comprehensive test plan that will be used to 
conduct an evaluation of the BST OSS and OSS interface systems used to provide preordering, 
ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing functions to CLECs and (b) to conduct 
a detailed test of those systems based on the designed test plan. The vendor chosen shall work for 
and under the direction of the FPSC Project Manager. 

The project described in this proposal should be divided into two phases. In the first the 
vendor will develop the test plan, and in the second the vendor will assess the ease or complexity 
of developing interface software and test BST’s OSS and OSS interface systems with test software 
developed specifically for these tests. Proposed schedules for each of the phases are outlined below. 
In the response, the vendor should provide a total fixed-price response to Phase 1, and an estimated 
clear statement of resources for Phase 2 of the project, and should also break out the price for 
Phase 1 and Phase 2. 

2.3 Phase 1 

The test plan developed in this phase must be Sumcient to allow the FPSC, by reviewing the 
results of the specified tests of BST’s OSS and OSS interfaces, to determine whether BST’s 

DraB Copy Version 1.0 9 OSS ThM-Pa* T d n g  Proposal 



provision of access meets the legal requirements specified by the Telecommunications Act E 1996. 
The test should determine if OSS functionality enables and supports CLEC entry into iiie local 
telecommunications market through the purchase of resold services and UNEs, both singly and in 
combinations. At a minimum, the test plan should address testing of the functionality of multiple 
OSS and OSS interfaces in a number of different areas and of the operational readiness of these 
systems and interfaces, focusing on how each function performs under real-world scenarios. The 
test plan must also include a mechanism for testing the capacity of BST’s OSS systems and 
interfaces to determine whether they can presently support levels of demand that are reasonably 
foreseeable in a competitive market or whether they can readily be scaled to do so in the future. In 
developing the test plan, the vendor will need to consult with the FPSC Project Manager, BST, and 
CLECs planning to provide local services in Florida, and any other appropriate organizations. 

Chapter 3.0 provides a high-level outline of criteria for evaluating OSS and OSS interfaces. 
While not intended as a comprehensive list, it provides a general background as to the types of 
factors that must be considered in developing the detailed test plan. The purpose of providing 
Chapter 3.0 is to provide a h e w o r k  for understanding the factors that must be addressed in the 
test plan. Once avendor is selected, the FPSC will identify a Project Manager and will make its staff 
available as needed to provide supplemental information and explanation. x 

The vendor will be responsible for building a pseudo-CLEC, that will simulate the actual 
operations of a CLEC operating in Florida and using the various OSS systems and interfaces. As 
described below, the pseudo-CLEC will build the “CLEC interface” associated with each 
application-to-application interface being tested and will process inquiries and orders through each 
of the OSS and OSS interfaces being tested. In addition, live orders shall be placed by existing 
CLECs and tracked by the vendor. 

2.4 Phase 2 

This aspect of the evaluation will require the vendor to evaluate the ability of a CLEC, with 
the available documentation and support from BST, to develop interface systems and software to 
correctly obtain preordering information, submit orders for resold services and UNEs, submit 
maintenance and repair requests, bill their end users, and use the systems and software it develops 
to provide telecommunications services to its customers. This evaluation will include a documented 
assessment of the relative ease or complexity in creating the interface and of after-market support 
services such as help desks, hot lines, and account management services. This work will be 
accomplished in conjunction with the pseudo-CLEC, as well as actual CLECs that are willing to 
participate. During the course of this engagement, the vendor should identify any additional areas 
of improvement that would materially reduce the cost, complexity, and time of systems and software 
development to the pseudo-CLEC, CLECs, or BST. 
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The vendor must develop and perform detailed tests of BST’s OSS and OSS interfaces based 
on the test plan designed in Phase 1. The test evaluation in Phase 2 must be more comprehensive 
than simply testing the interfaces, themselves, as the vendor will also be required to measure other 
critical aspects of BST’s OSS interfaces, such as documentation and resource support provided to 
CLECs. During the test, the vendor will be expected to fully document all test results, as well as the 
detailed test methodology, so that any third party can readily and fully ascertain how the tests were 
performed and how the results were derived. 

2.5 specific Delhrerables 

A. Phase1 
The vendor will be expected to provide an initial detailed test plan document, which shall 

provide a comprehensive plan to test the relevant BST OSS and OSS interfaces required for BST to 
provide access to OSS functions in conformance with applicable legal requirements. The test plan 
document should, at a minimum, address the full breadth of issues addressed in this proposal and 
the additional detail provided to the vendor by the FPSC once a vendor is selected. 

Prior to delivery of the final test plan, the FPSC Project Manager will provide the initial tesj 
plan document produced by the vendor to BST and to certain CLECs for a two-week comment 
period. At the end of the comment period, the vendor will be expected to, in consultation with the 
FPSC Project Manager, revise the test plan, incorporating reasonable recommended changes and 
additions to the test plan. 

B. Phase2 

The vendor will be expected to evaluate the ability of a CLEC, with the available 
documentation and support h m  BST, to develop OSS interfkce systems and software for each OSS 
function and to use such systems and software to provide telecommunications Senrices. The vendor 
will be expected to perform the tests in full compliance with the test plan produced in Phase 1. 

At the end of the test, the vendor will be expected to provide a document that includes a 
report on the test results. This report should provide the results of the test, per the test plan produced 
in Phase 1, and should specifically provide detail as to where BST has met the requirements 
specified in the test plan. The report should describe any differences between the access to OSS 
functions BST provides itself and that which its provides to CLECs and analyze the operational 
effect of such differences, and make recomnmdatiom to rectify such differences. The report should 
also discuss the vendor’s assessment of the relative ease or complexity of creating the interface with 
the supplied documentation, any additional support required of and provided by BST to create the 
interface, the timeliness and level of support provided by der-market support services such as help 
desks and hot lines, and any additional areas of improvement that would materially reduce the cost, 
complexity, and time of systems and software development and operation to the pseudo-CLEC or 
BST. 
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The vendor will also be expected to provide a supporting document that describes the 
underlying approach of the tests, describes the methodology used in each of the tests, and lists the 
test data and results of each test. This supporting document should provide sufficient detail to allow 
uninvolved third parties to fully understand how the test results were derived. 

2.6 Sohedule 

The FPSC proposes the following schedule for the implementation of Phases 1 and 2. 
Vendors may provide their own proposed schedules for Phases 1 and 2, if the vendor feels for any 
reason that the schedule provided herein is not achievable. If its proposed vendor schedule in the 
response differs corn the schedule herein, the vendor should provide rationale for any such 
differences. 

Vendor Selection September 1 

Phase I September 30 
October 15 
November 15 

Vendor selected 

Initial test plan document due 
Comments on test plan due 
Final Phase 1 deliverables due 

Phase U Phase I1 dates will be set upon the completion of Phase I, with the 
expectation that Phase II will be completed by April 30,2000. 

2.7 Proposal Response 

Responses must provide a clear demonstration of the vendor’s understanding of the 
objectives and deliverables of this engagement and illustrate the vendor’s approach to meeting these 
objectives in a timely and comprehensive fashion. The following information will be required h m  
the vendor: 

A. Detailed response on how the vendor will meet each of the deliverables described for 
Phases 1 and 2: The vendor should make reference to how its deliverables will test against 
critexia simila~ to those specified in Chapter 3.0. The response must include some estimate 
of required vendor resources, as well as a work breakdown schedule for both Phases 1 and 2. 

B. Details on the engagement team: Vendor must provide name and credentials of the vendor 
team members who will be involved in both Phase 1 and Phase 2. 

C. Organizational structure for the engagement: The vendor must provide the structure of its 
resources that will be involved in the implementation. If this structure differs for Phase 1 
and Phase 2, two organizational structures should be provided. The vendor should note 

OSS Third-Pa@ Testing Proposal 12 Drafl Copy Version 1.0 



which resources in this organizational smcture will be dedicated to the project and which 
resources will be shared. Provide specific personnel that will work on each phase of this 
project, their expected time commitment, and credentials. These personnel should be 
available for pre-selection interviews. For any shared resources, the vendor should specify 
what percentage of that resource's time will be allocated to the project. If the proposal 
includes personnel h m  other organizations, a clear statement of roles, responsibilities, and 
time allocations should be included. 

D. Price proposal: The vendor shall provide a not-to-exceed cost in which the cost of 
professional services and out-of-pocket expenses are separately stated. The proposal must 
include the current professional fee rates for each individual. The bid shall provide a break- 
out of the price associated with Phase 1 work and the price associated with Phase 2 work. 
The vendor should detail any assumptions going into the price bid. The not to exceed price 
shall be inclusive of all expenses associated with the creation of the deliverables, including 
travel and incidentals. Payments under the contract will be made according to a negotiated 
schedule of deliverables, with a significant portion of Phase 1 and 2 payments retained until 
completion of Phase 2 deliverables. Proposals should identify key milestones for payment. 

Other w o k  The vendor shall identify each existing contract or other agreement that it has- 
with BST or BST's affiliates and shall describe any work that it or its aftiliates are doing or 
have done for BST or BST's affiliates in the past two years. The vendor shall also identify 
and describe any work that it or its affiliates are doing or have done for other 
telecommunications services providers in the past two years. 

? 
E. 
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3.0 OSS Evaiuatlon Guidelines 

3.1 Introduction 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 provides for three modes of competitive entry into 
local telephone markets: interconnection, unbundled network elements, and service resale. As part 
of a 271 application to provide long distance service in its region, BST must demonstrate that it 
supports all three modes of entry through appropriate wholesale support processes, including the 
critical access to OSS functions. This involves support for preordering, ordering, provisioning, 
maintenance and repair, and billing. 

The standards and analysis for determining whether BST has met this statutory obligation 
have been articulated and applied in several prior decisions of the Federal Communications 
Commission and evaluations of the Department of Justice. In summary, the relevant standard 
regarding unbundled network elements is whether the access provided affords an efficient competitor 
a meaningful opportunity to compete. Regarding resale, the standard is whether BST provides 
services and access to CLECs that is equivalent to the service it provides itself. In applying these 
standards, the FCC and the Department of Justice will consider the functionality of BST systems and 
the support it provides for them; the operational readiness of the systems; and the performance of 
those systems. 

This chapter seeks to provide a high-level h e w o r k  of factors that the FPSC wishes to be 
evaluated. Because it is not realistic to list every function of BST's own systems and thus include 
everything necessary to make a parity showing, this chapter does not purport to list everythmg that 
may be necessary to demonstrate compliance with the relevant legal standards. Rather, its purpose 
is to provide an overview of the breadth of issues that must be addressed as part of the test plan and 
testing of BST Florida's OSS and OSS interfaces. 

3.2 Qeneral Principles 

A. Industry Standards: Whether BST has implemented, complies with, and supports 
applicable industry standards. 

1. As to any application area, whether BST has implemented the most recent 
version of the most recent industry standard(s) within a reasonable period of 
time. 

2. De Facto Standards Whether BST supports interfaces and protocols, that 
while not adopted by any recognized standards body, have achieved 
widespread use. 
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B. Application-to-Application Interfaces: Whether BST provides electronic access to 
OSS functions via application-to-application interfaces that allow CLECs to tie their 
OSS directly to BST’s OSS via these interfaces. (In numerous instances, BST will 
be implementing application-to-application interfaces to comply with and support 
applicable industry standards.) 

C. Alternative Interfaces: Whether BST provides alternative electronics interface for 
accessing key OSS functions. 

1. Some CLECs, at least hitially, may not maintain their own internal OSS for 
all OSS fimctional categories or may find that it is not feasible to tie their 
OSS to BST’s OSS via application-to-application interfaces for some or all 
oss functions. 

2. In such situations a graphical user interface (CUI) or other terminal-type 
interface may be the only viable, nondiscriminatory mechanism for certain 
CLECs to gain access to BST’s OSS. 

Y 

D. Support: Both with regard to each OSS system and interface offered to CLECs an* 
more generally, with regard to its support processes generally, whether BST provida 
detailed and accurate documentation, training, and support. 

1. CLEC Implementation Support: Whether BST ‘works cooperatively with 
CLECs at all stages of the development and implementation process, &om 
the development of requirements and specifications to testing and final roll- 
out. 

2. Documentation 

a. Whether BST provides appropriate documentation for its wholesale 
support processes, including the following: 

(1) thorough support documentation regarding the 
implementation and usage of each of its OSS interfaces, e.g., 
technical reference manuals and user’s guides; 

(2) specifications for instructing CLECs on how to modify or 
design their systems to communicate with BST’s interfaces 
and OSS, including documentation of the Applications 
Programming Interface (API) for all application-to- 
application interfaces; 
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(3) information necessary to format and process their electronic 
requests so that these requests flow through the interfaces, the 
transmission links, and into the legacy systems as quickly and 
efficiently as possible, including 

(a) syntactical requirements; 

(b) internal “business rules”; 

(c) ordering codes, including universal service ordering 
codes (‘VSOCs’’) and field identifiers (“FIDs”), used 
to identify the different services and features used in 
offering telecommunications services to customers; 

other information necessary to enable CLECs to ‘’pre- 
validate” service orders in a manner equivalent to the 
system edits and other validity checks performed by 
BST service order negotiation systems for their retait 
service orders. 

