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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF JAY M. BRADBURY 

ON BEHALF OF 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, INC. 

AND TCG SOUTH FLORIDA, INC. 

D O C m T  NO. 000731-TP 

JANUARY 3,2001 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. 

My name is Jay M. Bradbury. My business address is 1200 Peachtree Street, 

Suite 8100, Atlanta, Georgia 30309. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CURRENT POSITION AND 

RESPONSIBILITIES. 

I am a District Manager in the AT&T Law and Government Affairs 

organization, and I provide consulting support to AT&T’s business units and 

other internal organizations. In particular, I am involved in the negotiation 

and implementation of interfaces for operational support systems (“OSS”) 

necessary to support AT&T’s entry into the local telecommunications 

market. 
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Q- 

A. 

Q* 

A. 

Q- 

A. 

ARE YOU THE SAME JAY M. BRADBURY THAT FILED DIRECT 

TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE ON NOVEMBER 16,2000? 

Yes, I am. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the testimony of Ronald M. 

Pate and W. Keith Milner filed on November 15, 2000. I will address the 

following issues: 23, 25, 30, 31, and 32. I will correct inaccurate and 

misleading statements made by these witnesses in their direct testimony. I 

also will provide additional information in response to BellSouth’s position 

on each of these issues. 

IN MR. PATE’S TESTIMONY HE REPEATEDLY ASSERTS THAT 

CERTAIN ISSUES AND SUB-ISSUES -“ARE NOT APPROPRIATE 

FOR ARBITRATION,” IS HE CORRECT? 

No. Mr. Pate incorrectly asserts that Issues 30 and 3 1 and their various sub- 

issues “are not appropriate for arbitration” and that “AT&T is attempting to 

circumvent the CCP [Change Control Process]. . . .This would allow AT&T to 

gain an unfair advantage over the other CLECs.. . .” Not only is this 

incorrect, as I will discuss, but this position is inconsistent with testimony 

given by MI. Fate in an arbitration proceeding between BellSouth and AT&T 

in August 2000. 

~ 

’ In prior arbitrations, Mr. Pate has also held that Issue 32 is also inappropriate for arbitration although 
he does not repeat that claim in his direct testimony in this docket. 

2 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

On page 45 of testimony which Mr. Pate filed in the AT&T-BellSouth 

Arbitration in North Carolina. DOCKET NO. P-140, SUB 73 & P-646, SUB 

7 (Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-Rl). Mr. Pate stated that BellSouth was negotiating 

with CLECs, including AT&T, to include compliance with the CCP in 

interconnection agreements. Any issue that is appropriate for negotiation and 

inclusion in interconnection agreements is also appropriate for arbitration. 

BellSouth has shown no reason to treat these issue differently from all of the 

other issues that are included in this arbitration and were subject to 

negotiation with the intent of inclusion in the interconnection agreement. 

Mr. Pate has cited no authority for his position, but one need only look to the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 to determine that it is incorrect. 

Telecommunications companies are to negotiate “the particular terms and 

conditions of agreements to fulfill the duties” imposed by . .  Section 25 1 of the 

Telecommunications Act, including “nondiscriminatory access to network 

elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, 

terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory . . . .” 

Section 25 1 (a)( 1) and (c). BellSouth’s obligation to provide 

nondiscriminatory unbundled access to its OSS necessarily includes the terms 

and conditions under which BellSouth may change its OSS. Establishment of 

an adequate change management process for OSS systems and processes is 

absolutely critical to CLEC success in the marketplace and is a critical 
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component of BellSouth’s provision of non-discriminatory treatment as 

required by the Act. 

Not only does the Telecommunications Act clearly require parties to 

negotiate in good faith - all terms and conditions of their business relationship, 

but it just as clearly requires state Commissions to arbitrate, without 

exception, all “open” or “unresohed” issues remaining after negotiation. 

Section 252(b)(l), 252(c). The Act therefore contemplates that issues such as 

change control and equivalent functionality will be negotiated between the 

parties and arbitrated by state regulatory commissions should those 

negotiations fail. 

It is curious that BellSouth did not raise its concerns about appropriateness of 

this issue during the negotiation process, where change control and 

equivalent functionality for ordering and maintenance were frequently 

discussed. Importantly, it was during the negotiations that BellSouth asked 

AT&T to provide information on its desired change control process. 

At Ieast one federal court has upheld the duty of a state regulatory 

commission to arbitrate all issues presented in an arbitration proceeding. The 

U.S. District Court for the Northem District of Florida recently reviewed a 

decision issued by the Florida Public Service Commission in an arbitration 

between BellSouth and MCI. Order on Merits issued June 6, 2000 in Case 
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No. 4 1 9 7 ~ 1 4  1 -RH, MCI Telecommunications Corporation, et al. vs. 

BellSuuth Telecommunications, Inc., et al. (“MCI Order”). The Florida PSC 

had refused to address an issue presented by MCI, in part, on the grounds that 

“the Telecommunications Act authorized arbitration only on ‘the items 

enumerated to be arbitrated in Sections 251 and 252 of the Act, and matters 

necessary to implement those items.’‘‘ The Florida PSC determined that the 

matter presented by MCI “was not such an item.‘. (h.IC1 Order at 32.) 

The federal judge rejected the FPSC’s “narrow reading” of the Act’s 

arbitration provisions, explaining that: 

the right to arbitrate is as broad as the freedom to 

agree; any issue on which a party unsuccessfully seeks 

agreement [though negotiation] may be submitted to 

arbitration. . . . 

(id. at 33.) 

.~ 

Citing Section 252(b)(4)(C) of the Act, the judge further held that when the 

state PSC undertook the arbitration, it was obligated to decide all issues: 

When the Florida Commission chose to act as the 

arbitrator in this matter, its obligation was ‘to resolve 

each item set forth in the petition and the response, if 

any’. 

(Id. at 33-34.) 
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BellSouth asks this Commission not to resolve the open issue of OSS 

functionality. For the reasons expiained above, the Commission should reject 

B el 1 S out h ’ s unl awfu 1 request . 

As will be discussed W h e r  below, BellSouth, not AT&T, is attempting to 

circumvent the purpose of the Change Control Process and its requirements. 

BellSouth attempts to utilize the Change Control Process as a shield to 

protect it from its failures to meet its obligations under the Act and 

consistently makes unilateral decisions regarding the process, over the 

protests of the CLEC community. 

Additionally, BellSouth’s argument is inconsistent with its own desire to 

arbitrate issues that are also covered by region-wide plans. For example, 

BellSouth has developed its VSEEM performance measures plan which it 

proposes for region-wide application, yet in various jurisdictions it has also 

argued that this plan is ripe and appropriate for arbitration because any CLEC 

in any state could “pick and choose” to buy into the plan. If BellSouth’s 

regional performance measures plan is appropriate for arbitration, it is hard to 

understand BellSouth’s position that the Change Control Process and 

equivalent functionality for ordering and maintenance are not similarly ripe 

and appropriate for arbitration. 
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Q- 

A. 

Issue 25: What procedure sliould be established for AT& T to ubtain U S D A  

routing for loop-port combinations (UNE-P) using both In frasiructure and 

Customer Specific Provisioning? 

Issue 23: Has BellSouth provided sufficient cus fomized routing in 

accordance with StQte and Federal lmv to allow it to avoid providhg 

Operator Sewicesblireciory Assiatance (WSDS”) us IZ UNE? 

MR. PATE AND MR. MTLNER TESTIFY ABOUT BELLSOUTH’S 

UNDERSTANDING OF ISSUES 25 AND 23. IS BELLSOUTH’S 

UNDERSTANDING ACCURATE? 

No. Mr. Pate’s testimony on Issue 25 is both confusing and inaccurate, as is 

Mr. Milner’s testimony on Issues 23 and 25. It is difficult to understand why 

Mr. Pate ‘and Mr. Milner continue to misrepresent AT&T’s request and 1 ,  

position, since AT&T fully presented its position in my direct and rebuttal 

testimony and briefs in arbitration proceedings in North Carolina and 

Georgia. AT&T also has presented BellSouth with specific contract language 

detailing its requested procedures, yet Mr. Pate and Mr. Milner continue to 

insinuate that a single “default” routing to “unbranded” OS/DA will meet 

AT&T’s needs. In addition, both Mr. Pate and Mr. Milner claim that 

electronic ordering for customer specific OSDA routing is presently 

available from BellSouth. It is not. 
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clearly contemplated use of multiple customized OS/DA routings by ALECs 

and in its order. instructed BellSouth to accommodate the electronic ordering 

of such arrangements through the uniform application of regionwide 

“identifiers.” Nevertheless, BellSouth has failed to provide electronic 

ordering €or customer specific OS/DA routing. as discussed on pages 3 1 

through 34 of my direct testimony. 

HAVE THERE BEEN EVENTS SINCE THE FILING OF YOUR 

DIRECT TESTIMONY ON THESE ISSUES THAT YOU WOULD 

LIKE TO BRING TO THE COMMISSION’S ATTENTION? 

Yes. As I discussed in my direct testimony, BellSouth planned to make 

electronic OS/DA ordering available on an industry-wide basis in Release 8.0 

of its ordering software, but in October, BellSouth made the unilateral .. 

decision to remove the capability from Release 8.0. In the Georgia 

AT&T/BellSouth arbitration, Mr. Milner testified that BellSouth reinstated 

that capability. As shown in Exhibits JMB-4, 5 , 6  and 7 of my direct 

testimony, however, this simply is not true. The extremely limited OS/DA 

ordering capability that BellSouth belatedly attempted to provide was 

intended to support a very limited AT&T test, and had no commercial 

applicability. 

* As discussed in my direct testimony, the “substitute” OS/DA ordering Capability planned by 
BellSouth would have been limited to AT&T’s UNE-P trial, in one office, using only one interface 
(EDI), to provide only “unbranded” BellSouth OSDA, could not be used with live customers (even 
by AT&T), and would not support all possible order types. 
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In their testimony in this docket, however, Mr. Milner and Mr. Pate attempt 

to convince this Commission that BellSouth reinstated electronic OS/DA 

ordering as originally planned. As stated above, this is not true. BellSouth 

has made no attempt to reintroduce the originally-planned capability, and in 

fact has been unabie to provide even the limited “substitute” test support 

capability it attempted to introduce. In its hasty attempt to rescue Mr. 

Milner’s false Georgia testimony by substituting a form of electronic OS/DA 

ordering, however limited, BellSouth provided line class codes for one office 

(the SESS in which AT&T is conducting its test) but developed the new 

software, screening, and lookup tables for another office (a DMS in the same 

wire center available to but not being used by AT&T). BellSouth‘s failed 

attempt is documented in the e-mails T have attached as Exhibit JMB-R2 to 

this testimony. Thus, in Release 8.0 it is still impossible to electronically 

order any form of customized OS/DA routing --just as it always has been.3 

Further, a recent filing in Georgia by Mr. Milner reveals that (1) in the real 

world it is likely that BellSouth has provided no working OSDA customized 

routing arrangements and (2) the software developments BellSouth is 

contemplating associated with electronic ordering of customer-specific 

OS/DA routing may be needlessly complex and fail to utilize available 

software and processes. 

-. ~~~~~ ~~ 

Even had BellSouth successfully implemented this Iimited test ordering capability, such success 3 

would not have provided commercia1 production capability to any ALEC. Additionally, the test 
capability only would result in routing to “unbranded’ BellSouth OSIDA, but BellSouth must provide 
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PLEASE IDENTIFY MR. MILNER’S FILING IN GEORGIA AND 

EXPLAlN YOUR CONCLUSION THAT BELLSOUTH HAS 

PROVIDED NO WOIUUNG OS/DA CUSTOMIZED ROUTING 

ARRANGEMENTS. 

On November 21, 2000, Mr. Milner filed with the Georgia PSC an Affidavit 

in Dockets 6863-U and 7253-U. to “provide the Commission with the most 

current information concerning unbundled network elements, interconnection 

services, and resold services hrnished by BellSouth. A copy of the Affidavit 

is attached as Exhibit JMB R-3. 

Mr. Milner’s Georgia affidavit provides volume information for the elements, 

products and services that BellSouth provides under each of the 14 Section 

271 Checklist Items within Georgia and across its nine-state region. The 

discussion of customized routing, which appears in paragraphs 13- 15, does 

not indicate that any customized routing arrangements are in service. Mr. 

Milner has already testified here in Florida that there are no working AIN 

arrangements in the nine-state region, which is another possible method of 

obtaining customized routing. Thus, it certainly appears that BellSouth has 

provided no working customized OS/DA routing arrangements in its entire 

region - an appearance which is bolstered by the fact that BellSouth has been 

unable to document a process for ordering customized OSDA routing, which 

AT&T repeatedly has requested. 

~~ 

customized routing to an alternative provider’s platform in order if it wishes to engage in market- 
based pricing of its own OSPDA. 
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PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR CONCLUSION THAT BELLSOUTH IS 

CONTEMPLATING SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENTS FOR 

ELECTRONIC ORDEFUNG OF CUSTOMER-SPECIFIC OS/DA 

ROUTING THAT IS NEEDLESSLY COMPLEX AND FAILS TO 

UTILIZE AVAILABLE SOFTWARE AND PROCESSES. 

As I explained in my direct testimony. the FCC instructed BellSouth to 

accept region-wide indicators for ALECs‘ customized OS/DA routing. Mr. 

Milner’s Georgia Affidavit confirms that BellSouth easily could use Uniform 

Service Order Codes (.’USOCs“) as indicators to identifi an ALEC’s 

selection of customized OS/DA routing. A s  Mr. Milner explains in 

paragraph 17 of his affidavit, BellSouth uses USOCs, Field Identifier Codes 

(“FTDs”), the Line Class Code Assignment Module (“LCCAM“), and a 

system called MARCH, to assign Line Class Codes (“LCC”) to customer 

specific service requests. This same process could be used to assign LCCs to 

ALECs’ customized OS/DA routing requests. Thus, Mr. Milner’s description 

of the use of USOCs, FIDs and LCCAM by BellSouth confirms my direct 

testimony at pages 27 through 30. The “indicator” the FCC contemplated in 

its order, and which AT&T is requesting in ths  docket, is analogous to a 

USOC. BellSouth provides USOCs for all other services and elements it 

makes available to ALECs, and those USOCs are processed by LCCAM 

whether they are being used by BellSouth or an ALEC. 
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Rather than use USOCs for AT&T’s customized OS/DA routing, however, 

BellSouth proposes a system unique to AT&T’s Operating Company Number 

and RESH code, a specific switch, and specific NPL4-NXXs within that 

switch. These specifications were provided to AT&T on November 10, 

2000. 

The methodology proposed by BellSouth clearly does not take advantage of 

the much simpler USOC-based process used for all other BellSouth and 

ALEC sen-ice requests. Additionally. BellSouth has proposed a system 

unique to AT&T, to be used for specific NPA/NXXs withn that switch, as 

though AT&T had submitted a bona fide request for an individual process 

rather than a Change Request for a nondiscriminatory process available to all 

AtECs. BellSouth was unable to implement this ”solution” for one switch; 

attempting to implement such a process for each requesting ALEC for each 

switch in whch the ALEC plans to do business is unwieldy and unnecessary. 

ON PAGES 19 AND 20 OF MR. PATE’S TESTIMONY HE IMPLIES 

THAT THERE IS NO INDUSTRY STANDARD FOR ORDERING 

OS/DA ROUTING BUT STATES THAT BELLSOUTH HAS 

PROVIDED AN ELECTRONIC CAPABILITY TO AT&T. PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

As discussed above, Mi. Pate is wrong concerning the availability of 

electronic OSDA ordering. Further, his comment regarding industry 
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standards is irrelevant. Although the use of industry standards can meet the 

needs of a competitive local exchange market4, lack of industry standards 

does not excuse an incumbent LEC from meeting its obIigation to provide 

nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions.5 Similarly, deploying an 

interface that merely adheres to industry standards is not sufficient to 

demonstrate nondiscriminatory access. A BOC must provide 

nondiscriminatory access to its OSS functions irrespective of the existence of. 

or whether it complies with. industry standards.‘ 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S AND MR 

MILNER’S TESTIMONY REGARDING ISSUES 25 AND 23. 

BellSouth has mischaracterized AT&T’s position and the FCC’s orders 

regarding customized OS/DA routing. AT&T is entitled to customized 

routing, and the methods it has requested are reasonable, technically feasible, 

and anticipated by the FCC. BellSouth has not provided the industry with 

technology to route OS/DA calls to thud party platforms and to take 

advantage of different (more efficient, less costly) trunking options that might 

be available to it in different local exchange areas, LATAs and states through 

a commercially viable, timely and repeatable process. 

A. 

Q. WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THE COMMISSION TO ORDER 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

FCC Ameritech Order fl 217; FCC BA-NY Order fl 88 
FCC South Carolina Order fi 121, n. 362. 
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specific documented methods and procedures for each of the customized 

routing methods it purports to offer: unbranded at BellSouth’s platform, 

AT&T branded at BellSouth‘s platform. and routed to a non-BellSouth 

platform using the two-part procedure requested by AT&T. The Coinmission 

also should require BellSouth to provide AT&T with ordering capability that 

will allow AT&T to place individual customer orders electronically, utilizing 

a single region-wide indicator for each routing option. The orders should 

flow through, and AT&T should not be required to place line class codes on 
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any order, nor should ATBLT be required to place any indicator on orders 

when only one arrangement exists in a given footprint area. BellSouth shouId 

be ordered to provide these capabilities within 6 months of the Commission’s 

order. 

. -  . .. - .... ~ 

Further, until such time as BellSouth can demonstrate that it is offering, as a 

practical matter, customized OS/DA routing to alternative providers, it should 

be required to continue provided its own OS/DA services to ALEC as a UNE 

at UNE prices. 

Issue 41: Should the Change Control Process be sufficiently 

comprehensive to ensure that there are processes to handle at a minimum 

the folluwing situations: 

FCC Louisiana II Order 7 137. 
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Issue Matris 

introduction of new interfaces; 

retirement of existing interfaces; 

exceptions to the process; 

documen tat ion, in cluding training ; 

defect correction; 

emergency changes; 

an eight step cycle, repeated monthlv; 

a firm schedule for notifications associated with changes initiated 

by BeliSoutli; 

a process for dispute resolution including referral tu state utility 

commissions or courts; 

a process for escalation of changes in process. 

Other Concerns 

Testing Support and Testing 

Provision of a Trouble Number for Type 1 Events 

The Ability uf BellSouth to Unilaterally Cancel or Reject an ALEC 

Request 

Change Review - Prioritizution - Release Package Development 

and Appruval 

The Process of Changing the Process. 
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ON PAGE 23 MR. PATE SUGGESTS THAT THE COMMISSION 

SHOULD ONLY GIVE GUIDANCE ON THESE ISSUES, RATHER 

THAN ORDER SPECIFIC CHANGES, IN ORDER TO AVOID 

STATE-TO-STATE CONFLICTS. DO YOU AGREE? 

No. In order for the change control process to become legally binding upon 

BellSouth and subject to effective regulator!. oversight. this Conmission 

must specificaIly order BellSouth to adopt the changes requested herein. and 

should specifically place the Change ControI Document under its 

supervision. It should be no more difficult to avoid state-to-state conflicts 

regarding this process than any other process incorporated into an 

Interconnection Agreement or into BellSouth’s Statement of Generally 

Available Terms and Conditions (“SGAT”). If  this Commission adopts 

BellSouth’s preferred approach, however, the Change Control Process will 

continue to be subject to BellSouth’s sole control. 

IN ARGUMENTS AGAINST ARBITRATING THI[S ISSUE, MR. 

PATE MAKES NUMEROUS ASSERTIONS THAT AT&T rs 

ATTEMPTING TO “CIRCUMVENT THE COLLABORATIVE 

PROCESS.” IS THIS TRUE? 

No. AT&T is entitled to arbitrate this issue, as I have demonstrated above. 

Mr. Pate mischaracterizes AT&T’s actions and paints a misleading picture of 

the level of collaboration that exists today regarding the CCP. As BellSouth 

is well aware, AT&T and other ALECs continue to work with BellSouth to 
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improve the CCP. Notably, Mr. Pate never states that AT&T is the sole 

ALEC requesting changes such as those sought in this arbitration. 

BellSouth, not AT&T, has circunivented the process by consistently making 

unilateral decisions regarding the process, over the protests of the ALEC 

community. In fact, other ALECs h a w  expressed dissatisfaction with 

BellSouth's Change Control Process. which is not as collaborative as 

BellSouth attempts to portray. See. for example, Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R4. 

which includes MCI and Sprint e-mails indicating disagreement with 

BellSouth's establishment of a three month trial period for the I-CCP, the 

definition of defects and several other processes BellSouth had proposed. 

The e-mails also indicate MCI and Sprint's concurrence with AT&T's 

objection to BellSouth's reclassification of "defects" as "features". I have 

also attached minutes of the March 23,2000 Steering Committee meeting, 

which lists eight items regarding which ALECs had expressed concerns 

(retirements, testing, documentation, notification methods, the expedited 

process, intervals for process steps, the definition of a defect, notification 

contents). As shown in the minutes, these items were not addressed during 

the meeting, but were instead deferred until future meetings. Many of these 

issues are still under discussion today. Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-RS. 
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CAN YOU PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF INSTANCES IN WHICH 

BELLSOUTH FAILED TO FOLLOW ITS OWN CHANGE 

CONTROL PROCESS? 

Yes. I will provide four examples of instances in which BellSouth failed to 

follow the Change Control Process, although there are many more. 

1. Issue 9G Business Rules: On August 30. 2000, BelISouth released 

Issue 9G of BellSouth’s Business Rules for Local Ordering (“BBR-LO”), 

which it admits includes significant changes that BellSouth did not submit to 

the CCP. (Direct Exhibit JMB- 12.) Because BellSouth circumvented the 

CCP, CLECs were unable to make the required coding and process changes 

by the proposed October 2,2000, implementation date. BellSouth 

nevertheless refused to withdraw these unapproved changes and implemented 

the software changes on October 2,2000. In addition to rejecting the 

previously valid ALEC orders impacted by these unilaterally imposed 

changes, BellSouth’s software release also contained coding errors that 

caused the rejection of other types of ALEC orders. BellSouth ultimately 

corrected these additional errors and ALECs and BellSouth utilized manual 

workarounds until that ALEC coding could be accomplished. 

2. 

provided an example of how BellSouth unilaterally decided to remove 

Unilateral Changes to Ordering Software: In my direct testimony I 

electronic OSDA ordering functionality from Release 8 of its ordering 
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software, in flagrant violation of the Change Control Process. Since that 

time, BellSouth has unliaterally decided to make other changes to Release 9 

and Release 10. At the November 13,2000, Release 9 User Requirements 

Meeting, BellSouth announced that three features based on ALEC change 

requests and previously scheduled for Release 9 would not be included in the 

scope of the release. that it was probable that not all of them would even be in 

Release 10, and that Release 11 was yet to be scheduled. Further, BellSouth 

revealed that its implementation of UNE to UNE migrations (per its self- 

initiated CR-0030) would include only the capability to migrate from UNE-P 

to a UNE loop without number portability, the least likely scenario, and that 

if any other capability was desired, a new change request would have to be 

submitted. Exhibit JMB-R6 provides the minutes of the meeting, the 

associated change requests, and correspondence between AT&T and 

BellSouth related to the UNE to UNE migration feature. BellSouth has not 

responded to AT&T’s December 15,2000, change request to obtain the 

UNE-P to loop with number portability migration capability that meets 

ALEC business needs. Release 9 now contains no ALEC initiated change 

request implementations, and the UNE to UNE capability being provided has 

little practical value to ALECs. 

3. 

BellSouth recently implemented several software changes on a preferential 

basis, without following the Change Request Process. 

Preferential Treatment of BellSouth-Initiated Change Requests: 

As shown in Exhibit 
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JMB-R7, (a November 13.2000, e-mail from Change Control to the ALECs 

forwarding BellSouth- initiated change requests 2 16,2 17, 2 18 and 2 I9), 

BellSouth submitted four “Type 4” (BellSouth initiated) change requests on 

November 1 3‘h BellSouth targeted these changes for implementation in 

November 2000, in violation of the Change Control Process. None of the 

requests were scheduled for or subject to a prioritization review. as is 

required for all non-defect change requests. Various CCP log entries reflect 

that change requests 216, 21 8, and 219 were implemented as of December 
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20, 2000.7 Only fixes for defects are entitled to this “fast track” treatment, 

yet BellSouth treated its own change requests in this preferential fashion. 

4. 

to change the process following the August publication of Version 2.0 also 

reflects its ability to ignore the Change Control Process. As discussed in my 

direct testimony, AT&T requested consideration of specific changes to the 

Change Control Process, in accordance with procedures specified by the 

Process (Exhibit JMB-IO). According to the CCP, this request should have 

been discussed during Monthly Status Meetings. BellSouth refused to do so, 

however, and instead established a separate series of CCP Process 

Improvement meetings, as discussed below. 

AT&T’s Requested CCP Changes: BellSouth’s handling of requests 

On September 9, following the procedures outlined in Section 9 of Version 

2.0 of the CCP, AT&T submitted a change request to modify the change 

’ I was unable to find any record of 217 on the CCP Web Site. 
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control process. This Change Request is referred to as "CR 171". Section 9 

of the CCP requires such a change request to be discussed at the next 

monthly Status Meeting, which was scheduled for September 27, 2000. 

Rather than comply with the CCP. BellSouth refused to address AT&T's 

change request at the Status Meeting. and instead established a separate 

meeting to discuss it. called the "CCP Process Improvement Meeting", 

(Exhibit JMB-R8, September minutes) to be held on October 17, 2000, 

..4t the October 1 7Ih Meeting, BellSouth introduced and entertained discussion 

of a number of other items related to changes that might bring about 

improvement of the CCP process and suggested that AT&T and the CLECs 

hold an yet another additional meeting to discuss AT&T's change request 

before the next CCP- Process Improvement Meeting on November 1,2000. 

Exhibit MB-R9 (October Minutes). 

On October 27,2000, AT&T and the CLECs (as well as invited BellSouth 

representatives) held the separate meeting suggested by BellSouth. During 

this meeting, all of the CLECs present reached agreement on the language in 

AT&T's Change Request. At the November 1 meeting, however, BellSouth 

once again effectively deferred meaningful discussion of CR-17 1 until a 

meeting to be held on December 7,2000. Exhibit JMB-RlO and Exhibit 

JMB-R1 1 are the minutes of the AT&T/CLEC October 27* meeting and the 

November lSt meeting. The Red-line Version 2.0 of the CCP document 
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referred to in both minutes is identical to my direct Exhibit JMB- 10 and 

includes the language agreed to by all CLECs participating in the October 

27'h meeting. 

On November 5, 2000, AT&T provided BellSouth with a document that 

shows the language to which the CLEC community agreed on November I ,  

2000. (Direct Exhibit JMB-10). BellSouth was a participant in both the 

October 27' CLEC meeting, and the November lst CCP Process 

Improvement Meeting, and had the latest AT&T/CLEC proposal in its 

possession more than 30 days before the scheduled December 7 CCP Process 

Improvement Meeting. However, BellSouth did not respond in any way until 

5 5 5  PM on December 5,2000 - effectively one day before the meeting - at 

which time it produced a significant and substantial mark-up of the October 

27 document to whch the CLECs had concurred. BellSouth's response is 

Exhibit JMB-R12 

- 

During the December 7* meeting, BellSouth allocated three hours to a 

discussion of this issue. Not surprisingly, the discussion did not conclude on 

the 7* and the issue will now next be discussed on January 10,2001 - four 

months after AT&T submitted its change request. 
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BellSouth’s self-initiated CCP-Process Improvement Meetings may be well 

intentioned, and may be a useful process, but they are not part of the 

documented process. AT&T notes the following regarding the meetings: 

1. Full consideration of AT&T’s CR 17 1, submitted on September 9. 

2000. has been delayed by at least four months. 

2. Although BellSouth appears to have agreed to various changes to the 

CCP during these meetings, those changes have not been documented 

in a change request nor has the CCP itself been updated to reflect 

those changes, .as required by Section 9 of that document. 

3. There is no documented process for resolving issues via the CCP 

Process Improvement Meetings. 

Thus, BellSouth has successhlly re-instituted the ad hoc process that the 

CCP was designed to avoid, and which resulted in the irregular adoption of 

Version 2.0 in the first place. Once again, BellSouth has demonstrated its 

unique ability to circumvent the process requirements due to lack of any 

binding commitment. 

These examples explain why AT&T has asked the Commission to arbitrate 

this issue. ALECs have no recourse if BellSouth fails to follow the Change 

Control Process, and BellSouth has no incentive to follow it. 
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WHY DOES AT&T OBJECT TO BELLSOUTH’S REFUSAL TO 

FOLLOW THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS? 

BellSouth‘s unique ability to ignore the process delays work on ALEC needs 

and limits the overall usefulness of the Change Control Process. Every singie 

one of these “out of process” actions are costly to ALECs, who must 

repeatedly beg BellSouth to provide them with competitive functionalities. 

must program their systems for capabilities that may or may not be provided 

as promised, and must constantly revise business plans in response to 

BellSouth’s unilateral decisions. Additionally BellSouth has ignored the 

process when it wants to “cut in line“ ahead of ALECs to implement changes 

that benefit BellSouth alone, which clearly is anticompetitive. 

ON PAGES 28-29 MR. PATE ADMITS THAT BELLSOUTH HAS 

NOT BEEN ABLE TO OBTAIN INDUSTRY AGREEMENT ON- THE 

CCP AND THAT INSTEAD THE INDUSTRY AGREED TO A THREE 

MONTH TRIAL. WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THE CCP NOW? 

The future of the CCP was discussed at both the July 26 and August 23,2000 

monthly status calls. Although the meeting agenda called only for a 

discussion, BellSouth forced a “vote’‘ on “baselining” the process during the 

August 23 call. As is noted in the E-mails in Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R13, a 

number of CLECs had left the call, not knowing that BellSouth intended to 

hold a vote, and at least one other CLEC was represented by a person not 

authorized to participate in such a vote. Further as noted in the minutes of 
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the call (Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R14), a portion of the ”baselined” document 

was actually a BellSouth draft with which CLECs had not concurred. 

Despite these irregularities. Version 2 of the Change Control Process, dated 

August 23.2000. is now in effect and has replaced the Interim Versions 1.4, 

1.2 and 1.6. CLECs have asked for another vote. but BellSouth has refused 

to revisit the issue. 

HAS BELLSOUTH COMPLIED WITH THE REQUIREiMENTS OF 

THE INTERIM PROCESS DESCRIBED IN VERSIONS 1.4 - 1.6 AND 

THOSE OF VERSION 2.0? 

No. I have provided examples above of BellSouth’s failure to comply with 

the process in my description of the recent prioritizatiodreieae package 

cycle, BellSouth’s out-of-process handling of certain change requests, and the 

August 23 “baseline” vote. Additionally, in my direct testimony I discussed 

BellSouth’s release of Issue 9G of BellSouth’s Business Rules for Local 

Ordering (“BBR-LO”) which it admits includes significant changes that 

BellSouth did not submit to the CCP. 