(d) 

b. Whether BST has an established, documented procedure for keeping 
its documentation up to date and for disseminating documentation to 
CLECs. 

c. Whether BST provides an electronic method of disseminating 
documentation and of notifying CLECs that updated documentation 
is available. 

3. System5terface Changes & Change Management 

a. Whether BST has an established, documented change management process 
for controlling and keeping CLECs and any other interested persons informed 
of changes to its OSS interfaces and the OSS underlying those interfaces. 

Whether BST provides an electronic method of disseminating information 
regarding such changes. 

Whenever it updates an OSS interface, whether to support a new release or 
version of a standard or for other purposes, whether BST maintains backward 
compatibility for a commercially reasonable period of time. 

b. 

c. 
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d. Whenever it replaces an OSS interface or system, whether BST maintains the 
obsolete interface or system for a commercially reasonable period of time to 
provide a transition period for users of that interface or system to move to 
other interfaces or systems. 

4. Service CenteriHelp Desk Whether BST provides one or more service centers, or 
“help desks,” that CLECs can contact for support purposes (such as with questions 
regarding OSS system or interface specifications, other documentation, or usage), 
whether the centers have appropriate hours of operation, and whether the centers are 
adequately staffed in terms of the number of persons and their level of expertise. 

E. Cupucify: Whether BST’s support processes are able to support customers in reasonably 
foreseeable quantities or at least are scalable to such a level within a minimal time period. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

“Reasonably foreseeable quantities” means quantities that competitors collectively 
would ultimately demand in a competitive market where the level of competition was 
not constrained by any limitations of BST’s interfaces or support processes or by any 
other factors that BST may influence. 

“Minimal time period” means a period that would not artificially limit the growth of 
competition, i.e., at a pace suf&icient “to ensure that a new entrant’s decision to enter 
the local exchange market in a particular state is based on the new entrant’s business 
considerations, rather than the availability or unavailability of particular OSS 
functions,” Michigan Order 7 133. 

Y 

Statements regarding CLEC forecasts and evidence of adequate capacity for those 
projections are not necessarily sufficient. To the extent that CLEC forecasts were 
constrained by limitations of BST’s interfaces or support processes or by other 
impediments to competition, they would not provide a basis for a showing of 
adequate capacity. 

An analysis of these issues should account for and discuss demand for the entire 
region served by the OSS at issue. Thus, when BST deploys region-wide systems, 
since the capacity of the system to provide service in any state will necessarily be 
affected by region wide usage, the analysis should consider its entire region, not 
merely the particular state for which a 271 application is being filed. 

F. Peflomnce Measures Results: Whether the performance measurement results are valid, 
accurate and adequate. 

1. An analysis should be conducted of performance measure results which are derived 
f?om the results of third party testing. 
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2. An additional analysis should be performed of the adequacy and appropriateness of 
the measures provided in.BST’s SQM. This analysis shbuld determine whether 
BellSouth’s performance measurement processes and data produce results that 
provide the Commission with adequate evidence to make an informed decision 
regarding nondiscriminatory access to its network and to its OSS. . 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

h. 

1. 

Determine whether procedures exist for initially documenting and 
maintaining performance measurement documentation and conforming to 
reasonable levels of quality and quality control. 

Determine what supporting documentation exists for performance measures, 
including calculations, exclusions, performance standards and disaggregation 
and further that such documentation consistently meets reasonable standards 
for clarity and completeness. 

Determine whether data calculations comply with the documentation, 
including any provisions for exempting particular data from calculations and 
that adequate. classification parameters (e.g. for disaggregation of results) am 
reflected. 

Determine whether data collection ( including appropriate sampling) is 
comprehensive, that appropriate data is entered into the performance 
measurement calculations and that data excluded from any result calculation 
is captured and stored with a designation of the reason for exclusion. 

Determine whether detailed documentation exists for procedures to extract 
data from relevant data stores, whether for BellSouth or CLECs, that 
operational procedures adhere to the documentation, and that change control 
procedures are reasonable and hlly implemented. 

Determine whether the performance measurement process starts with 
complete and accurate data. 

Determine whether sufficient documentation exists for describing the data 
storage, back-up, and retrieval, as well as CLEC access to the data. 

Determine that procedures exist for protecting proprietary information for 
both detailed data and the results produced for performance measurement 
reporting and that operational procedures conform to such documentation. 

Determine whether stored and reported performance measurement results are 
an accurate reflection of the documented methodologies. 
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j. Determine whether contents of results match the specified report details 
represented in BellSouth’s SQM. 

Determine whether those measures which BellSouth asserts to be “parity by 
design” are in fact ‘’parity by design”. 

k. 

3.3 Preorderlng 

Preordering is comprised of the systems, processes, and other operational elements 
associated with BST’s support for preordering activities for wholesale services and unbundled 
network elements. The purpose of the tests will be to evaluate functionality, to evaluate compliance 
with prescribed measurements, and to provide a basis for comparing this operational area to parallel 
systems and processes supporting BST’s retail operations. 

A. Application-to-Applicatlun Interfaces 

1. Whether BST provides and supports an application-to-application interface 
to its OSS that support preordering fimctions related to service resale and the- 
provision of network elements. 

Whether a CLEC can readily integrate this application-to-application 
preordering interface with BST’s application-to-application ordering interface 
so that the CLEC can implement integrated systems for their representatives 
that provide seamless support of preordering and ordering fimctions. 

Industry Standards Whether BST’s preordering interfaces support protocols that 
will be used in the forthcoming industry standards, CORBA and EDI. 

2. 

B. 

C. Other General Considerations 

1. Query Response Times: Whether BST’s preordering interfaces provide 
preorderraponse in substantially the same time fhmes as BST receives such 
responses internally for similar functions. 

2. Data Updates 

a. Where BST uses separate databases for responding to BST and CLEC 
preordering queries, whether the databases used for responding to 
CLEC queries are updated as firequently as the databases used for 
responding to BST queries. 
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b. Where, instead of providing an application-to-application interface 
for a particular preordering functions, BST provides a database to the 
CLEC to load into the CLEC's systems and access internally, 
whether BST prepares and delivers to CLECs updates to such 
databases as ikequently as it updates the databases used for 
responding to BST queries. 

D. KeyFunctions 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Address verifcation: Whether BST provides access to address validation 
functions and whether responses to CLEC queries contain the same 
functional information as BST has for its own business (for example, if BST 
provides building floor information, e.g, third floor, for itself, whether it also 
provides floor information to CLECs). 

Tefephone numbers: Whether BST provides access to telephone number 
request, telephone number reservation, and telephone number cancellation 
functions, including whether CLECs have functionality equivalent to what 
BST provides itself for its retail business (e.& if BST supports reservatiou 
of vanity telephone numbers, whether it also offers this capability to CLECS 
through the electronic preordering interfaces) and whether BST places any 
greater restrictions on the number or types of telephone numbers that a CLEC 
can request or reserve than it places on its own ability to request and reserve 
telephone numbers. 

Customer Sm'ce  Records (CSR): Whether BST provides access to functions 
for accessing CSRs, including whether BST blocks or deletes any portion of 
the CSR, whether the CSR is provided in parsed or unparsed format, and 
whether them are any restrictions on the size of a CSR retrievable through an 
electronic request on a real-time basis. 

Service andproduct availability: Whether BST provides access to functions 
that will allow CLECs to determine the services and products that are 
available to customers at particular locations, including whether BST 
provides a function for a feature validation request that allows the CLEC to 
determine what features and services are supported by a given central office 
switch. 

Due-dnte reservation and appointment scheduling: Whether BST provides 
due-date request, due-date reservation, due-date cancellation, and 
appointment scheduling functions. Whether BST provides non- 
discriminat0 ry accesp to due dates and appointment dates, including whether 
it draws dates for both BST and CLEC orders from the same date pool. 

1 

O H  EvdnaUoa Gnidruna DIU@ Copy Version 1.0 23 



6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Primary Interexchange Cam‘er (PIC) Iist: Whether BST provides access to 
the PIC list applicable to a particular switch or telephone number. 

Facility availability: To the extent that it provides its retail representatives 
with information regarding the availability of facilities necessary to fill an 
order, whether BST provides access to functions that give CLECs access to 
the same information provided to BST retail representatives. 

Primary Interexchange Carrier (PIC)): Whether BST provides access to a 
function that identifies the subscriber’s currcnt PIC. 

Directory listing To the extent that BST subscribers can contact BST 
representative to verify their directory listings, whether BST provides access 
to functions that give CLECs access to the same directory listing information 
that is provided to BST retail representatives. 

E. Performance Measures: Appendix A includes M s  recommended performance 
measures for use in third party testing. This includes the following preordcring 
measures. 

1. Average OSS Response Interval 
2. OSS Interface Availability 

3.4 Orderlns Provtmlonlng 

This domain is comprised of the systems, processes, and other operational elements 
associated with BST’s support for ordering and provisioning activities for wholesale services and 
unbundled network elements. The purpose of testing will be to evaluate functionality, to evaluate 
compliance with prescribed measuranents, and to provide a basis for comparing this operational area 
to parallel systems and processes supporting BST’s retail operations. 

A. Application-to-Application Inte-rfacesAndustry Stan- Whether BST provides 
and suppoits a single application-to-application int& to its OSS that: 

1. 

2. 

Supports ordering functions related to service resale and the provision of 
unbundled network elements; 

Complies with and supports the applicable ordering standards, presently 
including the ED1 SOSC Version 7.0 ED1 specification for ordering of 
telecommunications services and the OBF Local Services Ordering Guide 
Version 2.0, which provides the definition for the Local Service Request 
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(LSR), and the new OBF LSOG Version 3 and TCIF ED1 SOSC Version 8; 
and 

3. Can be readily integrated with the application-to-application preordering 
interface so that CLECs can implement integrated systems for their 
representatives that provide seamless support of preordering and ordering 
functions. 

B. Other General Considerations 

1. Alternative Electronic Interface: Whether BST provides an alternative 
terminal-type electronic interface, e.g., a Webbased interface, for accessing 
key ordeIing functions related to service resale and the provision of network 
elements and, if so, whether that interface complies with the LSOG 
guidelines. 

2. Flow-Through: Whether BST provides mechanized flow-through for the 

? 
following local service orders: 

1. Orders for &as as to which t h m  is flow-through for BST 
service orders; 

Orders for services that are analogous to services as to which 
there is flow-through for BST service orders, e.g., orders for 
an end-to-end combination of network elements (the 
‘’platform’’); and 

Orders for individual UNE loops. 

2. 

3. 

C. KeyFunctions 

1. Whether BST provides mpport, through all ordering intcrhes offered, for both total 
services resale, including vertical feahues, and the full suite of unbundled network 
element% including loops, ports, trunks, E911, directory services, and operator 
services. 

Whether BST provides support for migration-as-specified orders, migration-as-is 
orders, and new service orders. 

Whether BST provides support for feature changes, service disconnect, service 
suspend, and move and change activities. 

2. 

3. 

1 
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4. Order Status Functions: 

a. Whether BST provides ekctronic order status capabilities, including firm 
order continnation (FOC), order completion notification, order jeopardy 
notification, and order rejection notification. 

b. Whether BST provides all these electronic notifications through the same 
single, staudards-based application-to-application interface referred to above. 

To the extent that BST's retail representatives are able to interactively query 
status or other information about an order, whether BST provides CLECs an 
equivalent capability through its application-to-application and alternative 
interfaces. 

c. 

D. Perfornance Measures Review: Appendix A includes staffs recommended 
performance measures for use in third party testing. This includes the following 
ordering and provisioning measures. 

1. Percent Flow-through Service Requests 

2. Percent Rejected Service Requests 

3. Rejecthterval 

4. F i  Order Confirmation Timeliness 

5. 

6. Average Completion Interval 

7. 

8. 

speed of Answer in ordering center 

Held Order Interval Distribution and Mean Interval 

Average Jeopardy Notice Interval & Percentage of Orders Given Jeopardy 
Notices 

9. Percent Missed Installation Appointments 

10. 

11. Coordinated Customer Conversions 

12. Average Completion Notice Interval 

Percent Provisioning Troubles within 30 days 

1 
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3.b Maintenance & Repair 

This domain is comprised of the systems, processes, and other operational elements 
associated with BST's support for wholesale maintenance and repair activities. Tests associated with 
this domain will provide a basis for comparing this operational area to parallel systems and processes 
supporting BST's retail operations. 

A. Industry Standards/Application-to-Application Interfaces: Whether BST has 
implemented, complies with, and supports the standard interface for trouble 
administration for local services, the TIM1 standard T1.227 and T1.228 and the 
additional ECIC implementation guidelines for a trouble administration OSS 
intercoMection system. 

B. Alternative Interface: Whether BST provides au alternative t d a l - t y p e  electronic 
interface, e.g., a Web-based interface, for trouble administration. 

C. KeyFunctions 
x 

1. Whether each trouble administration interfkce allows CLECs to place troubll 
tickets, close out trouble tickets, and receive status on open troubles. 

Whether each trouble administration interface allows CLECs to perform tests 
on the services, such as a mechanized loop test (MI,"). 

2. 

D. Performance Measure Review: Appendix A includes staffs recommended 
performance measures for use in third party testing. This includes the following 
maintenance and repair m e m .  

1. OSS Interface Availability 

2. Average OSS Response Interval 

3. Average Answer Time - Repair 

4. Percent Missed Repair Appointments 

5. Customer Trouble Report Rate 

6. Maintenance Average Duration 

7. 

8. 

Percent Repeat Troubles within 30 days 

Percent Out of Service > 24 Hours 
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3.8 6llllm 

This domain is comprised of the systems, processes and other operational elements 
associated with BST's support for wholesale billing. Tests associated with this domain will be 
designed to evaluate BST's compliance to measurement agreements and to ensure adherence to 
sound management practices. 

A. Industry Standank Whether BST supports CABS format for wholesale bills and 
EMI/Eh4R format for message processing. 

1. BST should implement billing interfaces that provide billing data for resale 
and UNEs in these formats to be considered to be conforming to the 
standards. 

B. KeyFunctiom 

1. 

2. 

Whether BST provides monthly billing data electronically to CLECs. 

Whetha BST provides daily usage feeds to CLECs with information of a' 
sufficient detail for CLECs to prepare end-user bills. 

? 

C. Performance Measures: Appendix A includes staffs recommended performance 
measurcs for u8e in third party testing. This includes the following billing measures: 

1. Percent Invoice Accuracy 
2. Invoice Timeliness 
3. Usage Data Delivery Accuracy 
4. Usage Data Delivery Tmeliness and Completeness 
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4.0 Performance Measure Revlew 

4.1 Purpose 

This chapter defhes the specific tests to be undertaken in evaluating the sys~ems, processes, 
and other operational elements associated with BST’s support for the performance measure. These 
tests, which are similar to those contained in the Pennsylvania master test plan prepared by KPMG, 
are necessary to determine if the information provided by BST is valid This is of particular 
importance since performance measure information will be a basis for a decision regarding parity. 

4.2 soope 
The performance measure review is comprised of three tests areas, representing important 

and generally distina areas of e&rt undertaken by BST. The three teat areas will review all of the 
performance measures with which BST is required to comply with by state and federal regulators 
(See Appenh A). The three test areas are: 

? + DataRetentiou 
+ Stalldards&DefinitiOns + DataProcessing 

Each test area is further broken down into a number of process and subprocess areas that 
serve to identify the particular area of intemt being tested. 

4.9 Te*Prooerr 

There are five tests which have been designed to address the three test areas. The 
organization of the test processes is as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Collection and Storage of Data Verification and Validation. 

Data Replication and Conversion Verification and Validatiou. 

Development an& Documentation of Standards & Definitions Verification and 
validation. 

Change Management of Standards and DeMtionsVerification and Validation. 4. 

5.  Performance Measure Replication. 

t 
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1. Coileotlon and Storage oi Data VerHIeatlon and Vslldatlon 

A. Descnphn 

This test evaluates key policies and practices for collecting and storing raw and target data 
necessary for the creation of performance measures. This test will rely on checklists and inspectionS. 
The objectives of this test are to determine the adequacy and completeness of key policies and - .. . . procedures tor collectmg and stonng performance data 

B. TestScope 

I Rewrt Review 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 7 
Peflormance Mrarvn Review 32 Drafl Copy Version 1.0 



P. Data Replleatlon and Convermlon Verltlortlon and Valldatlon 

This test evaluates the overall policies and practices for replicating and converting the data 
necessary for the production of performance measure. This test will rely on checklists, document 
reviews and inspections. The objectives of this test are'to detennhe the adequacy and completeness 
of key procedures for replicating and converting the data necessary for the production of 
performance measure. 

B. TestScope 

Documentreview 
Report Review 
Inspection Qualitative 
Document review 
Report review 

metric I andprocedures 
Internal I Adequacy and I Inspection I Qualitative 
Controls 

.~ 

completeness of the 
internal control 
llrocess 

Document review 
ReportReview 

3. Dovolopment and Dooumentatlon of Standards and 
Drtlnltlonm Vorlfloatlon and Valldatlon 

A. Deswipt&vt 

This test evaluates the overall policies and practices for developing and documenting 
measure standards and definitions. This test will rely on checklists, document reviews and 
inspections. The objectives of this test are to determine the adequacy and completeness of key 
procedures for developing, documenting, and publicizing standards and definitions for performance 
measures. 

B. TestScope 

I 
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hOeeSS 
Area 

Official 
Standards 

Subproecss 

Documentation 

Evaluation Eva1118tion Criteria 

Adequacy and inspection Qualitative 
M W U I I ?  Technique =me 

working 
standards 

of official 
standards 
Distribution of 
official 
standards 
Documentation 
of working 
Standards 
Distribution of 
working 
standards 
Documentation 
of technical 
definitions 
Distribution of 
working 
Standards 

Technical 
Definitions 

completeness of official Documcntreview 
standards Report review 
Adequacy and completeness Inspection Qualitative 
of the distribution of the 
standards Report review 
Adequacy completeness of Inspection Qualitative 
standards Document review 

A. quacy and completeness ' Iaspection 
of the distribution of the 
Standards Reportreview 
Adequacy and Inspectioo Qualitative 
completeness of technical Document review 
definitions Reportreview 
Adequacy and completeness Inspation Qualitative 
of the distribution of the 
standards Reprtreviem 

Document review 

, Reportreview 
Qualitative 

Documentreview 

.Documentreview 

4. Change Manr(loment ol Standard0 and Doflnltlonm 
Verlfloatlon and Valldatlon 

A. Description 

This test evaluates the o v d  policies and practices for managing change of the standards 
and definitions in the BST measures and the communication of these changes to the FPSC and the 
CLECs. This test will rely on checklists and inspections. The objectives of this test are. to determine 
the adequacy and completeness of procedures for developing, publicizing, conducting, and 
monitoring change management. 

B. Test Scope 
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process 
Area 

Change 
Management 

Change 

consistency of 
change 
implementation 
amcess 

consistency of 
change evaluation 

Reasonableness of 
change illtmal 

documentation I updates 
TG3Cking I Adequacy and 

, I com&et&css of 

tracking process 
change management 

Document review 
Report review 

Reportreview 

S. Performmrbum Momsure Replloatlon 

A. Descriptkm 

This test evaluates BST's measure process by attempting to recreate its performance measure 
using data fium BST's target database, and tests BST's policies and procedures for reporting the 
measure. This test will rely on mathematical techniques to verify and validate BST's performance 
measure along with interview guides and document reviews to verify and validate reporting of the 
measure. The objectives of this test are to recreate BST's performance measures. using the technical 
definitions verified and validated by test 3 above. 
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B. TestScope 

hoceM 
Area 

Metric 

Sabproeesr EvaIoatfoa Evnlaatlon Technique Criteria 

Reproduction of Ability to Accuracy Quantitative 
Meaaum Type 

Replication 
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5.0 Processes and Procedures Revlew 

The purpose of this section is to define the specific tests to be undertaken in evaluating the 
systems, processes, and other operational elements associated with BST's establishment and 
maintenance of business relationships with the CLECs. Areas to be evaluated include the 
provisioning of on-going operational support to CLECs in a manna both adequate to CLEC business 
needs and comparable to that provided to BST retail operations. These tests are important in order 
to provide assurance that processes are in place beyond the time fiame of the third-party testing. 
These tests arc similar to those identified in the Pennsylvania master test plan prepared by KF'MG. 

5.a soope 

Theprocessesandproced~reviewiscomprisedofseventestarees,representingim~t 
and generally distinct areas of effort undertaken by BST to establish and subsequently supprt thb 
CLEC. These test areas include: 

+ Change Management + CLEC Training 
+ Account Establishment and Management + Forecasting 
+ Interface Development + Network Design, Collocation and Intexwnnection Planning + Domain Specific Process Reviews 

Each test area is fbrther broken down into a number of process and subprocess areas that 
serve to identify the particular area of interest under test. 

5.3 Test Pr- 

Eighteen test processes have been designed to address the seven test areas. The organization 
of the subject test processes is as follows: 

1. Change Management Practices Verification and Validation. 

2. Account Establishment and Management Verification Validation. 
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3. System Administration Help Desk. 

4. 

5.  

6. Forecasting Verification and Validation. 

7. 

CLEC Training Verification and Validation. 

Interface Development Verification and Validation. 

Network Design Request, Collocation, and Interconuection Planning Verification 
and Validation. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 
\ 

16. 

preordering. Ordering and Provisioning Manual Order Processing Evaluation 

Preordering, Ordering and Provisioning Work Center Support Evaluation 

Provisioning Process Parity Evaluation 

Provisioning Coordination Process Evaluation 

Billing Work CenterFIelp Desk Support Evaluation 

Billing Process Review: Daily Usage Feed Returns 

Billing Process Review: Daily Usage Production and Distribution 

Billing Process Review: Bill Production and Distribution 

Maintenance and Repair End-to-End Process Evaluation 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Maintenance and Repair Work Center Support Evaluation 

Maintenance and Repair Coordination Process Evaluation 

Maintenance and Repair Network Surveillance Support Evaluation 

1. C h a m  Mmnagemenl Practlcem Verlfldlon and Valldatlon 

A. Descriptinn 

This test evaluates the ove-rall policies and practices for managing change in the procedures 
and systems necessary for establishing and maintaining effective BST/CLEC relationships. This test 
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will rely on checklists and inspections. The objectives of this test an to determine the adequacy and 
completeness of procedures for developing, publicizing, conducting, h d  monitoring change 
management. 

B. Testscope 

I I 
Documentation I Timeliness of [ Inspection I Qualitative 

documentation updates Document review 
Report review 

Tracking Adequacy and Inspection Qualitative 
change completeness of Document review 
proposals change management Report review 

tfackillgprocess 

P. Aooount Wbllshmont and Management VeMlortIon Valldatlon 

A. DmcriptbR 

This test evaluates the overall policies and practices for establishing and managing the 
account relationship. It also measures the performance of the account management function 
responsiveness with respect to call return and call escalation n o m  established by BST. This test 
will rely on checklists, inspections, reviews of historical data and measurements where available. 
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The objectives of this test are to determine the adequacy and completeness of key procedures for 
developing, publicizing, conducting, and monitoring account management. It then verifies 
compliance with these policies. 

B. Test Scope 

Documentation 

Handbook(s) 
- CLEC 

kalation 

:ommunicatiom 

Document 
Jevelopment and 
iistribution 

Appropriate roles 
and responsibilities 

capacity. c o v w ,  
and account 
allocation 
Adequacy and 
Completeness of 
escalatioa 
procedures 
Compliance with 
pre-filing 
commitment for 
industry letters and 
conferences 

Adequacy and 
completeness of 
emergency 
communication and 
notifications 
Adequacy and 
completene=s of 
CLEC Handbook(s 
development and 
distribution 
DlUCedUES 

Inspection 
Document review 

Inspection 
Documentnview 

w m  
Documentreview 
Interviews 

Document review 

Inspection 
Documentm w 
Interviews 

Inspection 
Documentroview 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 
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5- System Admlnlmtratlon Help Desk 

A. Description k 

This test is the procw-oriented evaluation of the system administration help desk function, 
which consists of assisting CLECs with accessing systems. This test will rely on checklists, 
inspections, and walk-hughs. The objectives of this test are to: 

+ Determine completeness and consistency of overall system administration help desk 
process. 

+ Determine whether the escalation procedure is comctly maintained, documented and 
published. 

+Determine the existence and functionality of procedures for measuring, tracking, 
projecting and maintaining system administration help desk performance. 

+ Ensure existence of reasonable security measures to ensure integrity of system 
administration help desk data and the ability to restrict access to parties with specific 
access permissions. 

+ Ensure the overall help desk effort has effective management oversight. 

Ensure responsibilities for performance improvement are defined and assigned. 