As discussed above, BellSouth’s handling of change requests and other items 

related to changing the process since the publication of Version 2.0 illustrate 

BellSouth’s disdain for following established processes. 
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Q* 

A. 

Q* 

A. 

ON PAGE 30 OF HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY, MR. PATE DISCUSSES 

THE NEW CCP PROCESS IMPROVEMENT MEETINGS YOU 

HAVE REFERRED TO ABOVE AS EVIDENCE OF BELLSOUTH’S 

WILLINGNESS TO CONTINUE TO “ENHANCE THE PROCESS TO 

BEST SERVE THE ALEC COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE.” PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

As I mentioned above, these meetings were initiated by BellSouth in 

response to AT&T.s change request, and in violation of Version 2.0 of the 

CCP. AT&T does not believe it is necessary to establish a separate process 

for discussing issues that are supposed to be handled according to the existing 

Change Control Process - particularly when BellSouth had just forced 

Version 2.0 of the CCP into place. 

ON PAGES 44-47 OF HIS -TESTIMONY, MRI -PATE DISCUSSES THE . .- ~. 

PRIORITIZATION MEETING, THE RELEASE PACKAGE 

MEETING, THE ACTIVITIES IN THE INTERVAL, BETWEEN THE 

TWO, AND SUBSEQUENT ACTIVITIES LEADING TO 

IMPLEMENTATION OF A CHANGE REQUEST. IS HIS 

DESCRIPTION ACCURATE? 

No. On page 45 Mr. Pate indicates that in the interval between the 

Prioritization Meeting and the Release Package Meeting that BellSouth 

“provides requirements and the technical references to the ALECs” and 

conducts face-to-face meetings or conference calls “to discuss the 
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programming and coding details for the changes.” Mr. Pate is wrong. 

BellSouth has never conducted these activities during this interval despite 

ALEC’s repeated requests that they do so. The e-mail at Exhibit JMB-R6 

above discusses BellSouth’s failure to do so prior to its recent publication of 

the Release 9 specifications on November 13, 2000. Release 9 will now 

contain a feature that will be virtually useless as opposed to the feature that 

the ALECs needed. The CCP doesn‘t require the actions Mr. Pate discusses, 

and BellSouth doesn’t perform them. 

Similarly, Mr. Pate implies that BellSouth and the A L E 0  “jointly create the 

Approved Release Package.” While this is indeed the desired outcome, in 

practice, BellSouth simply dictates the contents of the release. 

On pages 46 and 47 Mr. Pate describes a notification letter process and states 

that: “These letters are not intended to be technical references for use by 

ALEC software developers. As discussed previously, BellSouth provides 

ALECs with this information through other sources well in advance of the 

formal notification.” This simply isn‘t the experience of the ALECs since the 

creation of the first process document in 1998. KPMG recently posted 

Observation 21 to the Florida PSC Web Site dealing with this very subject; 

KPMG observed that “The distribution of Carrier Notification information 

associated with the BellSouth Change Control Process is not adequate. 

Furthermore, in BellSouth’s implementation of the process, significant 
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information is not included in the Carrier Notifications.” There is no 

consistent process that provides ALECs with this type of information in a 

timely manner; and thus AT&T seeks the notification processes described on 

page 22 of Exhibit 10 to my direct testimony. 

IN HIS DISCUSSION OF NEW INTERFACES MR. PATE MAKES A 

DISTINCTION BETWEEN “INTRODUCTION” AND 

“DEVELOPMENT’” OF NEW INTERFACES. DOES THE CCP 

INCLUDE ANY SUCH DISTINCTION? 

Mr. Pate states that the ”introduction” of new interfaces is subject to the CCP 

but “development” of those interfaces is not. This distinction is not 

supported by the CCP itself, which refers only to “introduction” of interfaces. 

BellSouth makes this distinction because wants to exclude development of 

new interfaces and processes from the CCP (as did old EICCP). BellSouth’s 

continued exclusion of the development of new interfaces and processes from 

the CCP guarantees repeated deployment of interfaces and processes that do 

not meet the needs of the ALECs and are wasteful of the industry’s limited 

resources. 

On pages 48’49 and 50 of his testimony, Mr. Pate attempts to justify 

BellSouth’s actions using excuses that are both flimsy and downright 

paranoid : 
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“BellSouth must have flexibility to develop interfaces to meet 

industry standards and regulatory requirements.” 

“new development is too critical to risk being stymied in the process 

by ALEC disagreement.” 

“the nature of the CCP is such that if developing interfaces were 

included in the CCP. ALECs with no intention of using such 

interfaces could game the process by voting for additional features 

and functionality that would increase the time and cost to BellSouth 

and rival ALECs to implement them.” 

This Commission should turn a deaf ear to such excuses. for which BellSouth 

has provided RO basis in fact. ALECs - the customers of BellSouth and the 

ultimate beneficiaries of the Change Control Process - must be accorded an 

opportunity to participate in the development of interfaces and processes that .. . 

will serve them. 

YOU HAVE STATED THAT BELLSOUTH’S EXCLUSION OF NEW 

INTERFACES GUARANTEES REPEATED DEPLOYMENT OF 

INTERFACES AND PROCESSES THAT DO NOT MEET THE 

NEEDS OF THE ALECS AND ARE WASTEFUL OF THE 

INDUSTRIES LIMITED RESOURCES. CAN YOU PROVIDE 

EXAMPLES? 
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Yes. AT&T’s customers have been victimized by BellSouth’s secretive 

development of new OSS interfaces, specifically, BellSouth’s Local Number 

Portability Gateway (“LNP-GTWY”) and the processes supporting local 

number portability (“LNP“). I will provide two examples. 

Caller ID Display Failure: Dillard’s Department Stores purchases local 

services from AT&T at many of its locations in BellSouth’s nine-state region. 

including Florida. Like most businesses? Dillards kept the same telephone 

numbers that it used when its local service was provided by BellSouth. 

Shortly after converting local service to AT&T, Dillards and AT&T 

discovered that the Dillards name was not displayed on customers’ Called ID 

units when employees caIIed them. This was highly unsatisfactory to 

Dillards, because many people simply will not answer the telephone unless 

they know who is calling. This problem, and the resulting dissatisfaction of 

AT&T’s customer, could have been avoided had BellSouth’s new Local 

Number Portability Gateway and new processes supporting local number 

portability (“LNP”) been developed and introduced through the CCP. 

This problem still has not been resolved to AT&T’s satisfaction. Upon 

urging by AT&T, BellSouth provided a database “fix” for Dillards, and 

proposes a software interface connection as an interim solution to the 

underlying problem. AT&T objects to the interim solution, which would 

require AT&T and other CLECs to spend software development dollars on a 
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“throw away” project. Moreover, BellSouth refuses to provide the temporary 

database “fix” for any additional telephone numbers “until AT&T has 

returned the completed forms necessary to allow BellSouth to begin the 

implementation of the [interim] mechanized solution”. Exhibit JMB-R 15. 

As I stated above, these problems could have been avoided had BellSouth 

developed and introduced the new gateway and processes through the CCP. 

Erroneous Number Reassignment: AT&T‘s customers also are being 

negatively affected by another defective process associated with local number 

portabiIity that should have been avoided by open discussion in the CCP. 

When numbers are “ported away” from BellSouth to a CLEC, BellSouth 

must continue to account for the status of that number in its ATLAS 

database. AT&T and a number of its customers have found out the hard way 

that BellSouth returned many ported numbers to an assignable status in 

ATLAS, which allowed BellSouth to reassign working AT&T numbers to 

new BellSouth service. AT&T’s customers, of course, were outraged at what 

they perceived as AT&T’s failure to provide adequate service. In Exhibit 

JMB-R16, I provide a number of e-mails and letters concerning customers 

who were affected in October 2000, despite the fact that BellSouth 

implemented edits and procedures in December 1999, to eliminate this very 

thing. 
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ARE THERE OTHER PROBLEMS WITH LOCAL NUMBER 

PORTABILITY PROCESSES AND THE LNP GATEWAY THAT 

RESULT FROM BELLSOUTH’S DEVELOPMENT PROCESS? 

Yes. The local number portability processes and the LNP Gateway itself 

were developed by BellSouth outside the Change Control Process. In 

addition to the customer-impacting process problems discussed above, 1 will 

describe how the LNP Gateway also denies ALECs and regulators of 

BellSouth in ail nine states the processes and data needed to meet business 

and reguiatory requirements. 

The LNP Gateway itself was placed into service in AugudSeptember 1998, 

without the first scrap of technical documentation about its operation or 

location in the flow of processing ALECs’ LNP-related orders. Historically, 

BellSouth has placed systems that must communicate with other systems 

external to BellSouth on the “downstream” side of its Service Order Control 

System (“SOCS”). Examples include communication with BAPCO for 

directory listings, communication with its 91 1 database vendor, and 

communication with the Service Management Systems of the network 

signaling system and other databases such as the Line Information Database 

(“LIDB”). 

Given that the Local Exchange Ordering (“LEO”) and Local Exchange 

Service Order Generator (“LESOG”) were already in place and operational 
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for ALEC-originated local service requests, and in the absence of any 

specifications about the LNP-GTWY, ALECs made the logical assumption 

that LNP-GTWY had also been designed and placed “downstream” from 

SOCS. 

Many months later, however. through continued questioning associated with 

various anomalies in processing LNP orders, the industry discovered that the 

LNP-GTWY was “upstream” from SOCS. The LNP-GTWY had in fact been 

developed and placed in the ALEC service request process flow to replace 

LEO-LESOG when an ALEC service request contained a request for LNP. 

Without any notice to ALECs, BellSouth had placed a “router” between the 

ALEC interfaces (EDI, TAG and LENS) and the two possible paths an ALEC 

LSR could now take, the LEO-LESOG path or the LNP-GTWY path. It is 

impossible to measure the wasted ALEC resources and ALEC customer ill - 

will that resulted from BellSouth’s decision to develop the LNP process and 

LNP Gateway without ALEC input. 

The LNP-GTWY path processes only LSR’s that include requests to port a 

number away from BellSouth to an ALEC. Thls includes two types of LSRs: 

those that request migration of a loop and porting of the associated telephone 

number (Reqtype B) and those that request the porting of a telephone number 

without its associated loop. (Reqtype C) 
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BellSouth’s development of the LNP-GTWY Reqtype B (loop + number) 

process does not use the same business rules that are in place in the LEO- 

LESOG path for migration of the loop. Further, the LNP-GTWY does not 

collect or report the same process data as does the LEO-LESOG path despite 

the fact that the regulatory data requirements do not differentiate between 

LNP orders and “regular” orders. and the fact that the ALECs business needs 

for data are identical. Thus, the LNP interface and process does not collect 

data that would aliow ALECs and state Commissions to determine whether 

the system provides nondiscriminatory access to ALECs, and to target 

improvements where necessary. Open development would have provided the 

opportunity to ensure that such data is collected. 

ARE YOU AWARE OF OTHER NEW INTERFACE DEVELOPMENT 

THAT BELLSOUTH IS CONDUCTING OUTSIDE OF THE CHANGE 

CONTROL PROCESS? 

Yes. As discussed in my direct testimony, BellSouth is developing three 

maintenance interfaces: DLEC TAFI, CPSS-TA and E-Repair. While 

BellSouth has “introduced” these developments to the ALEC industry 

through a presentation to the October 25,2000, Monthly Status meeting, even 

that introduction was not in accord with the requirements of the CCP. 

Additionally, BellSouth is engaged in the development of new interfaces and 

capabilities to support xDSL services and line sharing outside the CCP. Mr. 
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Pate recently filed testimony in Tennessee and Georgia that addresses the 

extensive nature of these developments. I have attached his Georgia 

testimony as Exhibit JMB-R17. Once again. BellSouth has elected to allow 

ALECs only limited participation and input. even though these interfaces are 

being developed specifically for ALEC use. Exclusion of ALECs from the 

process typically results in an architecture that furthsr complicates the 

processing of ALEC LSRs. 

From the explanations and claims made in Mr. Pate's Georgia testimony. 

(which sounds largely like its vendor's sales pitch). it seems possible 

BellSouth's development of xDSL and line sharing support services could 

have a broader scope of applicability, perhaps to all types of ALEC orders, 

but Mr. Pate does not discuss the reasons BellSouth has elected not to use the 

existing systems for xDSL and line sharing . Those reasons include design 

deficiencies, unsatisfactory performance, capacity concerns, future plans to 

migrate all CLEC transactions to the Telcordia vendor solution, future plans 

to migrate BellSouth's retail transactions to the new architecture, among 

others). However, since development is occurring largely out of sight of the 

ALEC industry without the ability for an open dialogue under the CCP, 

ALECs are being denied any possibility of timely evaluation and input. 

MR PATE DOESN'T SEEM TO UNDERSTAND WHY AT&T 

THINKS THAT TRAINING AND ITS DOCUMENTATION SHOULD 
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FALL UNDER THE CCP, AND ONCE AGAIN ACCUSES AT&T OF 

ATTEMPTING TO CIRCUMVENT THE PROCESS. PLEASE 

COMMENT. 

AT&T's desire for a documented training process cannot be considered an 

attempt to circumvent the process. Additionally, AT&T is not alone in its 

concerns about BellSouth's failure to document its training process. 

Exhibit JMB-R18 is a copy of KPMG's Florida Third Party Test Exception 9 

and BellSouth's response that deals with BellSouth's failure to document its 

ALEC training process. The procedures outlined in BellSouth's response are 

clearly newly minted and provide ample support for AT&T's position that 

ALEC training and its documentation should be included under the CCP. 

HAS THERE BEEN AN INCREASE IN CHANGE CONTROL 

ACTIVITY DURING 2000? 

Yes. The emphasis placed on Change Control by the FCC in its New York 

and Texas 271 decisions, and by KPMG in the Georgia and Florida Thud 

Party Tests served as an impetus to BellSouth to take change control off the 

back burner and turn up the heat - things have been boiling ever since. 

Activity, however, should not be confused with success or real improvement 

in meeting the ALECs' business needs. The various Change Control Logs 

included in Exhibit JMB-Rl9 provide a source of considerable information. 
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First, I will contrast change control in 1999 with change control in 2000 at a 

very high and simplistic level. In 1999, there were 14 officially recognized 

change requests; in 2000, there have been 257 (as of December 20,2000). 

Implemented Cancelled Pending Scheduled 
5 2 2 5 (Release 10, 

June 30.200 1) 

In 1999, BellSouth submitted no change control requests, and many areas, 

including defects were outside the scope of the process. Here is the 

disposition of the 14 ALEC requests submitted in 1999. 

1999 ALEC Change Request Disposition at Year End 2000 

Total 
BellSouth 
ALECs 

Submitted Implemented Cancelle Pending Scheduled “New” 

257 (241) 84 69 32 16 23 
96 41 20 15 7 4 
162 43 49 17 9 19 

d 

(145) 

The two pending change requests’ were both submitted on September 12, 

1999, and despite having been accepted and prioritized still do not have an 

implementation commitment from BellSouth. 

In 2000, BellSouth submitted its first ever change request, and the scope of 

requests BellSouth would accept expanded, including defect correction 

requests. 

Year 2000 Change Request Disposition 

Defect 
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BellSouth’s various logs do not reconcile to each other. 16 submitted change 

requests appear not to have been captured in any category. In constructing 

this matrix, I elected to use the current (1 2/20/00) and archived log, count the 

total entries in each category, count the entries identified as BellSouth 

initiated and then subtract to get the ALEC total - this of course assigns all 

missing CRs as belonging to the ALECs. 

Using the 241 submissions that can be tracked using the logs we can make a 

number of observations. 

after two years of submitting no change requests. BellSouth is now 

clearly the largest single user of the process. 

BellSouth initiated CRs account for 49% of all implementations. 

a significantly hgher percentage of BellSouth initiated CRs are in 

implemented, pending or scheduled status than are ALEC initiated 

requests : 

9 BellSouth:65% (63 of 96) 

ALECs 43 - 48% (69 of 145 or 69 of 162, depending 

on which data is used) 

A further analysis of implemented BellSouth CRs reveals that 29 of the 41 or 

7 1 YO were “defects” and that does not include cases such as described above 

when BellSouth has implemented Type 4 changes as if they were defects thus 

~~ ~ 

Parsed CSRs and an electronic process for correcting dropped 41 1 listings. 
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disguising their true nature. In contrast, only 17 (40%) of the implemented 

ALE.C CRs originated as defects. Many of BellSouth’s CRs appear to be 

related to KPMG finding in the two ongoing Third Party Tests. BellSouth’s 

use of the process in this manner may not be in the best interests of the 

ALECs. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S 

TESTIMONY REGARDING THE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS. 

While Mr. Pate attempts to portray AT&T as a renegade trying to circumvent 

an otherwise cooperative and collaborative process, the truth is that BellSouth 

simply has been unable to obtain ALEC agreement for the process it 

proposes. As the multiple examples in my testimony illustrate, several 

ALECs have been asking for changes, but BellSouth continues to exercise 

exclusive control over the process, thus preventing true collaboration from 

taking place. 

Mr. Pate’s testimony also glosses over the deficiencies in the process by 

providing high-level overviews and citing obscure examples that are not 

indicative of the process. But as my direct and rebuttal testimony clearly 

illustrate, the current process is fraught with deficiencies that allow critical 

problems to languish, ALEC requests to be denied unilaterally, and even 

agreed-upon changes to move unnecessarily at a snail’s pace such that 
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months, and even more than a year, can pass before change requests are 

implemented. 

WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THAT THE COMMISSION DO 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T requests that the Commission correct these dsticiencies by adopting 

the revised version of the CCP attached as Exhibit JMB-IO to my direct 

testimony in the context of whatever is the then-most-current version of the 

Change Control document (Version 2.0 at this writing). 

Issue 31: What should be the resolution of the following OSS issues 

currently pending in the change control process but Hot yet provided? (The 

Equivalent OSS Issue) 

a) parsed customer service records for pre-ordering ? 

b) abirirty tu submit orders electronically for all services and elements? 

e) electronic processing after electronic ordering, without subsequent 

manual processing by BellSouth personnel? 

ON PAGES 65 AND 66 OF HIS TESTIMONY MR. PATE 

DESCRIBES HIS VIEW OF THE STATUS OF AT&T’S CHANGE 

REQUEST FOR PARSED CSRS. DO YOU HAVE ANY 

COMMENTS? 
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Yes. Mr. Pate accurately states that AT&T presented its change request for 

parsed CSRs via the change control process in September, 1999. However, 

AT&T and other ALECs first made this request to BellSouth in September, 

1998, a full year earlier, as part of its requirements for the OSS99 upgrade. 

BellSouth refused to include parsed CSRs in the upgrade, and thus AT&T 

had to resubmit its request through change control. As Mr. Pate indicates. 

this was one of eleven pending change requests prioritized by the ALECs. 

and it received the number one ranking by the group for the TAG interface. 

Despite ALEC agreement on the high priority of this request, it has been 

languishing ever since. A review of the September 28. 2999 meeting 

minutes, provided in Mr. Pate’s Exhibit RMP-13, s h o w  that this change 

request was targeted for implementation in April, 2000. Others were 

requested in similar time fiames, and still others were to be completed as 

soon its possible (“ASAP”). However, to date, BellSouth has only 

implemented four of the eleven change requests prioritized in September 

1999, although it has implemented a total of 76 other change requests of 

varying types since that meeting. 

Mr. Pate implies that ALEC reprioritization is the cause of this lengthy delay, 

rather than BellSouth’s actions. Mr. Pate is wrong. BellSouth made the 

unilateral decision to downgrade this important request, and announced its 

decision to the ALECs. Thus, the March 29,2000 change cantro1 meeting 

minutes (Pate Exhibit RMP-14) shows that the status of AT&T’s request was 

downgraded from “Targeted for release 4/20/2000” to “Subteam being 
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formed to perform planning and analysis during 2000.” As noted above, 

ALECs votes parsed CSRs as their number one priority for TAG interface 

changes during the September IS, 1999 meeting. and they have never re- 

prioritized this issue. During the September 18. 2000. Release Package 

Meeting, BellSouth again downgraded and delayed the implementation of 

this change. and now states that “Parsed CSR could possibly be implemented 

with Release 10.0 in May 2001 ,” Rebuttal Exhibit JlIB-R20. Even more 

recently, on December 5,2000, BellSouth published its proposed schedule to 

the sub-team mentioned above. showing a planned implementation date of 

December 3 1, 200 1, for parsed CSRs! Exhibit JMB-R21. Therefore. due to 

BellSouth’s unilateral control of this process, a request that has been pending 

for two years now has a scheduled implementation date over three years from 

the ALEC’s original request. 

~- 
. . . .  

MR. PATE INDICATES IN HIS TESTIMONY THAT BELLSOLTH 

€€AS MET ITS OBLIGATIONS MGARDING PARSING. DO YOU 

AGREE? 

No. BellSouth provides parsed CSRs to its own retail customer service 

representatives but does not provide parsed CSRs to AT&T. BellSouth’s 

systems thus are able automatically to populate its own retail orders, saving 

time and expense, and providing a greater level of accuracy. Because 

BellSouth provides parsed CSRs to its customer service representatives, it 

also is required to provide the same functionality to AT&T. 
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nondiscriminatory access if “data is provided to CLECs in the same manner 

as it is to BellSouth’s Retail units.” Pate testimony at page 62 and 63. Mr. 

Pate thus attempts to introduce an artificial wholesalehetail distinction, and 

hopes the Commission will overlook the hnctionalities that BellSouth 

provides within its retail operations. such as parsed CSRs. 

Mr. Pate also argues that AT&T can use its own systems to parse the 

unparsed CSR data provided by BellSouth. This argument is not only 

irrelevant (because it ignores BellSouth’s obligation to provide parsed data 

on a non-discriminatory basis), but often incorrect. Only if BellSouth 

provides AT&T with data that contains delimiters, and also provides the rules 

by which the fields represented by the delimiters can be determined, can 

AT&T separate BellSouth’s unparsed data and place it in the appropriate 

fields. For example, Mr. Pate discusses the “customer’% listed name” field 

on page 62 of his testimony. BellSouth provides this information to AT&T 

in one field, without delimiters, so AT&T’s systems cannot parse t h s  data. 

Yet BellSouth requires AT&T to submit an ordering form in which the 

customer name must be shown in a minimum of - two fields, forcing AT&T to 

separate this information manually.’ Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-W2. 

Mr. Pate appears to indicate in his testimony that AT&T’s request is inappropriate and 
unnecessary because BellSouth “retains the customer‘s tisted name as a complete field”, 
e.g. “Pate, Ronald M.”. Pate testimony at 62. BellSouth’s decision to “retain” information as 
one field is irrelevant. It provides its customer service representatives with parsed CSRs, so 
BellSouth’s systems may automatically populate retail orders. BellSouth thus is obligated to 
provide AT&T with this same functionality. 
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A. 

Thus AT&T is unable to reliably automatically populate its service orders 

with the CSR information BellSouth currently provides to CLECs, but 

BellSouth is able to automatically populate its own service orders. 

(b) ability to submit orders eiectronically fur all services and elements? 

MR. PATE STATES IN HIS TESTIMONY THAT NON- 

DISCRIMINATORY ACCESS DOES NOT WQUIRE THAT ALL 

LSRS BE SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY. HE FURTHER 

STATES THAT BELLSOUTH’S OWN RETAIL PROCESSES OFTEN 

INVOLVE MANUAL PROCESSES, AND THEREFORE THERE IS 

NO REQUIFWMENT THAT EVERY LSR HAS TO BE SUBMITTED 

ELECTRONICALLY. PLEASE COMMENT. 

Mr. Pate uses an apples-to-oranges comparison in an attempt to convince the 

Commission that BellSouth is treating AT&T the same as it treats itself. 

However, a carehl reading of his testimony reveals the lack of candor in 

BellSouth’s position. When Mr. Pate addresses AT&T’s requirements, he 

correctly notes that AT&T wants to be able to submit all orders 

electronically. However, when he discusses BellSouth’s own ordering 

capability, he broadens his terminology from actual order submission and 

instead uses the terms “manual processing” and “manual handling” of 

BellSouth orders, which are not the same thing as order submission. 
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Additionally, although he admits that the manual processing and handling of 

whch he speaks occur as part of the order preparation process, not as part of 

the order submission process, he goes on to imply that because the manual 

pre-ordering processes are substantially the same for both retail and ALEC 

orders, that BellSouth is providing an equivalent ordering process. Mr. 

Pate’s admission is simply irrelevant to the ordering process. 

AT&T does not dispute that both its requests for service and BellSouth‘s 

requests for service involve some level of manual collection of information 

and order preparation before input into each company’s respective ordering 

systems. But after an order is prepared, BellSouth has the ability - which 

AT&T does not -- to input that order into its ordering system. What AT&T is 

asking for itself is to be able to submit its orders electronically, once 

prepared, just as BellSouth does for its customers. BellSouth continues to - 

refuse to provide that non-discriminatory capability. 

WHY IS ELECTRONIC ORDER SUBMISSION IMPORTANT TO 

AT&T? 

As I stated in my direct testimony, lack of electronic ordering increases the 

possibility of errors, extends intervals, and increases costs. Electronic 

ordering allows an ALEC to populate its own databases simultaneously with 

providing an order to BellSouth. A manual process, however, requires two 
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steps; an order must be provided to BellSouth, and the appropriate ordering 

information be separately input into AT&T‘s internal OSS. 

MR. PATE USES EXHIBITS RMP-17 AND RMP-18 TO ATTEMPT 

ILLUSTRATE THAT “BELLSOUTH PROVIDES ALECS THE 

ABILITY TO ORDER COMPLEX SERVICES IN StrBSTA4NTIALLY 

THE SAME TIME AND MANNER AS IT PROVIDES TO ITS 

RETAIL CUSTOMERS.” PLEASE COMMENT. 

Mr. Pate‘s exhibits do not achieve that goal. As the unshaded (electronic) 

blocks in each exhibit demonstrate, the ALEC simply does not place its 

orders as BellSouth does. Rather, as the two exhibits clearly indicate, 

BellSouth submits both its own electronic order and the ALEC‘s order, 

thereby denying ALECs the advantages of electronic order submission as 

described above. For.Mr.-Pate’s diagrams actually to depict a 

nondiscriminatory process, the block on Exhibit 17, presently labeled “CSA - 

ORDER ENTRY INTO DOE” would have to show and accurately represent 

input of the order by the ALEC employee into the ALEC sales and marketing 

interface. 

MI. Pate’s exhibits reveal an additional area of discrimination. The 

BellSouth retail order is processed using BellSouth’s new Regional Ordering 

System (ROS), while the ALEC order is processed using the former system, 

Direct Order Entry (DOE). Tn his description of ROS, Mr. Pate indicates 
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ROS “utilizes software to compare each FID contained within the service 

order to corresponding SOER edits.” It is highly unlikely that BellSouth 

would have gone to the expense of deploying a new ordering system such as 

ROS if it were not superior to the old one. Yet BellSouth is not using that 

superior capability for ALEC orders. Thus, in actuality, Mr. Pate’s exhibits 

depict that an ALEC orders complex services in a very different (and 

d i sc r imi na t ory ) ‘ ‘manner“ w he n c o ni par e d to B e 1 1 S o ut h . 

(c): Electronic processing after electronic ordering, without subsequent 

manual processing by BellSouth personnel. 

MR. PATE STATES IN HIS TESTIMONY ON PAGE 74 LINES 20 - 22 

THAT NON-DISCRIMINATORY ACCESS DOES NOT REQUIRE 

THAT ALL LSRS BE SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY FLOW 

THROUGH BELLSOUTH’S SYSTEMS WITHOUT MANUAL 

INTERVENTION. DO YOU AGFWE? 

Absolutely not. The Act and the FCC require that BellSouth provide non- 

discriminatory access to its OSS. Because all of BellSouth’s orders are 

capable of flow through, the ALECs’ orders must be provided with the same 

capability. Further Mr. Pate is hoping that he can sufficiently misdirect this 

Commission to forget its own previous findings regarding BellSouth’s OSS. 
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In 1997, this Commission made its own independent investigation into the 

OSS BellSouth was offering to the ALEC community and found them 

lacking. In its order this Commission established the criteria BellSouth 

would have to meet in order to demonstrate that its offered OSS were 

providing nondiscriminatory access, and determined that BellSouth must 

provide electronic interfaces that require no more human or manual 

intervention for ALECs than for BellSouth: 

Upon consideration, we believe that BellSouth is 

required to demonstrate to this Commission and to the 

FCC, that its interfaces provide nondiscriminatory 

access to OSS functions. Although AT&T witness 

Bradbury stated that there are five characteristics of a 

non-discriminatory interface, we find it appropriate to 

recognize four of those characteristics. We find that 

each interface-must exhbit the following - 

characteristics to be in compliance with the 

nondiscriminatory standards of the Act. They are: lJ 

the interface must be electronic. The interface must 

require no more human or manual intervention 

than is necessarilv involved for BellSouth to 
~~ ~~ ~~~~ - 

perform a similar transaction itself; 2) the interface 

must provide the capabilities necessary to perform 

functions with the same level of quality, efficiency, 
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and effectiveness as BellSouth provides to itself; 3 )  the 

interface must have adequate documentation to allow 

an ALEC to develop and deploy systems and 

processes, and to provide adequate training to its 

employees; and! 4) the interface must be able to meet 

the ordering demand of all ALECs, with response 

times equal to that which BellSouth provides itself. 

(DOCKET NO. 960786-TL; ORDER NO. PSC-97- 

1459-FOF-TL: ISSUED: November 19. 1997, pages 

10 1 and 177-1 78, emphasis added.) 

Mr. Pate, however, attempts to confuse this issue by introducing BellSouth’s 

own definition of ALEC flow-through. 

HOW DOES BELLSOUTH DEFINE ALEC FLOW-THROUGH? 

On page 75 of his testimony, Mr. Pate indicates that ALEC flow-through 

occurs when a “complete and correct electronicaIIy submitted LSR is sent 

via one of the ALEC ordering interfaces (EDI, TAG, or LENS), flows 

through the mechanical edit checking and LESOG system, is mechanically 

transformed into a service order by LESOG, and is accepted by the Service 

Order Control System (SOCS).” The portions shown in bold are 

BellSouth’s modifications to the FCC’s definition of flow-through, whch is 

discussed below. 
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DOES MR. PATE DEFINE OR DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH’S RETAIL 

FLOW-THROUGH? 

No. However, the flow-through process for BellSouth shares many 

commonalties with the ALEC flowthrough process. The foliowing is a 

description of BellSouth flow-through. using the common areas depicted in 

bold from the ALEC flow-through description above. Information specific to 

BellSouth’s retail flow-through is shown in italics: 

Retail flow-through occws when a complete and correct 

electronicalty submitted LSR is sent via one of the retuil ordering 

systems (&W, ROS, or DOE), flows through the mechanical edit 

checking, and is accepted by the Service Order Control System 

(SOCS). 

As will be described below, - a11 BellSouth orders are capable of flow through 

between its ordering systems and SOCS, while only some ALEC orders are 

allowed to do so. 

IS BELLSOUTH’S DEFINITION OF FLOW-THROUGH 

CONSISTENT WITH THE FCC’S DEFINITION? 