B. TestScope 
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Desk Call question, problem consistency of process D&ument 

Close Help Closure posting Completeness and Inspection Qualitative 
or issue review 

Desk Call consistency of process Document 
review 

Status Status tracking and Completeness and Inspection Qualitative 
Trackingand reporting consistency of reporting Document 

Problem user initiated Completeness and hmection Oualitative 
Reporting Process review 

Capacity 
Management 

Securityand 
Integrity 

Process 
Management 

Escalation I escalation I consistency of process 
I I 

Capacity planning I Completeness and I Inspection [Qualitative 
process 

Dataaccess safely of process Inspection Quahtative 
review 

controls ' Document 

General Completeness and Inspcctlon Quahtative 
management consistency of operating Document 

review 

practices management practices review 

Perfonnancc Controllability, efficiency Inspcctlon Qualitative 
measurement and reliability of process Document 
process review 

Process Completeness of process Inspection Quahtative 
improvement improvement practices Document 

review 

I consistency ofprocess I Documtnt I 

4. CLLC Tralnlng Verlflcatlon and Valldatlon 

A. Descdp~r t  

This test evaluates key aspects of BSTs training program for CLECs. This test will rely on 
checklists and inspections. The objectives of this test are to: 
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+ Determine the existence and functionality of procedures for developing, publicizing, 
conducting, and monitoring CLEC training 

+ Ensure the CLEC training effort has effective management oversight 

Qualitative 

. 
Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

B. Test Seope 

0pItlXlitieS 
Adequacy of process to 
track utilization and 
attendance of various 
training tools and forums 
Adequacy of process to 
survey training recipients 
on effectiveness of 
training 
Adequacy of procedures 
to monitor instructor 
performance 
Controllability, efficiency 
and reliability of process 

Training 
p r w = .  
Development 

Document review 
Inspection 

Document review 
hpcction 

Document review 
Inspection 

Inspection 
Document review 

Training 
p w P m  
Quality 
Assurance 

Process 
Management 

Develop 
curriculum 

Publicize 
aaining 
OppommitieS 
Attendaacd 
utilization 
tracking 

Session 
e&ctivenerrs 
tracking 

Instructor 
oversight 

Performance 
mea¶uement 
process 
PrOCeSS 
improvement 

curriculum and forums I -tion 

Completeness of process 
improvement practices Document review 

Documentreview 
Inspection 

Document review 
Inspection 

Document review 
Inspection 
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S. Interfa- Development Verltleatlon and Valldatlon 

A. Descriptiom 

Area 
Developing Software Adequacy and completeness 
Interface/ development of software development 
software methodology 
Methodology 

lnterfacc Adquacy and completeness 
Development of interface development 
Methodology methodology 

Interface of interface development 
Development methodology document 

Distribution of Adequacy and completeness 

Methodology distribution proceduns 
Documentation 

This test evaluates key methods and procedures for developing and maintaining OSS 
interfaces which enable the BSTKLEC relationship. These apply to interfaces such as BSTs 
application-to-application interfkes and data transfer interfaces required for the following activities: 

+ heordering 

Provisioning + Billing 
+ Maintenance and Repair 

+ ordering 

Tsebtqtw Tg.aa 
Inspection Qualitative 
Document 
review 
Report review 
Inspection 
Document 
review 
Report review 
Inspection 
Document 
review 
Reportreview 

This test will rely 011 checklists and inspections. The objectives of this test are to determine 
the adequacy and complctcness of key methods and procedures for developing and maintaining 
interfaces. 

*. 
B. TestScopa 

h W U S  1 Sabprocess EvdurtloaMcmuru Evahuth Criteria 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

I 

\ 

Rornsrs a d  Roerduns Rsvlan, 46 Dmp Copy Version 1.0 



Environments + Distribution of 

Developing 
and 
Maintaining 
Testing and 
production 

Interface 
Testing 
Methodology 
Documentation 
Provision of 
Support for 
Interface 
Testing 
Implementation 

I Interfaces I 

test environments for all 
supported interface3 

Adequacy and completeness 
of interface testing 
methodology document 
distribution procedures 

Availability and 
documentation of provision 
of support for interface 

Document 
review 
Report review 
Inspection 
Document 
review 
Report review 

Inspection 
Report review 

Qualitative i 
Qualitative 1 

interface development 
deliverables (as defined in 
the TIS change Management 
Process document) 

Document , 

review 
Report review 

6* -1- VOrltlOrtlOn and V~l ldvt io~ 

A. Description 

This test verifies and validates key aspects of the BST/CLEC forecasting process. This test 
will rely on checklists and inspections. The objectives of this test are to: 

+ Determine the existence and functionality of key procedures for developing, publicizing. 
conducting, and monitoring forecasting efforts 

Ensure the overall forecasting effort has effective management oversight 

B. TostSmpe 

\ 
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7. Network -lgm Rmquemt, Colloeatlon, and Interoonnaotlom 
Plannlng Verlflostlon and Valldatlom 

A. Description 

This test evaluates the key policies and practices for Network Design Rquat (NDRF 
proce~shg, collocation (physicat and m) p h l h g ,  and h t ~ M e C t i o n  P l h g .  This test 4' 
rely on checklists, interviews and inspections. The objectives of this test are to: 

Detennine whether the CLEC has &cient information to adquatdy prepare for NDR, 
Collocation and Intmnuection planning. 

Determine whether the NDR, Collocation, and Interconnection planning processes are 
sutliciently well st~ctured and managed to yield the desired results. 

B. TesrScope 
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Collocation t 
Subpixwe= Evaluation Measure 

NDR Meetings Adequacy and completeness 

I 

Eveluation Criteria 

Program Qualitative 
Teehniquc Type 

Collocation 

forecasting 
Evaluation of 
collocation 
establishment 
Process 
Forecast 
analysis 

requirements 

of process managed 
process 

Usability and completeness Document 
of collocation forecast review 
f o m  Inspection 
Adequacy and completeness Program 
of process 

Availability of results to Document 
commission and CLECs review 

Process 
IUtCrVieWS 

- 
I I Inspectiom 

Interconnection I Completeness and usability I Docmenk 
Planning 
intlormation 
requirements 
Evaluation of 
Interconnection 
Planning 
P m =  

of inseuctions for preparing review 
for the Intcrconne.ction Inspection 

of process managed 

Planning meeting 
Adequacy and completeness Program 

Process 

Qualitative I 
Qualitative I I Existence 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 4 
8. Preorderlng, Ordering. and Provlrloning Manum) Order 

Prooemm Rvaluatlom 

A. Descriptio= 

The Preordexing, ordain& and Provisioning Manual Order Process Evaluation is a 
comprehensive review of the methods and procedures used to handle orders that have been manually 
submitted to BST. operational analysis techuiques will be used to conduct this test. It will rely on 
the development of various checklists to facilitate a structured walk through of the manual order 
handling process. The objective of this test is to validate the processes and procedures used to 
support manual submission of orders for service. 
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B. Testscope 

The table below outlines the processes i d  subprocesses involved in evaluating the 
timeliness, consistency, and accuracy of handling manual orders relating to BST. 

Tracking and 
Reporting 

Escalation 

Capacity 
Management 

Management t 

mer process 
LogginB 

h 3 e h  

EleAronic Completeness and consistency 01 
Manualorder process 

Entry of 
Manualorder process 
into SOP 
Status Completeness and consistency 01 
trackingand reportingprocess 
reportins 
User initiated 
escalation process 

Capacity Availability of trained alternate 

process 

General Consistency of StaflvMgt. 
management Understanding of process 
practices 

Performance 
measuremenf 
Process performance Accurate 

Completeness and consistency 01 

Completeness and consistency 01 

Planning Staff 

Ability of mgt. To track manual 
orders. Mgt tracking of agent 

documentation of process 

Document 
review 
Inspection 
Document 
review 
Inspection 

Inspection 
Document 
review 
Inspection 
Document 
review 
Inspection 
Document 
review 
Interview 
Inspection 
Document 
review 

Inspection 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 
: 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

- 
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9. Reordering. Ordorlng. and Rovlrlonlng Work Contor 
Support Rvalurtlon 

with usa 
Log cali Completeness of logged Document Qualitative 

information. Log is kept in Review 
appropriate media for Inspection 
appropriate interval. 

A. Description 

The Preordering, Ordering, and Provisioning Work Center Support Evaluation is a 
comprehensive operational analysis of the work centerhelp desk processes developed by BST to 
provide support to CLECs with OSS questions, escalations, problems, and issues related to 
preordering, ordering, and provisioning. Basic limctiodty, performance and escalation procedures 
will be evaluated. The objectives of this evaluation arc to: 

Determine completeness and consistency of work centerhelp desk processes and 
responses 

Determine whether the escalation procedure is documented and known to work center 
agents and management 

+ Determine the accltrscy and completeness of procedures for measuring work centerheb 
deskperformance 

B. TestScope 

The table below outlines the processes and subprocesses involved in evaluating the 
timeliness, consistency, and accuracy of handling work center and help desk activities related to 
preordering, ordering, and provisioning performed by BST. 

IHelpDesk I lconsistcncy ofprocess I I 
cali I I I I 

pterface bvailability of user interface IInspection IQuahtative 

I 
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and transactions 

statusreport 
Request Manage Consistency and Document 

Managethe Provide Completeness and Inspection 

process oversight managgnent practices 

Escalation escalations completeness of procedure Review 
Inspection . 

Help Desk management consistency of operating 

Wtative 1 
2ualitative I 

10. Provlmlonlng Fro0088 Prrlty Evrluatlon 

A. Dacript&n 

The Provisioning Process Parity Evaluation is a review of the processes, systems, and 
interfaces that provide provisioning for CLEC orders. The revim will focus on these areas: 

+ Order interfaces 
Workflow definitions 
Workforce scheduling 
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0 Memo~y administration 
0 Service activation 
0 Test and acceptance 
0 Exception handling 
0 Completion notices 

The focus of the evaluation will be "downstream" interfaces h m  manual processing and the 
gateway system that serves as the interface to all order processing. As appropriate, provisioning 
processes for different products and services will be evaluated separately. This will be required in 
those cases where the process andor systems used for provisioning are different by product. 

An operational analysis techuique will be used to evaluate BSTs systems and processes for 
parity with the corresponding BST retail functions. It will consist of targeted interviews of key 
development and process-owner personnel along with structured reviews of pmcase8, systems, and 
int&es documentation. The objective of this evaluation is to determine the degree to which the 
provisioning environment supporting CLEC and rescller ordm is on parity with internal BST 
provisioning. 

? 

B. Testscope 

The table below outlines the processes and subprocesses involved in evaluating the level of 
parity provided by the BST provisioning systems and processes to the CLF!Cs and resellers. 

p r w l m l o n t n g  pro#rr PlrlW 

Proctrs suw-= EV8htb-m 
Area 

Provisioning Evaluate Order entry Consistency and repeatability Inspection 

: 
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1 1. Provlrlonlng Coordlnatlon Prucemm Evaluation 

A. Description 

The Provisioning Coordination Process Evaluation is a review of the procedures, processes, 
and operational environment used to support coordinated provisioning with CLECs. The evaluation 
will address products and situations that require coordinated provisioning to minimize customer 
dimption. The requirement for coordination may come h m  either BST policy or a CLEC request. 
An operational analysis test approach will be used to evaluate BSTs Provisioning Coordination 
Processes. It will consist of targeted interviews of key development personnel along with structured 
reviews of process documentation facilitated by an evaluation checklist. Case studies of actual 
coordination processes will be created or selected h m  live CLEC situations Case studies will be 
selected and tracked to determine process operation. The objectives of this evaluation are to: 

- + Determine completeness and consistency of provisioning coordination processes 

+ Determine whether the provisioning coordination processes are correctly documented,, 
maintained, and published 

+ Determine the accuracy, completeness, and functionality of procedures for measuring 
tracking, projecting, and maintaining provisioning coordination processes performance 

+ Ensun the provisioning coordinaton processes have effective management oversight 

+ Ensureresponsibilitiesforprovisi~coordination~performance improvement 
are defined and assigned 

B. Test Scope 

The table below outlines the tests to evahmte the procedures and processes in place to support 
for joint provisioning of services by the CLEC and BST. 
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Completeness and 

imeliness of notification 

ontrollability, efficiency 
and reliability of process 

ompleteness of process 

1 P. Bllllng Work Conter/Help Desk Suppor8 lvrluatlom 

A. Dacript&m 

The Billing Work CenteriHelp Desk Support Evaluation is an operational analysis of the 
work centerkip desk p~ocesses and documentation developed by BST to provide support to CLECs 
with usage (Daily Usage Feed) andor billing related claims, questions, problems and issues. Basic 
functionality, performance, escalation procedures, and security will be evaluated. The. objectives 
of this evaluation are to: 

I 
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+ Detexmine completeness and consistency of work centerhelp desk processes, 
documentation and responses. 

user Availability of user interface Inspections Quantitative 
Logcall . Existence of call logging Document Quantitative 

Review 

+ Determine whether the escalation procedure is correctly documented, maintained, 
published and followed. 