No. BellSouth has significantly both embellished and restricted the FCC‘s 

definition for its own purposes. The FCC’s definition is found in paragraph 

107 of the LA11 Order: 
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A competing carrier's orders "flow through" if they are 

transmitted electronically through the gateway and 

accepted into BellSouth's back office ordering systems 

without manual intervention. 

Wi le  BellSouth maintains that all it has done with its revision of the FCC's 

simple definition is to make it specific to BellSouth's systems, it has in fact 

introduced significant requirements beyond the FCC's. 

The central concept of FCC's definition (which it should be noted addressed 

only flow-through for ALEC service requests) can be restated to encompass 

both ALEC and BellSouth retail processes without introducing any spurious 

restrictions: 

A service request that is input to a sales and marketing 

interface by the Iixinua€ actions of  a CLEC or 

BellSouth employee and subsequently sent to and 

accepted by BellSouth's Service Order Control System 

("SOCS") without any further human intervention has 

flowed-through. 

Using this description, it is easy to see that all BelISouth retail service 

requests input to BellSouth's RNS or ROS sales and marketing interfaces are 

capable of flow-thorough to SOCS, while only a portion of ALEC service 

requests sent electronically to BellSouth are allowed to do so. In exactly the 
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same way, all BeHSouth retail service requests input to the systems that 

preceded ROS, DOE and SONGS, were capable of flow-through. 

MUST EVERY STEP OF THE PREORDERING AND ORDEFUNG 

PROCESS BE AUTOMATED BEFORE AN ORDER CAN FLOW 

THROUGH? 

No. As noted above, flow-through occurs when an order is entered into a 

sales and marketing order system and it flows through to SOCs. As shown in 

Mr. Fate’s Exhibit RPM-17, there also may be a number of manual pre- 

ordering steps necessary to gather information for the order. 

MR. PATE CLAIMS ON PAGE 75 OF HIS TESTIMONY THAT TO 

HIS KNOWLEDGE NO FLOW-THROUGH CHANGE REQUESTS 

HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED TO THE CCP. IS THIS COFUUZCT? 

No. It is both incorrect and irrelevant. AT&T has submitted CRs 01 37 and 

0160 and other ALECs have also submitted flow-through related change 

requests. However, this is irrelevant to BellSouth’s obligation to provide 

nondiscriminatory OS S functionality, including flow-through ordering. This 

requirement was established by the Act and the implementing rules and 

orders of the FCC and by the orders of various state commissions, including 

this Commission’s 1997 order. Further, as Mr. Pate knows AT&T and 

BellSouth have been engaged in on-going discussions of flow-through and 
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August-September 1999 and continues to the present. Exhibit JMB-R23 

provides copies of inter-company correspondence and meeting minutes from 

this on-going effort. 

Q. MR. PATE STATES ON LINES 9-10, PAGE 76 OF HIS TESTIMONY 

THAT BELLSOUTH HAS CONCLUDED THAT MECHANIZING 

MANY LOWER-VOLUME COMPLEX RETAIL SERVICES WOULD 

BE IMPRUDENT FOR ITS OWN RETAIL OPERATIONS. IS THIS 

RELEVANT TO FLOW-THROUGH? 

A. No. Complex services are rarely totally mechanized, but this is irrelevant to 

the issue of flow-through. An order for a complex service may require many 

manual pre-ordering activities yet still flow through, as shown in Mr. Pate's 

Exhibit RPM- 18. 

As is indicated above, retail flow-through is achieved when a service request 

is successfully transmitted from the ordering system (RNS, ROS, DOE), and 

is accepted by SOCS. A review of Mr. Pate's exhibit reveals that a BellSouth 

employee enters an order into ROS, which transmits it to SOCS - thus 

flowing through. In his testimony on page 76, Mr. Pate refers to the manual 

pre-ordering processes that also are used to prepare these complex orders for 

entry into BellSouth's front-end system." His exhibit uses shaded areas to 

l o  In a similar discussion beginning on page 71, at lines 16, Mr. Pate discusses "handling" of 
complex orders. In his discussion of manual handling, he refers to activities that occur 
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indicate steps involving manual processing. The Commission should 

concentrate its attention, however, on the two BellSouth activities (order 

entry into ROS and receipt by SOCS) that are - not found in the shaded areas 

indicative of manual processing. BellSouth’s own exhibit shows that these 

steps are electronic, and that BellSouth’s own retail complex orders do flow 

through from its ordering systems to SOCs. ALEC orders are thus entitled to 

the same flow through process. 

There is - no retail service that BellSouth cannot order electronically. If. as 

Mr. Pate testifies, BellSouth had elected not to mechanize a particular retail 

service, then it would be impossible to order that service via the retail RNS, 

DOE or ROS interfaces. Yet BellSouth has never identified a single retail 

service that its retail service representative cannot order via input to one of 

these systems, although . AT&T . . .  has repeatedly inquired into this issue. . 

In the spring of 1999, for example, BellSouth was asked to respond to a 

matrix identifying the interface it used to place requests for each of its retail 

services. In its response, BellSouth did not identify a single service that was 

not was not ordered via RNS, DOE, or SONGS. Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R24 

provides a copy of BellSouth’s response. More recently, during the North 

Carolina arbitration between AT&T and BellSouth, Mr. Pate was asked 

whether there was any service that a BellSouth representative could not order 

before the order is input. These activities are irrelevant to flow-through. Flow-through (or 
non-flow-through) necessarily occurs after the order is input. 
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Q* 

A. 

via ROS, to which he responded that he was not aware of any such service. 

(Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-R25 - NC Testimony Transcript reference page 227- 

228). Mr. Pate confirmed his North Carolina response in the Georgia 

arbitration hearing Exhibit JMB-R26, Georgia Transcript at page 1 107. 

HAVE OTHER KNOWLEDGEABLE BELLSOUTH EMPLOYEES 

PROVIDED TESTIMONY INDICATING THE EXISTANCE OF 

FLOW THROUGH FOR ORDERS PLACED USING THE DOE 

INTERFACE? 

Yes. In a deposition taken on July 28.2000, Mr. Douglas W. McDougal. 

discussing the importance of flow-through to the operation of the LCSC, 

referred directly to the importance of flow-through of the orders his 

employees placed using the DOE, SONGS, and LNP interfaces. This 

discussion may be found on pages 16-20 of his deposition which I have 

attached ai Rebuttal Exhibit ME3-R.27. On page 17, line 16, Mr. McDougal 

states: 

“However, we also have flowthrough on orders that 

come in by fax and paper because we get tremendous 

of fax and paper orders, particularly from smaller 

CLECs. So we attribute flowthrough to once the 

service rep builds the order and releases the order to 

the downstream systems, it flows without erroring 

out.” 
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It is entirely logical to believe that if orders submitted by LCSC employees 

using DOE are capable of flow-through, orders submitted by BellSouth retail 

employees using DOE or its replacement, ROS, are also flow-thorough 

capable. 

Q. DOES BELLSOUTH DESCRIBE REASONS OTHER THAN 

COMPLEXITY THAT ALEC ORDERS FALL OUT FOR MAP 

PROCESSING? 

A. Yes. BellSouth has created “designed fallout”, which means that ALEC 

order fall out for manual handling for reasons other than complexity. Mr. 

Pate indicates that these other reasons are described in its Service Quality 

Reports Performance Reports document. A review of page 19 of that 

document (Rebuttal Exhibit JMB-FC28) reveals at least twelve scenarios in 

which BellSouth has decided that orders should not flow through. The 

discriminatory nature of this decision is apparent in the last line of ths  

information, which states “all but one [of the twelve non flow-through 

scenarios] are unique to the CLEC environment.” 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE STATEMENT THAT THESE 

SCENARIOS ARE UNIQUE TO THE CLEC ENVIRONMENT? 

No. Although the non-flow through or manual fall-out is unique to the 

ALEC environment, the scenarios are not. For example, the exhibit lists 

several types of ALEC orders that do not flow through: ALEC orders with 

A. 
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more than 25 business lines. expedited orders, end-user outside moves, 

pending order activity on account, and transfer of calls option. But these 

situations are not unique to ALECs. Certainly BellSouth has these types of 

scenarios as well, but BellSouth's resuIting retail orders do not fall out for 

manual processing as do ALEC orders. In a deposition taken on July 20, 

2000, Mr. Pate was uncertain about the "uniqueness" of these situations to 

the ALEC environment. On page 42 beginning at line 25 Mr. Fate states: 

"Well, I need to talk to the author on that as well. 

They were trying to categorize these as unique; and, 

frankly, they're not all unique, but most are unique. I 

think that's an area where we can go back and look, but 

the majority of these are unique to CLEC 

environment ." 

In subsequent discussion Mr. Pate agreed that many of the same situations 

existed for BellSouth. I have attached Mr. Pate's deposition as Rebuttal 

Exhibit JMB-R29. 

ON PAGES 76 AND 77 OF HIS TESTIMONY MR. PATE DISCUSSES 

WHAT HE CALLS THE TWO MAIN REASONS THAT 

ELECTRONICALLY SUBMITTED ORDERS FALL OUT FOR 

MANUAL HANDLING. FIRST, THAT LESOG HAS NOT BEEN 
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PROGRAMMED TO HANDLE REQUESTS FOR CERTAIN TYPES 

OF PRODUCTS AND SERVICES AND SECOND, UNIQUE 

CIRCUMSTANCES RELATED TO THE LSR. PLEASE COMMENT. 

It is important to understand that the programming of LESOG is totally at 

BellSouth’s discretion and is not limited by any industry standards or other 

external guidelines - it is simply BellSouth’s. and BellSouth‘s alone, decision 

as to what programming to install in LESOG.” Ms. Terri Hudson speaking 

at the November 1,2000, meeting made this point clear when she stated that 

there were many things BellSouth could do to improve “flow-through” for 

ALECs without the ALECs needing to perform any coding or take any other 

action. Ms. Hudson’s words were paraphrased in the minutes of the meeting 

as part of an action item appearing on page 8 (Exhibit JMB-R1 1): 

BellSouth will provide a report of internal changes that have a 

positive impact and improve performance for CLECs, but do not 

require coding. These changes improve “flow-through” in BellSouth 

and would require no vote by the CLECs. 

Mr. Pate claims once again that “complexity” and “low ordering volume” 

don’t justify programming in LEO that would provide ALECs with parity to 

BellSouth retail operation. In October 2000, there were 3 1,883 LEO LSRs 

subjected to designed manual fallout (10% of the total submitted), and 27,406 

LEO LSRs that BellSouth’s LEO system failed to process as it should have 
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(8% of the total submitted). For the LNP-GTWY there were 5,911 LSRs 

subjected to designed manual fallout (28% of the total submitted), and 7,450 

LSRs that the LNP-GTWY system failed to process as it should have (36% of 

the total submitted). Thus, in October alone 72,650 (21% or 1 out of 5) 

electronically submitted LSRs were subjected to manual handling by 

BellSouth’s unilateral programming decisions. Low volume is clearly not an 

issue that justifies BellSouth’s continuing failure to program LESOGLNP- 

GTWY or fix its currently defective programming. 

As discussed above, complexity is not an issue, as BellSouth provides flow- 

through for its own service requests. 

As discussed above, the claim of uniqueness is also highly suspect, and the 

resulting impact on customer service of designed manual fallout is often 

negative rather than positive. Consider the absurdity of have LSRs that 

request expedited due dates fallout for manual processing, when the average 

interval from when the LSR falls out to when it is claimed by a service 

representative is 29 to 40 hours as documented in my direct testimony at page 

92. Alarmingly, the interval an LSR waits to be claimed has increased 

significantly since my direct testimony was filed. 

I’ This is true of all the software and system components BellSouth has introduced between the ALEC 
interface (EDI, TAG, LENS) the BellSouth’s legacy Service Order Control System (SOCS). This 
includes, the LSR Router, LEO, LESOG, LNP Gateway, LAWTO, and the new “Corporate Gateway”. 
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Q. DO YOU HAVE ADDITIONAL DATA CONCERNING THE 

Average Claim Interval 

May June 

INTERVAL ALEC LSRS WAIT TO BE CLAIMED AFTER FALLING 

OUT FOR MANUAL PROCESSING? 

Yes. When LSRs fall out for manual processing. BellSouth routes the LSR to 

the Local Carrier Service Center (“LCSC”). It possible to determine the 

duration between the time an LSR falls out for manual processing (as a result 

of either a Designed Manual Fallout or a BellSouth System Error) and he 

time an LCSC representative “claims” that LSR to begin working on it The 

following table from my direct testimony pro\ides the average “Claim 

A. 

7125 

742 1 

Interval” for AT&T’s LSRs in May and June. 

40 hours 40 hours 

29 hours 36 hours 

7680 30 hours 30 hours 

OCN 

1 recently calculated these same intervals for the months of September and 

Average Claim Interval 

October and have summarized that data in the following table. 

7125 

September October 

34 hours 59 hours 

742 1 

7680 

32 hours 130 hours 

67 hours 74 hours 
I 1 I 
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The increase in this interval from earlier in the year, particularly during the 

month of October, is unreasonable. 

DID AT&T ATTEMPT TO DETERMINE FROM BELLSOUTH WHY 

THESE INTERVALS INCREASED SO MUCH IN OCTOBER? 

Yes. AT&T noticed that many of its orders were not being processed in a 

timely fashion, and questioned BellSouth. On November 3, 2000. BellSouth 

responded to an AT&T October 20,2000 e-mail, stating that there had been 

“a directory listings problem in our LEO systems,’’ that ”order volume had 

overwhelmed the center,” and that 20 service representatives would be added 

to the staff on November 1 3’h and 20 more in December. Exhibit JMB-R30. 

I will continue to calculate this interval and provide current data at hearing. 

Clearly BellSouth’s failure to provide flow-thorough ordering jeopardizes 

ALECs’ ability to compete effectively. 

THE LOCAL CARRIER SERVICE CENTER (“LCSC”) HANDLES 

ALL MANUALLY SUBMITTED ORDERS AND ALL 

ELECTRONICALLY SUBMITTED ORDERS THAT FALL OUT FOR 

MANUAL PROCESSING. MR. PATE HAS REPORTED THAT THE 

PERCENTAGE OF ELECTRONICALLY SUBMITTED ORDERS 

HAS RISEN SIGNIFICANTLY OVER THE PAST YEAR. DOES THIS 

NECESSARILY MEAN THAT BELLSOUTH IS PROCESSING 
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PROPORTIONALLY MORE ALEC ORDERS WITHOUT HUMAN 

INTERVENTION? 

No. Because real flow-through for electronically submitted orders is 

generally low, human intervention on ALEC orders is still unreasonably high 

and BellSouth still relies excessively on manual processing of ALEC orders. 

Let me illustrate this point with some data. In the recent Georgia Arbitration 

(October 3 1, 2000): Mr. Pate stated that a year ago, (October 1999) 49% of 

ALEC orders were submitted electronically and that today (October 2000) 

that percentage had risen to 82%. (Exhibit JMB-FU6, TR page 1108). 

Additionally, BellSouth has provided volume and staffing data in its 

responses to AT&T’s Interrogatories and Document Requests in both North 

Carolina and Florida. l 2  Combining this with information from the Monthly 

Flow-Through Reports, we can summarize some significant data points for 

each of the two months one year apart and make a number of observations. 

In North Carolina BellSouth’s responses were to IRs 29 and 32, in Florida they are to IRs 34 and 
36. 
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Comparative Data October 1999 / October 2000 

OCTOBER 1999 

Electronically submitted 
LSRS 

Manually submitted LSRs 

Total LSRs 

Manual Fallout LSRs 

Total System Error Fallout 
LSRs 

ManualIy handied electronic 
LSRS (4+5) 

Total LCSC LSRs (2+4+5) 

LCSC Headcount 

% of Total % of 
Electronic 

I 

1 10,8 14 52% 
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11 

12 

I OCTOBER 2000 I Counts I YO of Total 
LSRs 

7 Total LCSC LSRs (2+4+5) 1 29,20 1 33% 

Yo of 
Electronic 

LSRs 

While the percentage of LSRs submitted electronically did rise from 52% to 

88%, the percentage of LSRs still subject to manual processing only fell from 

57% to 33% and the percentage of electronically submitted LSRs subjected to 

manual handling actually rose from 16% to 23%. Interestingly, while the 

number of LSRs handled by the LCSC grew 7% (from 120.893 to 129:201), 

the head count required to handle those LSRs grew 16% -- even though in 

1999, 85% of such orders were fully manual whle in 2000, only 37% u-ere 

fully manual. BellSouth still relies excessively on manual processing of 

ALEC LSRs and as shown above is unable to provide such manual 

processing in a timely manner. 
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IN PRIOR ARBITRATIONS MR. PATE HAS CRITICIZED YOUR 

FLOW THROUGH ANALYSIS AS INCOMPLETE AND 

INACCURATE BECAUSE YOU DID NOT HAVE ACCESS TO THE 

UNDERLYING DATA. WHAT IS YOUR RESPONSE? 

I disagree. The rationale Mr. Pate has used in the past for recasting my 

calculations is completely inappropriate. 

WHAT RATIONALE DID MR. PATE USE? 

In essence, Mr. Pate‘s position has been that access to the underlying data is 

necessary to conduct flow-though analysis. To support his contention, he 

selected one category of the flow-through report (business resale) for one 

month to examine the data for factors influencing the level of orders falling 

out for manual handling. He concluded that orders were not falling out in 

this case because BellSouth had designed them to, but because two primary 

ALEC users of the ED1 and TAG interfaces had not upgraded their interfaces 

to take advantage of an upgrade BellSouth had made which allowed one of 

the services they order to now flow through. 

PLEASE COMMENT ON MR. PATE’S POSITION. 

Mr. Pate’s position is inaccurate. Flow-through does not occur at the 

interface level (EDI, TAG, LENS). Rather, service requests are submitted at 

the interface level. Flow through, by Mr. Pate’s definition on page 75 of his 

testimony occurs in BellSouth’s OSS: 
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complete and correct electronically submitted LSR is 

sent via one of the CLEC ordering interfaces (EDI, 

TAG, or LENS), flows through the mechanical edit 

checking and LESOG system, is mechanically 

transformed into a service order by LESOG. and is 

accepted by the Service Order Control System 

(SOCS). (emphasis added) 

As is clearly indicated by Mr. Pate’s own definition, flow-through occurs in 

BelISouth’s OSS (LEO/LESOG or LNPLAUTO), not at the interface level. 

Unfortunately, the ALEC has no contro1 over what BellSouth designs to flow 

through its OSS. If BellSouth has designed ALEC orders to flow through in 

some circumstances, but not others, the responsibility and the ability to 

correct that problem lies with BellSouth, not with the ALECs. Therefore? 

BellSouth is responsible for the orders it has designed to fall out for manual 

handling, and the analysis submitted in my direct testimony is correct. 

The specific business service mentioned by Mr. Pate in his previous 

testimony that BellSouth has elected to allow to flow through for ED1 

releases greater than 6.0 and TAG releases greater than 3.0 is series hunting. 

Series hunting has been electronically orderable for three years. At any time 

during those three years BellSouth could have provided flow through for 
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Q* 

A. 

Q* 

every ALEC submitting such orders. Thus for three years BellSouth denied 

this capability for up to 147 ALECs when it could have provided it to all with 

only a change in its programming of LEOLESOG. instead, BellSouth has 

elected to provide this capability only to those ALECs that elect to perform 

an expensive upgrade. The orders the two ALECs Mr. Pate discusses are still 

accurate, complete and capable of being provided with flow through -- as 

they have been for three years. 

HAS MR. PATE’S PRIOR ANALYSIS REFUTED YOUR POSITION 

THAT BELLSOUTW PROVIDED UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF 

FLOW-THROUGH BUSINESS N S A L E ?  

No. Even if all of Mr. Pate’s assumptions had been correct, which they were 

not, his exercise only increased the maximum possible flow-through for TAG 

from 37% to a still-unacceptable rate of 56%, and ED1 from 28% to a 

similarly unacceptable flow-through rate of 56%. These inflated numbers, 

whch indicate that orders fall out almost half the time, still stand in stark 

contrast to the 100% flow through for BellSouth’s own orders. 

IN THE PAST MR. PATE HAS ASSERTED THAT OVERALL FLOW 

THROUGH RATES ARE SKEWED BECAUSE A SMALL NUMBER 

OF ALECS ARE DOMINANT VOLUME USERS OF T€W 

ELECTRONIC INTERFACES. IS HIS ARGUMENT ACCURATE OR 

RELEVANT? 
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No. It makes no difference if BellSouth is discriminating against one user 

who provides 100% of the volume, or 100 users who each contribute 1 YO of 

the volume. If the overall rate of manual fallout and BellSouth-caused 

system failures is unacceptable, there is no doubt that BellSouth has treated 

the ALEC industry in a discriminatory manner. 

The data Mr. Pate uses to identify the "dominant volume users.' are public. I 

should point out, however, that in the past Mr. Pate has been less than 

thorough in his explanation of this data and the application of available 

knowledge about individual ALECs. 

For example, totaling the number of individual horizontal lines, as Mr. Pate 

has suggested, will overstate the number of users of a given interface for a 

given product. For example, AT&T, as a user of EDI, may appear in the 

Business Report two times, in the UNE Report three times, in the LNP 

Report two times, and in the Residence Report two times in any given month. 

I am certain the same is true for other ALECs. 

Thus, in addition to being irrelevant, Mr. Pate's conclusions, which are based 

on incomplete data, are wrong and misleading. 

IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY YOU PROVIDED DATA IN 

EXHIBITS JMB-20,21 AND 22. HAS THAT DATA CHANGED? 
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A. 

Q* 

A. 

No, the data in those exhibits is still valid, hoivever in the interest of 

providing th s  Commission with the most current data available I have 

updated each of them with data through the month of October. The updated 

exhibits are attached to this testimony as Exhibits JMB-R3 1, 32, and 33. I 

will also provide updates to these exhibits at the hearing. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S 

TESTIMONY REGARDING THE EQUIY4LENT FUNCTIONALITY 

ISSUE (ISSUE 31). 

Mr. Pate offers contradictory views on this issue. He first states that these 

long-outstanding issues should go through change control, then says that non- 

discriminatory access does not require that BellSouth provide them, and then 

finally tries to persuade this Commission with easily refuted evidence that 

BellSouth is already providing similar treatment to ALECs as it provides 

itself. However, as is illustrated in my responses above, this is not accurate, 

and BellSouth is continuing its long-standing discrimination against ALECs 

in the areas of CSR parsing, electronic order submission, and order flow- 

through. 

WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THAT THE COMMISSION ORDER 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T is asking that the Commission order BellSouth to provide equivalent 

functional capability by providing parsed CSRS, the ability for all orders to 
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be submitted electronically, and flow-through equal to that which BellSouth 

provides itself. BellSouth should be ordered to provide these capabilities 

within 13, months of the Commission’s order. 

Issue 32: Should BellSouth provide AT& T with the abiIity to uccess, via 

EBIECTA, the full functionality available tu BellSoi4tlr front TAFI arid 

WFA ? 

Q. AT&T HAS FWQUESTED THAT BELLSOUTH PROVIDE FULL 

TAFI AND WFA FUNCTIONALITY VIA EBIECTA. HAS 

BELLSOUTH AGREED TO DO SO? 

No. BellSouth argues that it already provides ALECS with non- 

discriminatory access to maintenance and repair OSS functions through TAFI 

and the ECTA Gateway, so it should not be required to meet AT&T’s 

request. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH BELLSOUTH’S ASSERTION? 

No, and neither has the FCC. As I describe in my direct testimony, the FCC 

concluded that none of BellSouth’s repair and maintenance interfaces provide 

competitors with OSS functionahties equivalent to BellSouth’s own 

capabilities. FCC Second Louisiana Order para 148. 

22 
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Mr. Pate makes an unsubstantiated claim on page 8 1 of his testimony that 

BellSouth “provides ALECs with electronic access to its maintenance and 

repair OSS in a manner that far exceeds what is provided by the Web-based 

graphical user interface (“GUI”) that Bell Atlantic had in place when is was 

approved by the FCC.” This is irrelevant. given the FCC’s specific finding 

regarding the insufficiency of the maintenance and repair OSS BellSouth 

makes available to ALECs. 

PLEASE DISCUSS THE INSUFFICIENCIES OF THE ACCESS 

PROVIDED BY BELLSOUTH TO ITS MAINTENANCE REPAIR 

OSS. 

BellSouth provides two options for electronic trouble reporting: Trouble 

Analysis Facilitation Interface (“TAFI”) and the Electronic Communication 

Trouble Administration (“ECTA”). As I describe in detail in my direct 

testimony, TAFI provides the broader &ay of functionality, but is a human- 

to-machine interface. ECTA, on the other hand, can be integrated into ALEC 

systems, but provides only a limited set of functionalities for any type of 

service. ALECs are denied the ability to access the functionality of TAFI and 

integrate it into other systems, as BellSouth can. Therefore, BellSouth is not 

providing non-discriminatory access. 

YOU’VE STATED THAT BELLSOUTH HAS INTEGRATED TAFI 

INTO ITS OTHER SYSTEMS, BUT MR. PATE IMPLIES THAT TAFI 
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rs NOT INTEGRATABLE. HOW CAN THIS COMMISSION 

DETERMINE WHO IS CORRECT? 

Mr. Pate appears to indicate that the TAFI interface can be integrated by 

neither BellSouth nor ALECs, thus leading a casual reader to conclude that 

BellSouth and ALECs share equivalent and nondiscriminatory access to 

TAFI. A careful reading of Mr. Pate’s testimony, however, reveals that this 

simply is not the case. BellSouth can indeed integrate the TAFI interface 

with its systems, with the exception of its “sales and marketing systems.” 

This Commission also should note that Mr. Pate’s testimony herein appears 

to contradict BellSouth‘s position in its second Louisiana 27 1 application 

before the FCC. There, BellSouth “conceded” that it failed to offer 

nondiscriminatory access to TAFI functionalities: 

“We also note that BellSouth concedes that it derives. . 

superior integration capabilities from TAFI than the 

capabilities offered to competitors. BellSouth states 

that TAFI is a ‘human to machine interface’ meaning 

that new entrants using TAFI cannot integrate it with 

the new entrant’s own back office 

systems.. . .BellSouth, on the other hand, is able to take 

advantage of its own TAFI system’s capability of 

‘automaticallv interacting with other systems as 

appropriate’ and its customer service representatives 
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Q* 

A. 

need not duplicate their efforts in the same way. In 

other words, TAFI is integrated with BellSouth’s other 

back office systems.” 

- 

FCC Second Louisiana Order, para. 15 I .  emphasis added. 

ON PAGE 85 OF HIS TESTIMONY MR. PATE CLAIMS “IF TAFI 

FUNCTIONALITY WAS BUILT INTO ECTA, THEN ECTA WOULD 

NO(T) LONGER BE (A) STANDARDS BASED INTERFACE.” IS 

THIS CORRECT? 

No. This is a tired and irrelevant red herring that BellSouth has raised now 

for over four years. Industry standards are guidelines - providing 

functionality over and above the guideline does not violate it, in fact doing so 

is one of the key methods by which the guidelines are expanded and 

improved. A number of parties using an interface based on industry 

standards modify the interface to have more functionality or operate more 

efficiently and then submit their work and the evidence of its value to the 

industry for consideration as an improvement to the standard. In fact, AT&T 

and BellSouth have presented such joint modifications of industry standards 

to the industry in the past. 

Further it is important to remember, just as 1 discussed above in Issue 25, that 

although the use of industry standards can meet the needs of a competitive 
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local exchange market13, lack of industry standards does not excuse an 

incumbent LEC fiom meeting its obligation to provide nondiscriminatory 

access to OSS functions? Similarly, deploying an interface that merely 

adheres to industry standards is not sufficient to demonstrate 

nondiscriminatory access. A BOC must provide nondiscriminatory access to 

its OSS functions irrespective of the existence of. or whether it complies 

with, industry standards. ’’ 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RESPONSE TO MR. PATE’S 

TESTIMONY ON THIS ISSUE. 

BellSouth asserted that it provides non-discriminatory access to maintenance 

and repair functionalities, in spite of the obviously discriminatory lack of 

integratable access to TAFI for ALECs as it provides for itself. Surprisingly, 

it asserted that TAFI was not integratable for BellSouth, in apparent direct 

contradiction to affidavits filed by BellSouth at the FCC and upon which the 

FCC based its findings in determining that BellSouth does not provide non- 

discriminatory access to maintenance and repair. 

A. 

AT&T is in agreement with the conclusions and decisions of the orders of the 

FCC and the Georgia Commission. The FCC determined that BellSouth 

provides discriminatory access, and the Georgia Commission required 

l3  FCC Ameritech Order fl 21 7; FCC BA-NY Order fl 88 
l4 FCC South Carolina Order fl121, n. 362. 
l5 FCC Louisiana I I  Order fl 137. 
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BellSouth to provide TAFI functionality over a machine-to-machine 

interface, in accordance with BellSouth's report to the Commission. 

WHAT DOES AT&T REQUEST THAT THE COMMISSION ORDER 

REGARDING THIS ISSUE? 

AT&T asks the Commission to order BellSouth to provide full TAFI 

functionality via the ECTA interface on an expedited schedule 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY AT THIS TIME? 

Yes. 
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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RONALD M. PATE 

BEFORE THE NORTH CAROLINA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

DOCK€T NO. P-140, SUB 73 & P-646, SUB 7 

MAY 26,2000 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Ronald M. Pate. I am emptoyed by BellSouth 

Te'lecommunications, Inc. C'BetlSouth") as a Director, Interconnection 

Services, In this position, I handle certain issues related to local 

in term n n e ct io n matters, prima r i 1 y operations sup PO rt systems ("OS S") . 
My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 

30375. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 

I graduated from Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, Georgia, in 

1973, with a Bache\or of Science Degree. In 1984, I received a Masters of 

Business Administration from Georgia State University. My professional 

career spans over twenty-five years of general management experience in 

operations, logistics' management, human resources, sates and marketing. 
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Management * 

‘Yes 

PROMULGATED BY THE FCC FOR CHANGE MANAGEMENT. .WHAT 

Procedures documentation. 
Prioritization and stratification of changes 
Schedules for  notifications 
A testing environment and minimum 30 

1s YOUR RESPONSE? .. . 

~ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
YesiNo 

.-. . . 

day testkindow new releases 
.. . .. . : I .  I 

t have listed these “guidelines” in a table format that follows and stated 
v 1 *. L . 

I 

whether BellSouth’s change control process meets those guidelines. I 

1 : Yes 
Versioning of releases (maintaining the ofd Yes 

have also provided comments on each of Mr. Bradbury’s and BellSouth’s 

version ofan interface along with the new) 
Memorialization of the process, including a 

compliance with them as appropriate. 

Yes 

I Bradbury Guideline I BellSouth’s Change 

. means by which the process can be 
mod ifred 
Dispute resolution process for CLPs, Yes 
specific to change management disputes 
folb%ed consistently over time Yes 
Subject to regulatory oversight (which 
includes enforcement) 

Yes/No 

. .:.. - 

day testkindow new releases 
.. . .. . : : I 

. .:.. - 

Comments I 

BellSouth offers a test 
environment for Beta and New 
Carrier Testing; BellSouth 
does not currently offer a 
minh” 30 day test window 
for new releases. This issue 
will be discussed below. 