+ Determine the accuracy, completeness, and functionality of procedures for measuring and 
tracking work centerhelp desk performance. Determine the accuracy, completeness, and 
functionality of procedures for projecting resource needs and maintaining work 
centerhelp desk pdormancc. 

+ Ensure accuracy and completeness of reasonable security measures to ensure integrity of 
work centerhelp desk data and the ability to restrict access to parties with specific access 
permissions. 

+ Ensure the work centerhelp desk effort has effective management oversight. 

+ Ensure responsibilities for performance improvement are delined and assigned- ? 

B. Test Scope 

The scope of this test includes all processes, subprocesses, and measurements of the 
Billing Work Center test, as shown in the table below. 

t I IAccuracy of call logging l h p d O M  IQualltative 
lRecord [Compliance of call logging - ~IIlspections lQualitative 
lseverity code fseverity coding I I I 
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ProcessArea Subprocess Evaluation Measure 

Process Help Resolve user 
Desk Call question, process 

problem or 

Completeness and consistency of 

bssue ~ A C C U ~ ~ C Y  of response lInspections /Quantitative 
Receive [File claim ]Completeness and consistency of lDocumentation IQualitative 

Ev8Iaation Criteria Type 
TeehnlqRO 

Documentation Quantitative 
Review and 
inSpCCtiOns 

Claim 

I ltimeliness of process lreportrcview 1 -  
IISSUC lCompleteness and consistency of ummtation IQualitative 

process Review and 

Accuracy of response InspeCtiOnS Qualitative 
Process claim Completeness, consistency, and Inspections, Qualitative 

inspections 

I I$adment I"""" 
lclaim lreliabili&ofdi&sition report Eepbrtrevik /.;.Qualitative 

Close Help IPost closure lCompleteness, consistency, and Ihpectionu lQuantitative 
Desk Call 

Monitor 
Status 

.Accessibility of status report Inspections Quantitative 
Request Identify Existence of procedure Document Existence 
Escalation escalation Review 

procedure 

I : 

nfonnation 

hack Status 

Report Status 

necessary I I I 
IDimosition L4 ccuracv. comuleteness and IInsoections. louantitative 

timeliness of process 
Inspections, Quantitative 

Accuracy of posting reportreview 

Existence of status tracking inspections Existence 
capability 
Consistency and kquency of Document Qualitative 
follow-up activities Review 
Availability ofjeopardy DOCumUlt Quantitative 
notification Review 
Completeness and consistency of Inspections, Qualitative 
reportingprocess reportreview 
Accuracy and timeliness of report Inspections, 

reportreview 
Quantitative 



lescalation I I '  

~orkforce force planning ReVieW 
Capacity procedures 

Evaluate work Completeness of procedure Document Qualitative 
firce planning Review 
procedures 
Review Scalability of staffvolume Reportreview Q~I~tatl~: 
staffing plans 

Provide Provide Completeness and applicability of Qualltative 

Integrity restrictions : 
Controllability of intra-company Qualitative . 
access 

Security and secured access security procedures, profiles, and 

Managethe Provide Completeness and consistency of Inspections Qualitative 
Help Desk management operating management practices 
PrOCeSS oversight Controllability, efficiency and Inspections Qualitative 

reliability of process 
Completeness of process Inspections Qualitative 

~ improvement practices 

lprocedure lconsistency ofthe process IQualitative 
Manage IIdentifY work IExistence of procedure IDoCument IExistence 

The Daily Usage Feed Retums Process Evaluation is an operational analysis of the usage 
return process and related documentation used by BST to accept, investigate and where necessary, 
correct Daily Usage Feed return requests from CLECs. The objective of this evaluation is to 
determine the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of the processes and documentation used to 
process and respond to Daily Usage Feed Return requests. 

B. Testscope 

The scope of this test includes the processes, subprocesses and measurements listed in the 
table below. 
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14. Dally U-e Pmduotlon and Dlstrlbutlon - Pmcesm Evalwt lom 

A. Description 

The Daily Usage Production and Distribution Rocess Evaluation is an operational analysis 
of the processes and documentation used by BST to create and transmit the Daily Usage Feed 
(DUF). The objective of this test is to determine the accuracy, completeness and timeliness of 
processes used to produce and distribute the DUF. 

B. Testscow 

The scope of this test includes the processes, subprocesses and measurements listed in the 
table below. 

reconciliation procedures 
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15. 6111 Produetlon and Dlrtrlbutlon - Prooemm EvrlUrtlon 

A. Description 

The Bill Production Rocess Evaluation is an operational analysis of the processes employed 
by BST to produce and distribute carrier bills. The objective of this test is to determine whether the 
processes employed by BST to produce and distribute canier bills ensure that those bills are accurate 
and are distributed to CLECs on a timely basis. The processes that enable a CLEC to request and 
obtain copies of previously received bills are also tested. 

: 

B. Test Scope 

The scope of this test includes the processes, subprocesses and measurements listed in the 
table below. 

Cycle and reconciliationbalancing and reconciliation 

Produce Control Completeness and accuracy in Inspections Qualitative 
RePo* generation of control elements 

PrOCedUKeS procedures 
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I Ireconciliation procedures I I 
Deliver Bill IDelivery of bill lTimelmcss and controls of media llnspections IQualitative 

Bill History 

Request 
Resend 

lllledia ldelivery 1 -  1 -  
Maintain IMaintain billing lTmeliness and controllability of lhmections loualitative - ~ 

information billing information 
Access billing Accessibility and availability of Inspections Quahtative 
information billing information 

Inspections Qualitative Timeliness and accuracy of the 
delivery 

16. hd-to-Rnd Malntonenaa  and Repalr - Evaluation : 

A. Dueription 

This test will evaluate the iimctional equivalence of MgtRprowshg for wholesale and retail 
trouble reports, by reviewing and evaluating the wholesale and retail process flow. The objectives 
of this test are to evaluate BSTs wholesale MgtR process, and the equivalence of BSTs end-to-end 
processes for trouble reporting and repair of retail and wholesale services. 

B. Test Scope 

Resale 
process Completeness, Inspection Qualitative 
Evaluation consistency and 

timeliness of the 
process 

Dmp Copy Version 1.0 61 



timeliness of the 

17. Maintenammo and Repmir Work Contor Support Gvaluatlon 

A. Description 

The Maintenance and Repair work center support evaluation is an operational analysis of the; 
work centerhelp desk processes developed by BST to provide support to CLECs with questions, 
problems, and issues related to wholesale trouble reporting and repair operations. The objective of 
this test is to evaluate the effectiveness of M&R work center support OpaatiOns and adhemce to 
common support centerhelp desk procechues. An additional objective is to aualp  the nature and 
fkquency of problems r e f d  to the work center to determine if they indicate potential problems 
in other M&R areas. Specifically, this evaluation is designed to: 

*. 

+ Determine completeness and consistency of work centerhelp desk processes and 
prOCedureS 

+ Determine whether expedite and escalation procedures are correctly documented and 
work effectively 

+ &sure existence of reasonable security measures to ensure integrity of work 
centexhelp desk data and the ability to restrict access to parties with specific access 
permissons 

+ Determine the timeliness and accuracy in identifying and resolving problems 

Determine the existence and functionality of procedures for measuring, tracking. 
projecting and mahtaining work centerhelp desk performaace 
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B. Test Scope 

Call 
Processing 

Problem 
Tracking and 
Resolution 

Expeditel 
Escalation 
Procedures 

InspectiOnS 
Logging 
Interviews 

I Consistency I Interviews 
prioritization I Existence I InsDcctions 

Effcctive-ness Logging 
Interviews 

Accuracy Interviews 

Identify and Timeliness Inspections 
Resolve A w w  Logging 

Documentation Clarity Document Review 

Completeness Interviews 
Consistency 

Track Problem Existence hSpeCtiOM 
Accuracy Logging 

Interviews 
Logstatusand Accuracy InspeCtiOnS 
Close Completeness Logging 

I Consistency I Interviews 
Notify I Timeliness I Inspections 
Customer Logging 

Interviews 
Documentation Existence Document Review 

Clarity Interviews 

Timeliness Logging 

Escalation Accuracy InspeCtiOnS 
Logging Logging 

Accuracy 
CallAaswa Accessability Inspectiom 

Interviews 

Interviews 

\ 
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Work Center 
PrOCedureS 

Manual 
Handling - 
Resale 
Manual 
Handling- 
uNE/uNE-P 

Resolve 

Log Status and 
Close 

Notify 
Customer 
- 

Logging 
Interviews 

Accuracy Inspections 
msine 

Timeliness Inspections 
Ja&&t 

Interviews 

I*runry Completeness 

A m y  
Timeliness 

Interviews 
I U S p t i O n S  

Loggins 
Interviews 
Observation 
h3.&u _ _  - I consistency I Interviews 

I Accuracv I Observation 
T i e l i n k  Logging 
Consistency IntCIViCWS 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Quahtative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

Qualitative 

18. Malntenanee and Repmlr Coordlnrtlon Prooemm maluatlon 

A. Desm)tion 

The Maintenance and Repair coordination process evaluation is a test of the systems, 
processes, procedures, and othex operational elements associated with M&R coordination activities 
between BST and CLEC Opgations organizations. The objective of this test is to determine the 
adequacy of M&R wo~mprocesses and systems as they relate to joint CLECBST activities 
in the Maintenance and Repair domain. 

B. T d S w p e  

Dra~? Copy Version 1.0 



19. N-k Survelllarme Support WdUrt lOn 

Y A. Description 

The network surveillance support evaluation is a review of the processes and other 
operational elements associated with BST's network surveillance and network outage notification 
processes and procedures as they relate to wholesale operations. The objective of this test is to 
determine the fimctiodity of network surveillance and network outage notification procedures and 
to assess the performance capabilities of network outage notification procedures for wholesale 
operations as compared to retail procedures. 

B. Testscope 
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8.0 TRANSACTION VERIFICATION AND 
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6.0 Transaction Verit ication and Validation 

6.1 Purpose 

The purpose of this section is to describe the specific teats to be undertaken in evaluating the 
systems and other operational elements associated with BST’s support for preordexing. ordering & 
provisioning, maintenance & repair, and billing transactions. The tests are designed to evaluate 
BST’s compliance to measurement agreements, ensure adherence to good management practices, 
and provide a basis for comparing the operational areas to BST’s retail operations. The tests listed 
are similar to those defined in the Pennsylvania master test plan prepared by KPMG. 

6.P Organlzatlon 

The Transaction Verification and Validation review is organized into thra sections that 
represent the key focus areas for testing in this domain. These three sections are: 

? 

+ Preordering, Ordering, Provisioning (POP) Transactions 
Maintenance and Repair (M&R) Transactions + Billing Transactions 

6.3 scope 

As identified above, the trausaction verification and validation review is comprised of three 
test areas, representing important and generally distinct areas of effort undertaken by BST. The three 
test areas will verify and validate BST’s ability to support systems and processes that enable 
transection promsing. Each test area is broken down into a number of increasingly discrete tests, 
processes, and subprocess areas that serve a particular area of interest within the test area. Test 
scenarios will be used to evaluate functionality and performance in the three sections. Specific test 
scenarios will be developed by the vendor after a review of product offings and forecasted demand. 
The mix of scenarios will be tailored to emphasize areas critical to the FPSC in making a decision 
of parity. Appendix B contains a suggested list of activities that should be incorporated into test 
scenarios. 

6.4 Tmst Soenartor 

Test scenarios describe at a high level realistic situations in which CLECs purchase 
wholesale services and network elements from BST to be resold or repackaged to the CLEC’s end- 

I 
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user customer on a retail basis. Scenarios will be used to test functionality, performance, and other 
attributes associated with the ability of CLECs to access information from BST business processes 
and associated systems. The key principles applied in generating the scenarios include: (1) emulating 
real world coverage, mix, and types of transactions while (2) balancing the requirement for practical 
and reasonably executable transactions which would not unduly disrupt normal production or 
negatively affect customer service. In general, each test scenario describes a real-world situation that 
will be used to create test cases. 

Scenarios serve several key purposes. Scenarios help define the products, services, and 
transactions that should be included for testing. In this regard, test scenarios provide the guidance 
and 6amework for developing ‘‘reat world” test cases to simulate live production in a mfmlled test 
environment. The test cases provide the actual detailed instructions required to build individual 
transaction test instances. 