BallSouth is negotiating with 
CLPs, including AT&T, to 
include compliance with the 
CGP in interconnection 
agreements. This will make it 

BellSouth, The dispute 
resolution process induded in . 
the CCP includes referral to 
state regulatory commissions I 

binding on the CLP and 
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> ----- Original Message----- 
> From: Williamson, J i l l  R, NCAM 
> Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2000 2 : 1 0  PM 
> TO: ' C h e r y l  Richardson'; 'Ranae Stewart' 
> Cc: 'Sandra C. Jones' 
> S u b j e c t :  GAlOOO OS/DA Test using L i n e  Class Codes (LCCs) 
> Importance: High 

> Cheryl  and Ranae, 
> 
> We have reviewed the OS/DA requirements provided by BellSouth to 
"Generate specified LCC if RESH/AECN present and OCN equals AT&T". In 
trying to understand the application of BellSouth's requirements 
against our test cases, we've found that the routing of O S / D A  calls to 
an unbranded platform cannot be accomplished on any of the 8 0 0  existing 
accounts. 

> 

> B e l l S o u t h  made unbranded OS/DA available in a group of NPA/NXXs 
r e s t r i c t ed  to the ATLNGAPP34A wire center  (DMS100 switch). All of the 
accounts established for our GAlOOO T r i a l  were provisioned o u t  of the 
ATLNGAPPDS2 w i r e  center (5ESS switch). At this point, we are o n l y  able 
to test the routing of unbranded OS/DA on orders for new 
service/additional lines. 

> I'd l i k e  to understand why BellSouth provisioned the switch in which 
none of the GA1000 l i n e s  were established and whether or n o t  BellSouth 
can add the 5ESS switch to the requirements for the GAlOOO Trial. 
Please provide me w i t h  a response no later t h a n  Friday, December 1, 
2000. 

> S i n c e r e l y ,  

> J i l l  Williamson 

> 

> 

> 
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----- Original Message----- 
From: jrwilliamson@att.com [mailto:jrwilliamson@att.com] 
S e n t :  Wednesday, November 2 9 ,  2000 1:11 PM 
To: edwardgibbs@att.com; crafton@att.com; sharonnorris@att.com; 
bradbury@att.com; eppsteiner@att.com; j m p e r r y @ a t t . c o r r , ;  m k a m a l @ a t t . c o m ;  
bettybarrett@att.com; gpterry@att.com; mrule@att.com; 
follensbee@att.com; sockleberry@att.com; vctate@att.com 
S u b l e c t :  RE: GAlOOO OS/DA T e s t  using Line Class Codes (LCCs) 

Edward, 

I J u s t  received some new information about what happened with the s e t u p  
of OS/DA for t h e  GAlOOO T r i a l .  B e l l S o u t h  loaded  o u r  LCCs i n  t h e  
correct s w i t c h  ( S E S S ) ,  but b u i l t  the l o g i c  for the lookup t a b l e  using 
the NPA/NXXs from the incorrect switch (DMS100). They a r e  looking into 
updating the requirements to include the NPA/NXXs f o r  the 5 E ,  but  I 
don't know when or if they'll make t h e  correction. 

Because the LCCs are o n l y  loaded in the 5 E  switch, we will n o t  be able 
to even t e s t  new orders out of the DMSlOO s w i t c h .  I hope to know more 
l a t e r  this w e e k .  

J i l l  
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, 

-111- Original Message----- 
From: Cheryl.Richardson@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Cheryl.R~chardson@bridge.bellsouth.com] 
S e n t :  F r i d a y ,  December 01, 2000 11:11 AM 
To: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM 
Cc: Sandra.Jones5@bridge.bellsouth.com; 
Cheryl.Rlchardson@bridge.bellsouth.com; 
Ranae.Stewartl@bridge.bellsouth.com 
S u b j e c t :  GAlOOO OS/DA Test using Line C l a s s  Codes (LCCs) 
Importance: High 

Jill, 

I have investlgated t h i s  issue. 
the correct s w i t c h ,  5E, in the Peachtree Place C e n t r a l  Office. 
However, our  service order g e n e r a t o r  system w a s  programmed to add the 
line c l a s s  codes to TNs o u t  of the DMS switch, which I understand d o e s  
not help AT&T in testing OS/DA w i t h  the GAlOOO t r i a l .  

The line c l a s s  codes were installed in 

Ranae is t a k i n g  this i s s u e  to IT to f i n d  o u t  when the necessary 
c o r r e c t i o n  can be made. 

We will keep you informed. 

Sincerely, 
C h e r y l  Richardson 
AT&T Account Team 
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BEFORE THE 

GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

A U N T A ,  GEORGIA 

In the Matter of: 1 
1 

BellSouth Telecommunications, fnc.'s ) 

Entry into InteriATA Services Pursuant ) 

To Section 271 of the Telecommunications ) 

Act of 1996. 1 

BellSouth Telecommunications, 1nc.k 1 
Statement of Generally Available Terms 

and Conditions under Section 252(f) of 

the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

) 

) 

1 

Docket No. 68634 

Docket No. 72534 

AFFIDAVIT OF MI. KEITH MILNER 

NOVEMBER 21,2000 

W. Keith Milner, being duty swom, deposes and says: 
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1. My name is W. Keith Milner. My business address is 675 West Peachtree 

Street, Atlanta, Georgia 30375. I am Senior Director - Interconnection Services 

for BellSouth Telecommunications, f nc. ('BellSouth"). The purpose of this 

affidavit is to provide the Commission with the most current information 

conceming unbundled network elements, interconnection sewices, and resold 

services furnished by BellSouth. 

Checklist Item No. 1 /Interconnection1 

2. As of September 30,2000, BellSouth had provisioned 92,409 trunks 

interconnecting BellSouth's network and 28 facility-based CLECs' networks in 

Georgia, (that is, trunks between CLECs' switches and BellSouth's switches) 

including AT&T, MFS, MClmetm, Mediaone, and US LEC. In its ninestate 

region, BellSouth had installed 351,380 interconnection trunks from CLECs' 

switches to BellSouth's switches as of September 30,2000. 

Checklist Item No. 2 IUnbundled Network Elements) 

3. In 1998, BellSouth received 181 physical and 73 virtual collocation requests in 

Georgia. In 1999, BellSouth received 455 physical and 96 virtual collocation 

requests in Georgia. In 2000, year-todate as of September 30, BellSouth 

received 697 physical and 41 virtual collocation requests. In Georgia, collocation 

growth has been concentrated in the metro Atlanta exchanges. As of September 

30,2000,26% of all physical collocation arrangements in Georgia were in the 

Atlanta exchange and 52% were in the Metm Atlanta exchanges. Similarly, for 

the same time period, 34% of all virtual coilocation arrangements in Georgia 

were in the Atlanta exchange and 45% were in the Metro Atlanta exchanges. 

4. The tremendous growth in the number of collocation requests and the 

concentrated nature of such requests has, in the past, caused some delays in 
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the provisioning of physical coliocation. To address this issue, BellSouth has 

taken steps to better manage the process in light of the growth in demand. A 

new group called the Centralized Collocation District (CCD) was established in 

January 2000 to off-load certain functions from various line organizations so that 

the line organizations can focus more on meeting the specific needs of 

BellSouth’s collocation customers. The primary purpose of the CCD is to reduce 

the cycle time on collocation requests. A program management group has been 

assigned within the CCD to track and ensure that all collocation requests are 

processed in a timely fashion. 

5. In Georgia, BeflSouth had completed 526 physical collocation arrangements, and 

358 additional physical collocation arrangements are in progress as of 

September 30,2000. CLECs requesting physical collocation in Georgia include 

AT&T, MClmetm, MFS, COVAD, Mpower, and NEXTLINK. 

6. BellSouth also is providing virtual collocation to CLECs in Georgia in 43 different 

central offices in 28 different cities. In Georgia, as of September 30,2000, there 

were 128 virtual oollocatian arrangements in place, with another 12 virtual 

collocation arrangements in progress. Allegiance, Mediaone, and Mpower are 

among the CLECs that have made the most significant number of requests for 

virtual collocation from BellSouth in Georgia. 

7. BellSouth provides access to unused transmission media, which in some cases 

is referred to as *Dark Fibel“. (SGAT 511.B.7) BellSouth has no such 

arrangements in place in Georgia because to date no CLEC has requested such; 

however, there are ten (10) ClECs with dark fiber arrangements in place in three 

(3) states within BetlSouth’s ninestate region. 

Checklist ltem No. 3 Poles, Ducts, Conduits, and RiaEczf=Way) 
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8. As of November 8,2000, there were 83 CLECs, including 43 that operate in 

Georgia, that have executed license agreements with BellSauth that allow tbem 

to attach their facilities to BellSouth's poles andior place their facilities in 

BeHSouth's ducts and condub. CLECs operating in Georgia that have executed 

license agreements include MClmetm, Knology, Hyperion, Nextlink, TCG, Vyvx, 

Mpower, Level 3, and MFS. In addition, BellSouth has been providing cable 

television companies with access to poles, duds, conduits, and rights-of-way for 

many years. Since July 1997, BellSouth has received and successfully 

responded to 798 requests for access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of- 

way from 22 CLECs operating in Georgia. BeltSouth has never denied an 

applicationhquest when faciIities/structures were available. 

Checklist Item No. 4 (LOOPS) 

9. As of September 30,2000, BellSouth had provisioned 64,117 unbundled loops 

to 22 CLECs in Georgia, including 2,384 two-wire ADSL loops, 112 two-wire 

HDSL toops, and seven (7) four-wire HDSL loops. The majority of the unbundled 

loops were provided to Allegiance, KMC, and COVAD. As of that same date, 

BellSouth had provisioned 237,685 unbundled loops to CLECs in its nine-state 

region, including 8,356 two-wire ADSL loops, 380 two-wire HDSL loops, and 22 

four-wire HDSL loops. The unbundled Loops BellSouth provides to CLECs are of 

a quality equal to that of the loops BellSouth uses in the provision of its retail 

services, and are provided using the same equipment and technical 

specifications that BellSouth uses for itself. 

I O .  BellSouth arbitrated the question of providing access to unbundled loops served 

by IDLC in each of its nine in-region states. In Georgia, this issue was raised in 

Docket 68014 (AT&T), Docket 68654 (MCI), and Docket 108544.J 
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(tTCADekaCom). tn these arbitration proceedings, the Georgia PSC held that 

where bops are served by IDLC, BellSouth had to provide unbundled access 

through one of eight approved methods and BellSouth is in compliance with this 

Commission's Order. 

Checklist Item No. 5 (Transport1 

1 I .  As of September 30,2000, BellSouth had provided 1,889 dedicated local 

transport trunks to CLECs in Georgia, including Mediaone, Mpower, and KMC. 

BellSouth had provided 8,723 dedicated trunks for interoffice transport to CLECs 

in its nine-state region as of that same date. For common transport, CLEC traffic 

follows transmission paths identical to BellSouth's traffc, using the routing tables 

in BellSouth's central ofice switches. 

Checklist Item No. 6 (Switchin4 

12. 

13. 

As of September 30,2000, BellSoUttr had provided 321 unbundled switch ports 

and 47,798 unbundled cumbinations (loop and switch port) to CLECs in Georgia. 

Region-wide, 8ellSouth had pruvided 362 unbundled switch ports and 'I 37,867 

unbundled loop and switch port combinations to CLECs as of that same date, 

which evidences the availability of unbundled local switching from BellSouth. 

Many CLECs are providing their own switching capabilities and are 

interconnecting their networks to BellSouth's network via the interconnection 

trunks discussed eariier. 

Customized routing (which has also been referred to as selective routing) allows 

the calls from a CLEC's customer served by a BellSouth switch to reach the 

CLECs operator service or directory assistance service platfc" instead of 

BellSouth's operator service and directory assistance service platforms. 

BellSouth makes available two different methods for customized muting. 
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Customized routing using the first method, line Class Code, is available to all 

CLECs in Georgia and throughout BellSouth's nine-state region. 

BellSouth's second method for providing selective muting is through the use of 

BellSouth's Advanced Intelligent Network (AN) platform. A technical trial of 

customized muting using BeltSouth's AIN platform commenced in Louisiana, in 

August 1998, and was successfully completed in September 1998. A second 

trial commenced in May 1999 and successfully completed in August 1999. This 

method is available to CLECs in addition to the Line Class Code method. 

BeltSouth has not denied any requests for selective muting due to a lack of line 

class code capacity, and given the level of demand for sefective routing 

experienced to date, there is no mason to believe that there is imminent danger 

of exhaustion of line class codes. 

t4. 

15. 

Checklist Item No. 7 (911 and E911, Directory Assistance and OPerator Services 

16. 

17, 

As of September 30,2000, CLECs in Georgia have requested and BellSouth has 

provided 879 E91 1\91 1 trunks. In its ninestate region, as of that same date, 

BellSouth had pmvided 3,062 trunks connecting CLECs' switches with 

BellSouth's E911 arrangements. In its nine-state region, 58 CLECs were 

sending mechanized updates to BeHSouth for inclusion in the 911 database as of 

September 30,2000. Those mechanized updates include both end user 

customers to whom CLECs provide service via the resale provisions of the Act 

as well as those end user customers to whom facilities-based CLECs provide 

setvice from the CLECs' o m  switches or through the use of unbundled switch 

ports provided by BellSouth. 

With respect to operator services and directory assistance, BellSouth has parity 

by design in that the flow of service orders from various sources (BellSouth's 
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retail units, CLEC resale, CLEC UNE, and CLEC UNE and resale with 

customized routing) is precisefy the same regardless of the source of the service 

order. Universal Service Order Codes ('USOCs") on the service orders are used 

to establish switch translations that provide dial tone and various service features 

listed on each service request. The exact same list of USOCs, with the 

exception of four unique provisioning USOCs used for UNEs, is used on both 

BeifSouth and CLEC orders to describe various features and functions. If the 

service order being processed is for a CLEC, it contains a special fourdigit Field 

Identifier Code (UFID") that ultimately identifies the CLEC to the billing system. 

However, the FID is not input to the switch. Thus the switch is "blind" as to 

whether a given end user customer is BeltSouth's customer or a CLEC's 

customer. The service orders enter a system called the Line Class Code 

Assignment Module (YLCCAM"). The LCCAM converts the USOCs assigned on 

service orders to a Line Class Code ('LCC)), a three-character entry that 

identifies the muting and screening characteristics of that line to the switch. 

Nothing in the LCC distinguishes a BellSouth customer from a CLEC customer. 

The LCC information flows into a computer system named MARCH. MARCH is 

a memory administration system that translates linerelated setvice order data 

into switch provisioning messages and automatically transmits the messages to 

targeted stored program contra1 system switches. Routing, screening, and 

tnrnking of calls by the switch are identical for lines containing identical LCCs. 

Therefore, it is not necessary to perform measurements beyond this point in the 

process to demonstrate panty in the handling of operator services and directory 

assistance calls. The LCCAM to MARCH handoff merges traffic from all sources 

into a single flow determined solely by LCCs. 
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18. The Traffic Operator Position System (TOPS") Queuing Management System 

("QMS") is where calls are initially queued based on call origination type. For 

example, a determination is made whether the call originated from a coin trunk 

gmup or a directory assistance trunk gmup. Next, calls are ordered based on 

whether or not they have previously received some form of automated treatment 

or operator handling. Then the calls are processed through six refinement tables 

to enable them to be handled by operator groups best equipped to handle 

specific types of calls. For exampte, this process mutes calls requiring fluency in 

a particular fanguage to operators with skllts in that language. Finally, the calls 

are muted to queues based on such factors as the age of the call, equipment 

avaitability, and farce management considerations. As a result, treatment of 

CLECs' customers' calfs to BellSouth's TOPS platform are handled in a 

nondiscriminatory manner at parity with the treatment of calls f" BellSouth's 

retail customers. 