6.5 Ted Prooeuem 

Nine tests have been designed to address the three test areas of pmrdering, ordering an& 
provisioning (POP), maintenauct and repair, (M&R) and billing. The organization of the subject‘ 
test processes is as follows: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

POP Functional Evaluation 
POP Volume Performance Tests 
Order Flow Through Evaluation 
Provisioning Verification and Validation 
M&R Functional Evaluation 
M&R Performance Evaluation 
End-*End Trouble Report Processing 
Billing Functional Usage Evaluation 
Functiod Carrier Bill Evaluation 

1. -erlng, Ordering. and Pravlrlonlng Functional Evaluation 

A. D a ~ i p t i ~ ~  

The POP Functional Evaluation is a comprehensive review of all of the functional elements 
of Preordering, Ordering, and Provisioning; the achievement of the prescribed measures; and an 
analysis of performance in comparison to BST’s retail system. The test will be performed via live 
transactions submitted over the ED1 and TAG interface. Where appropriate, manual transactions 
will be submitted as well. ED1 and TAG will be tested through transactions generated via the test 
transaction generator. The test transaction generator will also be responsible for recording the 
information required to produce the output reports. 
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The POP Functional Evaluation will look at an end-to-end view of the preordering through 
provisioning process. It will include a mix of stand-alone preordering and ordering transactions, 
along with preorder transactions followed by orders, supplements, and cancels. The vendor will 
collect data on transaction submissions and responses, and on provisioning activities. Where 
possible and appropriate, this information will be collected and maintained electrouically. Only 
LSR orders will be tested. Erred as well as mor-kee transactions will be tested. The percent in 
nature of erred transactions should be consistent with that anticipated for December 2001. Not all 
orders will go through the physical provisioning process. Some will be future dated and others will 
be canceled before provisioning activities commence. 

As part of the POP Functional Evaluation, the vendor will also seek qualitative input and 
quantitative data on the “real world” experience of CLECs operating in Florida. CLECs willing to 
participate in this test will be interviewed and their experiences will be incorporated into the test 
results after validation by the vendor. In addition, for some types of transactions, involvement will 
be sought from willing CLECs to participate in some aspects of the live transaction testing. This 
would be done for two principal purposes. 

First, CLEC participation will be important for complex orders that cannot be simulated 
adequately in the “CLEC-Marketplace” test environment. Examples include complex facilitiw 
based orders and orders, like those for unbundled loops with LNP, which require an actual CLEC 
switch to fully complete. Second, it is important to attempt to incorpomte information to help 
control for “expuiment bias” of the results. Therefore, the vendor will ask CLECs for data that can 
be validated on live orders that replicate those sent over the test systems. As appropriate, some test 
orders may be sent over CLEC systems. Successful completion of all of these aspects of the test 
quire active participation of one or more CLECs. However, CLEC participation is voluntary and 
the scope of that participation is up to each individual CLEC. 

The objective of this test is to validate the existence, functionality, and behavior of the 
interfaces and processes required by BST for preordering, ordering, and provisioning transaction 
requests and responses. 

B. Testscope 

Ordering transactions consists of three distinct, but related, processes: 

C Preordcr Processing - Submission of requests for information required to 
complete orders. 

Order Processing - Submission of ordm required to adddeletdchange a 
customer’s service, and 

+ 

+ Provisioning - Physical work performed by BST as a result of the submitted 
Orders. 

L 
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The ordering transactions tests will be comprised of “real-life,” end-to-end test cases that 
cover the entire spectrum of preorder, order, and provisioning. The following order types will be 
tested: 

+ Migrate “as is” + Migrate “as is” with changes + Migrate “as specified” 
+ New customer 
+ Feature Change 
+ Directory Change 
+ Number Change + Addlines 
+ suspendlReston 
+ Discormect(111Epartial~ + Move (iiddoutside) 
+ Number Portability + Line reclassification + Change to New Local Service Provider 
+ UNE Loop cut ova 

The order types ideatified above will be tested across the available and applicable BST 
service delivery methods The following Service delivery m e t h d  will be test& 

+ Resale + UNE Plaffom 
+ Unbundled Loops + Other Unbundled Network EIements 

The orders will be placed using BST’s existing interfaces: TAG, EDI, and manual. The 
fOllOWhg aSSumptiOM p& to O r d e g  htdaceS: 

+ Both BST interfaces, TAG and the EDI, will be tested, including during the Volume 
Performance Test, 

+ Orders wil l be issued using both the ASR and LSR format, as appropriate. 

+ Orders that can be submitted either through TAG or ED1 will not be submitted manually 
as a part of the testing process. 

+ If a scenario calls for an order type that can not be submitted electronically, the request 
will be submitted manually. 

I 
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Other important aspects of ordering will be tested: 

+ “Flow through’’ order types, as stated and agreed-to by BST, will be tested to ensure that 
they do not require manual handling, 

+ Supplemental orders (changes to orders in process), including cancels, will be tested, 

+ Multiple products and features will be tested, the tests will cover a broad range of the 
options available to CLECs and resellers. 

+ Multiple switch-types, end-offices and cities will be included in the test, 

A portion of the orders sent will be physically provisioned. Some orders will be future 
&ted, allowing them to be canceled prior to work scheduling and provisioning, and 

+ CLECs will be solicited for involvement in some aspects of the test, especially for 
assistance in the testing of complex services and services with long lead times. 

: 
In addition to normal orders, orders with planned errors will be sent to BST to check the 

accuracy of its system edits. Service locations supported by different BST ordering, provisioning, 
and central office switching and translllss . ion configurations will be tested. 

The test will be conducted using the most current release of the ordering rules and 
preordering business rules. Any BST updates to these rules released during the test period will be 
incorporated into the nmnining orders, which may cause delays. Documentation affecting the POP 
domain given to the CLECs and the resellers - including the CLEC handbook, training, and other 
approPriate documentatiion-willbe used to submit the tmmactions, and the accuracy and usefulness 
of this documentation will be evaluated. 

The following chart contains the processes and subprocesses that will be used in evaluating 
BST’s pmrdering, ordering, and provisioning functionality and performance: 

i 
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Ordering 

I - ~ - 

Submit an order for a telephone number change for an existing CLEC 
customer 
Submit an order for a directory change for an existing CLEC customer 
Submit an order for an inside move of an existing CLEC customer 
Submit an order for the outside move of an existing CLEC customer 
Submit an order for suspending service of an existing CLEC customer 
Submit an order for restoring service to an existing CLEC customer 
Submit an order for disconneCting service &om an existing CLEC 
customer 
Submit an order for disconneCting some lines/circuits for an existing 
CLEC customs 
Submit an order for migration of a customer from another CLEC 
change service delivery method for an existing CLEC customer 
Order interoffice facilities 
Receive order confirmaton 
Receive notification of jeopardy or delay 
Receive completion notification 

Provisioning 

t 

choices available to customers 
Inquire whether customer’s loop is ISDN capable. 
Inouire whether customer’s IOOD is ADSL caoable. 
Determine due datdappintment availability 
Submit an order for the migration of a customer from BST to a CLEC 
“as is” 
Submit an order for the migration of a customer from BST to a customer 

Submit an order for the partial migration of a customer from BST to a 
“as specified” 

. ~ 

CLEC 
Submit an order for establishinn service for a new customer of a CLEC 
Submit an order for feature changes to an existing CLEC customer 
Submit an order for adding lines/circuits to an existinn CLEC customer. 
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Preordering, ordering, and provisioning functionality and performance: 

documentation I Generation I Quantitative 

Interoffice Facilities) 
Accuracy and completeness of 
functionality 
Timeliness of response 
Accuracy and completeness of response 

Clarity and accuracy of error messages 

Accuracy, responsiveness, and 

Transaction Generation Quantitative 

Losging Quantitative 
Transaction Generation, Qualitative 
Inspection Quantitative 

Inspection, Document Review 
Transaction Generation, Qualitative 

Transaction Generation, Quantitative 

., 

completeness of Help Desk support 
Usability of information 

Consistency with retail capability 

Logging quantitative 
Transaction Generation, Qualitative 
Inspection Quantitative 
Inspection Qualitative 

Quantitative 

Frequency of delay or 
rescheduling of 
provisioning 
Accuracy and 
completeness of 
provisioning 

- 
Prwklonlng Evaluation llllsruucer 

EVah8tfoa M t r t ~ r ~  EvdaaCloa Techniqnb I -me 
Timeliness of provisioning I Transaction Generation, Inspection, Logging I Quantitative 

Transaction Generation, Inspection, Logging 

Transaction Generation, Inspction, Logging 
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P. Mrdering, Ordertns. and Provlrlonlng Volume 
Perlormmnoe Temtm 

A. Description 

The Volume Performance Test will identify the capacity and potential choke points, at 
projected future transaction volumes, of the BST ED1 and TAG interfaces and BST systems and 
processes for responding to preordering queries and for initial processing of orders. There will be 
three parts to the test: 1) a “normal volume” test using anticipated transaction volumes for the 
December 2001 time &e, 2) a ‘’peak” test using volumes at 150% of the normal volume test, and 
3) a “stress” test using volumes at 250% of the normal volume test. 

The Volume Performance Test will look at the performance of BST’s preordering and 
ordering systems and processes from the submission of queries to the creation of internal service 
orders and the return of an order confirmation. The orders submitted in the Volume Performance 
Test will not go through the physical provisioning process. The test will include a mix of stand- 
alone preordering and ordering trausactiona TransactionS will be submitted using both the ED1 and 
TAG interfaces. : 

While @ansa& ‘ons will be submitted throughout the entire transa& ‘on test period as part of 
the POP Functional Evaluation, the volume tests will only run on certain days during the t h g  
period. There will be two 24-hour “normal volume” days of testing. There will be one 24-hour 
“peak” test There will be one &hour, off-peak “stres9’ test. The “stress” test will be run off-peak 
to limit the impact of the test on real customers. All the attributes and activities that apply to the 
POP Functional Evaluation for preordahg and ordering also apply to this test. 

The objective of the Volume Pdormance Test is to measure BST’s capability and identify 
potential choke points of the TAG and ED1 interfaces and systems put in place to access preordering 
information and submit orders to BST at projected future volumes. - 

B. TestScopu 

The scope for this test includes pnordering and order processing. 

3. Ordaw Flow Through Evalurtlom 

A. Descn)dou 

The Order “Flow Through’’ Evaluation tests the ability of orders to flow through from the 
CLEC through the interface into the BST ordering system without any human intervention. Only 
orders that qualify as “flow through’’, orders not needing manual action, will be tested. The list of 
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“flow through” types will be updated during the testing period. Additions and deletions to the list 
will be incorporated into the test. 

“Flow through” orders will be submitted through both the TAG and the ED1 interfaces. Any 
supplements and cancels that are considered to be “flow through” will also be submitted. The order 
transactions will be monitored to verify that they do not “fall out” for manual handling in the BST 
work center. 

This test will be conducted as a part of the POP functional and normal volume testing. The 
objective of the Order “Flow Through” Test is to venfy the ability of BST to flow through their h n t  
end systems, without manual intervention, all order types that at the time the transactions are 
submitted are designated by BST or otherwise considered to be “flow through”. 

B. Test Scope 

The scope for this test includes the following test processes: 

1. preordering 
2. ordering 

4. Provlmlonlng Vorlfldlon and Valldatlon 

A. Description 

The Provisioning Verification and Validation test is a comprehensive review of BST’s ability 
to complete accurately and expeditiously the provisioning of CLEC ordm This test will be 
conducted as a part of the POP functional testing. It will incorporate orders submitted by both the 
ED1 and TAG interfixes and mauually, where appropriate. W e  most kinds of orders will be 
included, the test will concentrate on those types of orders that require physical provisioning. 

This test will involve verification that orders submitted have been properly provisioned and 
that the provisioning has been completed on time. Included in the test will be orders that have been 
supplemented and canceled, as well as those submitted with anticipated errors, to test the impact on 
provisioning. 

For some orders, particularly the more complex ones, the involvement of CLECs operating 
in Florida will be solicited to volunteer use of their facilities to enhance the “real world” nature of 
the test. The CLECs will also be asked to provide data on their Qtpaiences with provisioning, &er 
verification and validation by the vendor. 

The objective of this test is to evaluate the ability of BST to accurately provision orders 
submitted by CLECs and to do so on time. 

I 
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B. Testscope 

The scope for this test includes the following processes: 

-6 stlbproessr Evaluation Evala.tios 
Ares Mtrsare T ~ J I I ~ ~ H I  

Trouble I Create/Enter Functionality Inspection 

1. Reordering 
2. OrderProcessing 
3. Provisioning 

CrlterkType 

Existence 

S. M&R p u n c t l ~ ~ l  Evaluation 

Reporting 

A. Descriptim 

The M&R Functional Evaluation is a comprehensive review of all of the f i~~~~t iona l  elements 
of the CLEC TAFI and ECTA Systems, their conformance to documented specifications, and an 
analysis of their functionality in comparisOn to BST's retail system. The test has two major phases, 
Phase 1-a basic functional evaluation, and Phase 2-a comparative functional evaluation. 

The objective of this test is to validate the existence and behavior of TAFI and ECTA, 
functional elements as documented in CLEC TAFI, and ECTA Training Guides and other applicable 
documents and to evaluate the equivalence of TAFI and ECTA functionality to BST's retail system. 

B. TestScopc 

Maintenance and Repair functionality will be reviewed within the context of specific 
documentation ad-g it use in comparison to its retail analog. The following chad contains the 
processes, subprocesses, and methods for evaluating the functionality of CLEC TAFI and ECTA. 

Trouble Report exists as Qualitative 
(TR) 
Modify= Functionality Inspection 

documented Parity 

exists as Qualitative 
documented Parity 

exists as Qualitative 
documented Parity 

Existence 

Close/Cancel TR Functionality Inspection Existence 
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Trouble 

Access 
Access To 
Test 
CauabiliW 

History 

Functionality 

Status I exists as 
I documented 

Retrieve Trouble I FmctionaliW 
History I exists as . 

I documented 
Initiate MLT I Functionality 

I documented 
Receive MLT I Functionalitv 
Test Results exists as 

BST’s Retail 

Inspection Existence 
Qualitative (_n 

Inspection Existence 
Qualitative I Parity 

InsDection I Existence - I Qualitative I Parity 
InsDection I Existence 

QualiMtive 

Interviews Qualitative 

This test is broken down into two phases: Phase 1 involves the use of test cases created for 
this test to evaluate TAFI and ECTA functionality and to d e t d e  if the system behaves as 
documented. Phase 2 involves observation and interviews of retail customer service attendants 
(CSA) processing trouble calls and entering trouble reports into BST’s d l  system to assess 
functionality in comparison to CLEC TAFI and ECTA systems. 

A. Description 

The M&R performance evaluation is a transaction driven test designed to evaluate the 
behavior of the CLEC TAFI and ECTA systems and its interfaces under load conditions. This test 
will be conducted twice. The first execution will use transa& ’on sets established to simulate 
projected Decemba2001 volumes for peak busy hour and peak busy day operations. The second 
execution will use a multiple of the volumes used in the first execution. 

The objective of this test is to evaluate the behavior of TAFI and ECTA under load 
conditions, to determine system performance in terms of response time and operability, and to 
identify future performance bottlenecks. 

I 
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B. Testscope 

Performance 

TAFI and ECTA performance will be evaluated under normal projected loads and in a 
stresfload test mode. The following chart contains the processes, subpmesses, and methods for 
evaluating the performance of CLEC TAFI and ECTA 

Projected Timeliness Inspection Qualitative 
NormalLoads Operability Transaction Quantitative 

StreSdLoad Timeliness Inspection Qualitative 
Generation 

Operability Transacton Quantitative 
Capacity Gemration 

Test transactions wil l  be sent to CLEC TAFI and ECTA. The transadon sets are structured 
to provide a transaction mix consistent with current system usage, projected n o d  volumes, and 
stredoad volumes. Submission rates should mirror peak busy hour and peak busy day behaviors. 

7. End to End TrouMo Report -1- 

A. Description 

This test involves the execution of selected maintenance and repair test scenarios to evaluate 
BST's performance in making repairs under the conditions of various wholesale maintenance 
scenarios. The objective of this test is to evaluate BST's performance in making repairs under the 
conditions of various wholesale maintenance scenarios. 

B. Test Scope 

Selected maintenance and repair test scenarios will b e  executed to evaluate BST's 
performance in making repairs under the conditions of various wholesale maintenance scenarios. The 
following chart contains the processes, subprocesses, and methods for evaluating the End-to-End 
Trouble Report Processing test: 
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Processing - 

Processing - 

Timeliness 

Accuracy Inspection Quantitative 
Timeliness 

Timeliness 

Accuracy Inspection Quantitative 
Timeliness 

8. Bllllnm Cunotlonrl Umaso Evaluatlon 

A. DescrQnIon 

The Functional Usage Evaluation is an analysis of BST's daily message processing to 
usage appears accurately on the Daily Usage Feed @UF) and the access billing records according 
to the dehed schedule. 

The objective of this test is to evaluate the following: 

Accuracy and completeness of the usage on the DUF and the access records received 
Timeliness of the DUF and access records delivery 

B. Testscope 

\ 
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Test calling is dependent on the pvisioning process, which is dependent on scenarios. 
Some customers are subject to service changes (e.g. migrations h m  BST retail to a CLEC, feature 
changes, etc.). Test calls and service changes will occur simultaneously. 

This test will use operational analysis to evaluate the completeness and accuracy of calls 
contained in the DUF and the access records. This analysis will also examine the age of calls on the 
DUF. The evaluations will be accomplished by dispatching testers to various locations within 
Florida. These testers will place test calls and will record important information about these calls 
such as call fbm number, call to number, call type and duration. The data contained in these Daily 
Usage Feeds and access records will then be compared to the call logs. A second group of testers 
will record important information about the contents of the Daily Usage Feed and access m r d s  
cartridges received by the vendor. 

Test calls will be made wing some customer accounts that will migrate during the test p. -06 
Migration refers to the con1 A o n  of account ownership from one local exchange company to 
another. Test calls will be made h m  migrating accounts before and der the migration date to 
ensure accurate routing of data in the Daily Usage Feed and access records. 

: 
For example, a BST retail customer migrates to a CLEC. When the order completes, the' 

routing guide file will be updated during batch processing that evening. All usage h m  calls made 
prior to and on the same day of the completion should be routed to BSTretail. All usage h m  calls 
made on the following day, after the guide file is updated, should be routed to the new CLEC. 

Test calls should be placed h m  around the BST calling region. Test calls will be made 
throughout the workday. Test calls will include all types of calls, with the exception of 91 1. Local 
and toll test calls taminating on the test lines will also be made. A sample of the test calls will then 
be selected and verified. 

9. punetlonrl Carder BIII Evmluatlon 

A. Descriptiom 

The Functional C a k k  Bill Evaluation is an analysis of BST's ability to accurately bill usage 
plus monthly d g  charges (MRC) and nou-recuning charges (NRC) on the appropriate type of 
bill. An accurately billed item will contain the correct price and comct supporting information, such 
as start/end dates, duration, staudard amountq and discount amounts. This test will also evaluate 
the timeliness of bill delivery to the CLECs. BST will need to run a bill cycle h m  the initial test 
bed prior to any POP tests to use as a baseline set of bills. 
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B. Testscope 

Monthly charges will be examined for both resale and UNE billing on CABS and CRIS bills. 
The table below reflects a number of key chanicteristics of retail and UNE billing information that 
will be used in the design of test cases. Mormation includes the various charge compnents and their 
destination bill. 

UNE-Other 

Retail 

IOF, collocation, CABS DUF CABS 
High cap Loops @3) CABS NIA CABS 
MRcmc 
Directory Listings CRIS NIA CRIS 
Non-unbundled CRIS NIA CRIS 
Services MRC/NRC 
(Ancillary services) 

This test evaluates the timely delivery of the bill and the accurate and timely appearance of 
charges on the appmpriate bill. Appearance of charges will depend on the type of products ordered 
and/or class of service changes for resale and UNE. Details to be evaluated include: 

0 Appropriate prorating of charges for new and/or disconnected service. 
0 Charges are accurate (order matches billing). 
0 Totals are accurate. 
0 New/discomected products appear (or do not appear) on the bill. 
0 Bill dates are comct and match appropriate date h m  provisioning process. 
0 Adjustments appear on the bill. 
0 Bills are delivered to CLECs and Resellers in a timely manuer. 
0 UNE billed on a usage basis are billed correctly. 
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As part of this test, a large variety of products and Services wil l  be ordered. This any result 
in many variatioas in billiag m o a  f h n  the two Primary bilhg systems (CRIS and CABS). 
Relevant types will be selected for review based upon the product mix and anticipated charges as 
dehed in the expected test results. 

The set of selected test scenarios will include: 

+ Test cases for ‘migration/coaversioa’ of customers 
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+ Test cases for disconnects, new service (adddelete) 
+ Test cases for changes to services (modify) 

All migration situations should be adequately represented: 

+ BST to a CLEC 
+ CLEC to BST 
+ CLEC to CLEC 

This test will use operational analysis to evaluate the completeness and accuracy of charges 
that should appear on the bill based on usage information from the Functional Usage Evaluation and 
selected scenarios. Expected results will be defined for each test case. Three bill periods will be 
processed for the same set of customers. 

The first bill u consists of the baseline bills where customers created for this test are 
billed for the first time directly from the initial test bed. These bills are produced prior to the 
execution of any transaction scenarios that affect selected customers. 

Y 
The second . Consist of bills produced after selected scenarios have been’ 

executed. This second set of bills will include items such as prorates, disconnects, migrations, 
adjustments, etc. Some customers will be created during the test execution, and will only receive 
second period bills. 
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Appendlx A 
Performance Measures 

The Performance Measures and evaluation criteria below are supplied to measure whether 
BellSouth provides competitive carriers parity performance through its pre-ordering, ordering, 
provisioning, maintenance and repair and billing OSS interfaces. The perfonnance measures and 
evaluation standards are based on current BellSouth Service Quality Measurements, and suggested 
improvements h m  FF'SC staff. Staff believes the disaggregation of certain measurements, and 
development of BellSouth retail analogs, is necessary to provide third party testers sufficient 
quantitative measurements and data to l l l y  evaluate BellSouth OSS performance. 

1 I bordering I AvaageOSSRcsponse 

2 

Interval 

Re-Ordering OSS Interface 
Availability 

Interval a. RSAG (by TN) address validation 
b. RSAG (by ADDR) address 
Validation 
c. ATLAS TN reservation 
d DSAP installation appointment 
scheduling 
e. C R S A c m  
f. OASIS 
g. W C R I S  customer service record 
h. COFIRTSOC pmduct/senrice 
availability 

availability 
1. PSIMWORE product/Jervice 

-sed bv 
Further disaggregation b e w e n  LENS 
and TAG, and by resale and UNE 

€uusl& 
a OSS Iuterface Availability 

b. OSS Interface Availability 
of CLEC-only h k t t k c ~  

of shared CLEUBST hterfaca 

a LENS & TAG vs RNS Parity + 4 

b. LENS & TAG vs RNS Parity + 4 

c. LENS & TAG vs RNS Parity + 4 

d. LENS & TAG vs RNS Parity + 4 

e. Nom provided - Retail only 
f. None pmvided - Retail only 
g. Nom provided - CLEC only 
h. None provided - CLEC only 
I. None provided - CLEC only 

sc(: 

S e C  

scc 

SM: 

BST development of retail analogues 
where none exists 

a,b. None. No retail analogue 
currmtly pmvided. 

BST development of retail analogues 
for the abave 
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No. 

Orderin! 

3 

4 

5 

6 

?ercent Flow-'I?lrough 
Scrvice Requests 

iaimuk 
a. ED1 flowthrough rates (Bus+Rcs) 
b. TAG flowthrough rata (Bus+Rcs) 
c. LENS flowthroughrata (BuS+Res) 

a. Further disaggregate CLEC 
measurm between business and 
residenticrl for comparability wlh BST 
retail 
b. BST report actual DOEflowthmugh 
for comparison to CLEC business 
orders. 

i 

'ercent Rejected 
Zmrice Request, a Mechanized CLEC order % rcjcacd 

rejeacd 
b. N~n-M~~hanized CLEC order K 

tcject Interval ancpt; 
a Mechanized ordu reject intervals 
b. Non-Mechanized order reject 
intervak for: 
Resale Residence 
Resale Business 
Resale special 

IUNE ~~ 

UNE Loops Witb  NP 
OthU 

Add local interconnection trunks rej& 
intends 

'i order slrrmt; 
XdiImatioIl 
r i b  

a FuUy Mechanized FOC intmal. 
b. Partially Mechanized FOC intervals 
c. Non-Mechanized FOC intervals 
d. Total Mechanized (FuUy+Partiai) 
FOC intervals 

Add local interconnection trunks FOC 
intervals. 

Evaluation 
Criteris/Staodarda 

a-c. None. Cumntly no directly 
comparable rctaiI data provided. [BST 
separately reports retail residential 
order flowthrough rates via RNS 
flowthrough rate. BST reports DOE 
flowthrough rate as zero percent.] 

a,b. None. No retail analogue 
currcntlyprovided. 

a BST development of retail 
aMIOQues 

a,b. None. No retail analogue 
currently provided 

BST development of retail analogues 

a 4  None. No retail analogue 
currcndy provided. 

bv staK 
BST development of retoil analogues 
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No, 

7 

9 

Provisioning 

Rovisioning 

pwh 

MtMc 

;peed of Answer in 
XdCring center 

4verage Completion 
hterval 

Held Orda Interval 
Distribution and Mean 
[nterval 

QUEa 
a. Answer times in seconds, combind 
residential and business ordm. 

Disaggregate CLEC measures, at least 
between residential and buriness order 
for comambilitv with EST retail. 

QUEa 
a. Average intervaldispatched ordm 
>IO circuits and 4 0  circuits 
b. Average interval-nondispatchcd 
orders >IO c W t s  and 4 0  circuits 
Resale Residence 
Resale Busmcss 
Resale Design 
UNE Design 
UNE Non-Design 
UNELoopswithNP 

atrmt; 
a. Average interval orders held 
facilities caused 
b. Average interval orders held 
equipment c a d  
c. Average interval orden held other 
c a w :  
Resale Residence 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
UNE Design 
UNE Non-Design 
UNE Loops with NP 
otha 

Include Local Interconnection Tmnk 
data 

a. None. Currently no directly 
comparable retail data provided. 
[BST separately reporb retail 
residential and retail business ordn 
center answer times.] 

a-b. Parity with retail analogue when 
available. No retail analogue cumntly 
provided for UNE orders. 

x 

ESTdevelopment of retiail analogues 
for UNE orders. 

a-c. Parity with retail analogue when 
available. No BST retail anal6gue 
m t l y  provided for UNE orders. 

bv staff;. 
ESTdevelopment of retail analogues 
for UNE orders 
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Nh 

10 

b. Percent of orders placed in jeopardy: 
R d e  Residence 
Resale Business 

Include Local Intoronnecfion Trunk 
dnm 

BST development of retail analogues 

11 Provisioning Percent Missed 
Installation 
Appointments 

€um& 
PercentMissed Appointmena 
dispatched and non-dispatchd 
a. >10 circuits -Total Misscd 
A p p o b ~ t s  
b. >10 circuits -End Usex Caused 
C. 4 0  circuits -Total Missed 
AppointlIlCllts 
d 4 0  circuits -End USCX C a d  
R d e  Residence 
ResaleBusinas 
Resale Design 
UNE Design 
UNE Non-Design 
UNELOOpSwithNP 

ad. Parity with retail analogue when 
available. 

&sed bv && 
BSTdevelopment of retail analogue 
for W E  orders. 

12 Provisioning Percent Provisioning 
Troubles Within 30 
Days 

€uusnk 
>10 circuits < lo  circuits: 
a. Percent Troubles within 30 days - 
Dispatched ordm 
b. Percent Trouble within 30 days - 
Nondispatchcd orders 
c. Percent Trouble within 30 days -total 
0 t h  

Resale Residence 
Resale Business 
Resale Design 
UNE Design 
UNE Non-Design 
U N E h S W i t h N P  

a-c.Parity with retail analogue when 
available. No BST retail analogue is 
curru~tIy provided for UNE orders. 
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, 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

'tovisioning 

hvisiouing 

! 

iverage Completion 
qoticc Interval 

€us& 
a. Average interval (minuteS) for 
customer cmversions - UNE Loop 
with LNP. 
b. Average interval (minutes) for 
customer cowcrsions - UNE. Loop 
without LNP. 

!aIualt 
a Average i n d  (hours) for CLEC 
completion notice b be sent: 
Resale Res- 
Resale bus in^ 
Resale special 
UNE 
UNE Non-Deaign 

!aKrsat 
a TAFl Availability 

BSTBCLEC 
b. BST & CLEC 

LMOS HOST, MARCH & SOCS 
c. ECTA Avai labw 

NonC 

BSTdeveloDment ofECTA 
pdormance meawemenis for 
i n t d i e  availabili~ 

€utFsl& 
a. CLEC TAFI 
b. BST Residence TAFI 
c. BST Business TAFl 
Numbcr and w e n t  of system 
rrsponse intervals C 4  second& =-4 & 
<=IO scconda, <= 10 secoods, >IO 
seconds and >30 seconds for CRIS. 
DLETH, DLR, LMOS, LMOSupd. 
LNP, MARCH, OSPCM, 
PREDICTOR and SOCS 
d. ECTA Response Interval 

None 

Duoggregate CLEC TAFI 
mocuurement into Residence and 
Business for more accurate 
comparison 

CritendStnndar 

a,b. Parity with retad analogue when 
avadable. No BST n%ad analogue IS 

cumntly prowded for UNE orden. 

a. Parity with retail analogue when 
available. No BST retail analogue is 
currclltty provided 

a. Parity with BST TAFL 
b. Shared use by both, same 
availability 
c. Currently no ECTA performance 
mCasllremcn& 

a. Parity with BST Residence and 
BusinessTAFI 
b,c. Parity with CLEC TAFI 
d. No ECTA performance measures 
currently developed 

Develop OSS Response Interval 
measurement for ECTA to show the 
response levels of repair support 
system 
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NO. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Maiutcnance 

Maintenance 

uaintcnance 

btomer Trouble 
lepoa Rate 

rmm#Illhutnwo 

Sub& 

clursuk 
Average monthly answer tunc in 
seconds for: 
a. CLEC Aggregate 

UNE center 
Resale Maintcnancc Center 

b. BST Aggregate 
Resideace Repair Center 
Businesr h a i r  Center 

Glumlc 
Dispatched, nondispatched and totai 
missed npair appointmmm by ctate 
for: 
a CLEC 
b. BST 

Resale&tailPOTS 
Residence 
BUSiUCSS 

Rde&ta i l  Design 
CLEC/BSTTrunlring 
CLEC UNE Designed 
CLEC UNE Non-Designed 

customer bouble mta by state for: 
aCLEC 
b. BST 

ResalelRasilPoTs 

BusincM 
Rede/Raait Design 
CLEOBSTTNnking 
CLEC UNE Designed 
CLEC UNE Nou-Designed 

€uusnc 
Dispatched nondispatched and total 
average duration rate8 by state for: 
a CLEC 
b. BST 

ResalJRaailPOTS 
Residence 
BusinM 

RcsalJRaailDcsign 
C L E W T  T&g 
CLEC UNE Designed 
CLEC UNE Nou-Designed 

Parity with BST retail answer times 

a. Parity wth BST dispatched and 
urndispatched repom 
b. Parity with CLEC rcports 

BST cannot currently measu~c CLEC 
UNELoopandNumberPortabili~y 

t 
repair- 

BSTshould nmcdy the inabilily to 
report CLEC CINE Loop and NP 
repair reporh 

a. Parity with BST dispatched and 
nondispatched reports 
b. Parity with CLEC reports 

BST cannot currently measure CLEC 
UNE Loop and Number Portability 
repair repode 

BSTshould remedy the inability to 
report CLEC W E  Loop and NP 
repairrep~m 

a Parity with BST dispatched and 
nondispatched reports 
b. Parity with CLEC reports 

BST cammt currmtly m e m e  CLEC 
UNE Loop and Number Portability 
repair repomng 

BSTshould remedy the inability to 
report CLEC W E  b o p  and NP 
repair repom 
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21 

22 

Maintenance 

Maintenance 

Percent Repcat 
Troubles Within 30 
days 

Percent out of service 
Greats Than 24 Hours 

QKmL 
Dispatched, nondispatched and total 
percent repeat trouble r p r t  rates by 
state for: 
a. CLEC 
b. BST 

ResaleRetail POTS 
Residence 
BUSincss 

Resalc/Retail Design 
CLEUBST Trunking 
CLEC UNE Designed 
CLEC UNE NopDesigacd 

I e h c d ,  nondispatched and total 
percent out of scrvice greater than 24 
hour trouble reports by state for: 
a. CLEC 
b. BST 

I 
RcsaleRctad POTS 
Residence 
BUSiness 

RcsaleJRctad Design 
CLEUBST Trunking 
CLEC UNE Designed 
CLEC UNE Non-Designed 

a. Parity with BST dispatched and 
nondispatched rcpottr 
b. Parity with CLEC reports 

BST cannot c-tly measure CLEC 
UNE Loop and Number Portability 
repair reporting 

BSTshould remedy the inabiliw to 
report CLEC UNE Loop and NP 
repair reports 

a. Parity with BST dqatched and 
nondispatched reporb 
b. Parity with CLEC reports 

BST cannot currently M~OUR CLEC 
UNE Loop and Number Portability 

.2 

rcpairrcporting 

euzposed bv smlF .. 
BSTshould remedy the inability to 
report CLEC W E  Loop and NP 
repair reports 

23 Billing Invoice Accuracy w 
Billing revenue, total adjusbncnia and 
percent accuBey for 
a CLEC 

Resale 
UNE 
Interconnection 
CLEC Region 

b. BST 
RCgiOIl 

c. BIBS 
None 

Disaggregate BSTInwice Accuracy to 
rejlect the same level of disaggregation 
ap CLECmeawrements 

a. Parity with BST retail analogues for 
male, UNE and interwmcction 
billing 
b. Parity with CLEC measurcmcnts 

Currently BST has not made available 
any billing meamrements for BIBS 

d bv s tag.  
Develop meawremmts to compare 
the wholesale BIBS billing system 
&ornuance with CRLS retail billing 
uerformance 
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Performmoo M m u r r r  

Metric Sobmetric 

! 

Mean Time To Deliver 
hvoices 
(Invoice Timeliness) 

Usage Data Delivery 
Accuracy 

Usage Data Del ivq  
Timeliness 

Usage Data Delivery 
ComPletm*rr 

c!AusI& 
Meantime to deliver CRIS bills in 
workdays and to deliver CABS bills in 
calendar days for: 
a. CLEC Region 

Resale 
UNE 
Intercormection 

b. BST Region 
c. BIBS 

Disaggregate BSTMean Tinre .D 
Deliver CRIS Invoices to reflea the 
same level of disaggregation as CLEC 
mennuements for CRIS billing 

iaussnk 
Total data packs sent, total packs 
req~gretransnws ' ionandpment.  
accuracy for BST region and CLEC 
Region 

iaussnk 
cumulative Percmt of usage Records 
Received Within S i  Days by region 
for CLEO 

Qum& 
cumulstive Percent of Usage Records 
Received Within 30 Days by region for 
CLECs 

a. Parity with BST billing analogues 
for retail, designed services, BST 
Trunking and BST Region 
b. Parity with CLEC measurements 

Currently BST has not provided a 
UNE billing analogue 

currently BST has not made availabk 
any billing masnr~ts for BIBS 

Develop meoswements o compare 
the wholerole BIBS billing system 
pafbnnance with CRIS retail billing 
&onnonce 

Develop 4 retail billing anidague for 
mh3 

.. 

Parity with BST PercentAcmcy 

Parily with BST Cumulative Percent 
of Usage Records Received Within 
Six Days 

Parity with BST Cumulative Percent 
of Usage Records Received Within Z! 
Days 
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Appendix 6 
Scenario Activities 

The following is a list of scenario activities which at a minimum, should be included in a 
master test plan developed by a vendor in preparation for third party testing of BST. These activities 
will be combined with specific product and service offerings after a review of forecasted demand. 
This activities were adopted from the Pennsylvania test plan and may need modification to fit 
specific needs in Florida 

Remale Orderlng and Provlr lonl~  Aothrltlom 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
1 1 .  
12. 
13. 

Migration from BST “as is” 
CLEC to CLEC migration 
Feature changes to existing customer 
Migration from BST “as specified” 
New customer 
Telephone number change 
Directory change 
Add ljnes/trunkd circuits 
Suspendrestore service 
Disconnect (full and partial) 
Moves (inside and outside) 
Convert line to ISDN 
Migrate from CLEC to BST 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5.  
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 

Migrate lines from BST without number portability. 
Migrate lines from BST with INP 
Migrate lines from BST with LNP 
MigratefromCLECtoCLEC 
Add new linw to existing customer 
Add new interoffice DSl/DS3 facilities 
F‘urchase lines for a new customer 
Disconnect (full and partial) 
Moves (inside and outside) 
Convert from UNE-P to UNE loop 
Convert from Resale to UNE loop 
Convert from Resale to UNE Platform 
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Preorderlng AotMtlem 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Obtain CSRs 
Validate customer address 
Reserve and release telephone numbers 
Perform directory listing inquiry 
Inquire about feature and service availability 
Determine if customer’s loop qualifies for ISDN 
Determine if customer’s loop is ASDL capable 
Determine availability of desired due date 

Malntenarmo and Repalr  Aetlvltlem 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

Short on outside plant facility 
Open on outside plant facility 
Short on the line within the central office 
Open on the line within the central office 
Noise on line 
Echo on line 
Customer w/tNP not receiving incoming calls 
Customer w/ LNP not receiving incoming calls 
Customer receiving incoming calls intended for another customer’s number. 
Call waiting not working 
Repeat dialing not working 
Customer cannot call 900 numbers 
Calls do not roll-over for customer w/ multiline hunt group 
Call fomarding not working 
Caller ID not working 
Pick-up group order for large centrex customer not functioning properly 
DS 1 loop Muxed to DS3 IOF not functioning. 
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