BellSouth provides CLECs with Directory Assistance Access Senrice (DAAS), 

which allows CLEC end users to obtain telephone listing information from 

BellSouth. ClECs also have access to BellSouth's Directory Assistance CaH 

Completion (DACC) senrice, which gives the CLECs end user the option to have 

a call to BellSouth's Directory Assistance (DA) completed automatically to the 

1 9. 

requested telephone number. Facilities-based CLECs obtain access to these 

services through trunks connecting the CLEC's paint of interface to BellSouth's 

DA platform. As of September 30,2000, BeltSouth had provided 528 directory 

assistance trunks to CLECs in Georgia. In BellSouth's nine-state region, 

BellSouth had provided 2,547 directory assistance trunks to CLECs as of that 

same date. As of October 31,2000, sixteen (?6) CLECs were purchasing DAAS 
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and nine (9)  CLECs were purchasing DACC from BellSouth in Georgia. These 

20. 

21. 

inctude e-spire, IC!, MClmetro, Mediaone, MFS, and Mpower. tn ttS ninestate 

region, 39 CLECs were purchasing DAAS and 27 CLECs were purchasing 

DACC from BellSouth as of that same date. 

CLECs also have access to BellSouth's intercept service, which mfers calls from 

a disconnected or non-working telephone number to the proper telephone 

number or announcement. Facilities-based CLECs obtain access to BellSouth's 

intercept service through dedicated trunk facilities. As of September 30,2000, 

8ellSouth had provided CLECs in Georgia with 28 intercept trunks. In 

BellSouth's nine-state region, BellSouth had provided 170 intercept trunks to 

CLECs as of that same date. 

BellSouth provides CLECs and other service providers with access to 

8eflSouth's Directory Assistance Database Service (DADS). This allows the 

CLEC to use BellSouth's subscriber listing information to set up their own 

directory assistance sewices. BeltSouth also provides CLECs and other service 

providers with access to BellSouth's Direct Access to Directory Assistance 

Senrice (DADAS), which gives CLECs direct access to BellSouth's DA database 

in order to provide a traditional directory assistance service. BellSouth currently 

provides both DADS and DADAS to CLECs and to various third-party service 

providers, which in tum furnish the service to CLECs. As of September 30, 

2000, nine (9) senrice providers in Georgia were using BellSouth's DADS. 

Twelve (t 1 ) service providers were using DADS across BellSouth's ninestate 

region as of that same date. As of September 30,2000, one (I) third party 

service provider was using DADAS in Georgia to provide service to CLECs. Two 

(2) third party service providers were using DADAS across BellSouth's nine-state 
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region as of that same date. BellSouth provides requesting carriers all 

subscriber listings in its databases, including those from CLECs and independent 

carriers. 

Operator call processing, which allows CLECs to obtain both live operator and 

mechanized hrnctionatrty, is available from BellSouth. Facilities-based CLECs 

can obtain access to BellSouth's operator call processing by connecting to 

BellSouth's operatot sewices platform. As of September 30,2000, BellSouth 

had provided 395 operator sewices trunks to CLECs in Georgia, including 

Mpower, US LEC, feleport, and KMC. Across its nine-state region, BellSouth 

had provided CLECs with 2,521 operator services trunks as of that same date. 

in Georgia, BellSouth had provided CLECs 59 verification trunks as of 

September 30,2000. Across 'its nine-state region, BellSouth had provided 

CLECs with 423 verification trunks as of that same date. 

Checklist Ifem No. 9 I Numberina Administration) 

23. During February 1998, Lockheed-Martin assumed the North American 

Numbering Plan Administrator (NANPA) functions previously provided by Bell 

Communications Research, Inc. (Bellcore). This did not include the central office 

code assignment and Numbering Plan Administration (NPA) relief planning 

functions that continued to be perfomred by the Incumbent Local Exchange 

Carrier (ILEC) serving the particular geographic tenitory until a transition plan 

could be finalized to transfer these functions to Lockheed-Martin. The central 

office code assignment function was transferred to Lockheed-Martin on a region- 

by-region basis based on an industry accepted transition plan. Specifically for 

BellSouth, that transition began Juty 69 1998, and concluded August 14,1998. 

NeuStat assumed all NANPA responsibilities on November 17,1999 when the 
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FCC approved the transfer of Lockheed-Martin's Communication Industry 

Service division to NeuStar. 

24. Responsiblty for NPA relief planning has also transitioned to NeuSbr. When 

BellSouth was responsible for NPA relief ptanning and a NPA was found to be in 

jeopardy of exhausting before a NPA relief plan could be implemented, the 

BellSouth Central Office Code Administration Center implemented code 

consewation measures complying with consensus decisions of the local industry 

as expressed in one or mom Industry Jeopardy Meetings. NANPA now has the 

responsibility for jeopardy declaration in a given NPA, with current jeopardy 

situations in Georgia existing in the 678 NPA and the 912 NPA. 

BeltSouth, while serving as the Central Office Code Administrator for its territory, 25. 

maintained neutrality in performing the code administration functions and 

ensured that CLECs had nondiscriminatory access to telephune numbers for 

assignment to their customers. BellSouth adhered to the code administration 

guidelines published by the Industry Numbering Council (INC): a national 

industry body under the Camer Liaison Committee (CLC) sanctioned by the 

Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS). INC documents, 

including finai documents, completed guidelines, and issue resolutions in final 

closure, are readily accessible via the Intemet, at 

(http:/hww. atis .orglatis/clchncTmchom.htm). These guide f ines provide 

instructions to all service providers including CLECs as to how to request and 

have NPA/NXX codes assigned. BellSouth established procedures to provide 

nondiscriminatory NXX code assignments to CLECs that conform to the INC 

standards. Pursuant to these procedures, BellSouth had assigned a total of 459 

NPNNXX codes for CLECs in Georgia as of August 19,1998. In its ninestate 
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region, BellSouth had assigned 2,141 NPNNXX codes for CLECs as of August 

19,1998. Other than in impending NPA exhaust situations, no requests from 

CLECs for NPNNXX code assignments were refused by BellSouth either in 

Georgia or in BellSouth’s ninestate region. BellSouth has never charged 

wireline providers for number administration and did not charge any carriers for 

number administration after 1996. 

26. Since the Central office Code Administration function has been transferred to 

the NANPA (now NeuStar), 8elISouth no longer has any responsibiiity for the 

administration or assignment of central ofice codes (NXXs) to CLECs or any 

other telecommunications service provider. BellSouth follows the Central office 

Code (NXX) Assignment Guidelines developed by the tNC in submitting 

BellSouth’s NXX code requests to NANPA, entering code infonnation into the 

appropriate national databases, activating in BeflSouth’s network NXX codes 

assigned to any service provider, making available BellSouth NXX codes that are 

no longer in use, and all other areas covered by these and other appropriate 

industry guideiines. It is now NANPA’s responsibility to supply competitively 

neutral number administration services and to ensure that all setvice providers 

have equal and nondiscriminatory access to telephone numbers. 

BellSouth fumishes data to NANPA (currently NeuStar). For example, BellSouth 

provides the following: (1) COCUS Report - BellSouth prepares a Central OfFke 

Code Utilization Survey (COCUS) Report and forwards it to NANPA pursuant to 

27. 

FCC directives. NANPA uses the COCUS Reports from all caniers to estimate 

when all NPAs (area codes) will exhaust. (2) Months-to-exhaust Worksheet - 
When BellSouth requests a new central ofice code assignment for growth from 

NANPA CO Code Administration, 8ellSouih submits a Months-to-Exhaust 
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Worksheet that shows when the existing supply of telephone numbers in the 

central office will exhaust. (3) Part 4 - New central ofke codes must be put to 

work within six months of being assigned or returned to NANPA. This is 

accomplished by the Code Holder who fumishes NANPA a Part 4 Form 

informing NANPA that the NXX has k e n  put to work. 

Where Number Pooling is in place, carriers must report additional items to the 

Poofing Administrator. Such data includes contamination levels of thousands 

blocks within assigned central office codes. However, pooling has not yet been 

implemented within any NPA that BellSouth sewes so none of this reporting has 

yet been initiated. 

28. 

Checklist No. 30 (Database and Sianalina) 

29. From January 1997 through October 2000, CLECs and other service providers 

across BellSouth’s nine-state region completed approximately 5.2 billion queries 

to BellSouth’s Toll Free Number database. Additional facilities-based CLECs 

may obtain access to the database as described in BellSouth’s tariff (FCC 

No. I). Once the CLEC puts the required signaling links in place, access to the 

Toll Free Number database is available. 

30. BellSouth’s regiowwide Line Information Database (LIDB) processed more than 

1.4 billion queries ftom CLECs and others during the period January 1997 

through September 2000. Access to the LlDB is at present through a third party 

‘signaling hubn provider or interexchange carrier directly connected to 

BellSouth’s signaling network. LID8 queries are billed to the third party 

“signaling hub” provider or interexchange carrier, not the CLEC. Accordingly, of 

the more than I .4 billion queries completed, BellSouth cannot separate out the 

number completed by facilities-based CLECs. Facilities-based CLECs can, 
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31. 

32. 

however, obtain access to the database as descdbed in BellSouth’s tariff (FCC 

No. 1). Once the CLEC puts required signaling links in place, access to the LlDB 

database is availabfe. 

As of September 30,2000, there were 18 facilities-based CLECs directly 

connected to BellSouth’s signaling network and another nine (9) are 

interconnected by using a third-party signaling hub provider which in tum 

accesses BeltSouth’s signaling network. Additional facilities-based CLECs may 

obtain access to the database as described in BellSouth’s tatiff (FCC No. 1). 

Once the CLEC puts the required signaling links in place, access to the signaling 

network is available. 

Because BellSouth’s Signal Transfer Point (STP) does not distinguish between 

BellSouth’s end users and the end users of resellers, 8ellSouth does not know 

how many queries have been made to BellSouth’s databases from the end-user 

customers of resellers. 

Checklist Item No. It1 [Number Portabilitv) 

33. Interim number portability (INP) is available from BellSouth in accordance wfth 

applicable FCC requirements. BellSouth offered interim number portability under 

four methods which the Commission found to be technically feasible: (1) Remote 

Call Forwarding (RCF) and Direct Inward Dialing (DID); (2) Route Index= 

Portability Hub (RI-PH); (3) Directory Number-Route Index (DN-RI); and (4) Local 

Exchange Routing Guide (ERG) Reassignment. BellSouth agreed in certain 

interconnection agreements (for example, AT&T’s agreement) to provide Route 

Index-Portability Hub (RI-PH) as a comparable arrangement in provisioning 

interim number portability. Similarly, BellSouth has agreed in certain 

interconnection agreements (for example, AT&T in connection with the AT&T 
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Arbitration in North Carolina Docket No. P-940, SUB 50) to provide interim 

number portability using the LERG Reassignment method. 

As of September 30,2000, BellSouth had successfully ported 4,012 business 

directory numbers and 655 residence directory numbers for CLECs in Georgia 

using interim number portability (YINP") solutions. The predominant CLECs 

requesting INP with respect to business directory numbers are e.spire and KMC. 

As of September 30,2000, Mpower and Knology were the primary CLECs with 

ported residence directory numbers. In its ninestate region, BellSouth had 

ported 37,447 business and 922 residence directory numbers as of September 

30, 2000, which evidences the availability of INP. 

As to the implementation of a long-term number portability ('LNP") solution, 

BellSouth has implemented permanent number portabiiity in Georgia in 

accordance with FCC rules. As of September 30,2000, BellSouth had ported 

207,987 business directory numbers and 45,104 residence directory numbers in 

Georgia using LNP. In b ninestate region, BellSouth had ported 855,240 

business and 87,641 residence directory numbers as of September 30,2000, 

which evidences the availability of LNP. 

34. 

35. 

Checklist Item No. 14 (Resale) 

36. CLECs are reselling significant quantities of BellSouth's retail 

telecommunications services. Exhibit WKM-3, which is attached to this affidavit, 

identifies the service and the number of units being resold in Georgia and 

Be\tsouth's ninestate region as of September 30,2000. 

37. This concludes my affidavit. 
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I hereby swear that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my information and 

belief 

1 

I C. 

tJ \- I 

W. Keith Milner 

Senior Director-Interconnection Services 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 21s 
Day of ,2000. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
6863-Ul7253-U 

This is to certify fhat I have this day served a copy of the within and foregoing, Midavit 
of W. Keith Milner, upon all known parties of record, by depositing in the United States Mail, 
addressed as follows: 

Mr JimHlrrt,Dircctor 
Mr. John Maclan 
Consumefs’ utility Counsel 
2 Martin Luther King, fr. Drive 
Plaza Level East 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Mr NewtonM. Galloway 
Smith, GaIloway, Lyndall& Fuchs, LLP 
Suite 400 First Union Bank Tower 
100s0uthmstrtet 

GA 30229 

Mr Daniel Walsh Mr. Charles A HudaJr 
Assistant Attomcy G c n d  
Office of the Attorney General 
LawDeparrment 
40 Capitol Square 
Atlanta, GA 30334-1300 

Mr David I. A d e h  
Mr Charles B Jones ill 
Mr HayleyB Riddle 
suthcrland, Asbill & Breman 
999 P c a c k  StrectJE 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3996 

Ms S ~ O c ~ e b e r r y  
AT&T Communications of the 
southern states, Inc 

Suite 8100 
1200 Pclnchtrrr. s m q  NE 
AtlanEa, GA 30309 

Mr. William R Atkinson 
sprint commrmications co 
3 1 0 0 C u m ~ C i r e l e  
Atlanta, GA 30339 

Mr. John M Stuckey, Jr 
Webb, Stuckey 8i rindnay, U 
7 h x  Road, N.E. 
A-GA 30324 

Mr. AUan C Hubbard 
Dickstcin, Shpim, Morin & Oshmsky, L D  
2101 L Street, N W,, S u i r  800 
Was€ungton,DC 20037 

Gerry, F r i d  8t Sapmnov 
TbrecRaViniaDrive 
Suite 1450 
A b t a ,  GA30346-2131 

Mr. Richslrd M. Rindla 
swidltr & B& 
3000 IC Street, N W. 
suite 300 
Washinaon, D.C 20007 

Mr. Charles V Gerkin Jr. 
Smith, Gambreli & Russell 

1230 Peachme Street, N E. 
Proracnadt II - Suitt 3100 

Atlaata, GA 30309-3592 

specially Appointed Hearing Cmicer 
G#rrgra Public Service Commissioo 
47 Trinity Avenue, S W , Room 520 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Mr ScottA Sapperstein 
sr. Poky counsei 
h~cdiaco”unicati0ns Iac. 
3625 Quem Pahn Drive 
Tampa,F’L 33619 

Mr Thomas K. Bond 
Special Assistant Attarncy General 
Counsel for the CommiSSion Advisory Staff 
do Georgia Public Service cammission 
47 Trinity Avcnut, S.W , Room 520 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
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Mr. Kent Hcyman, Gmaal Counsel 
MpowerCo~uuicafions Corp. 
17 1 Sully's Td, Suite 202 
Pittsfond,NY 14534 

Mr. Peyton S. H a w ,  Jr. 
127 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 1100 
Athta, GA 30303-1810 

Ms. Judith A Holibcr 
Morganstcin & Jubebr 
OneMarkCt 
Spear Str#t Tower, 32nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

MI. MarkBmm 
Director of Legal and Govcmment Miairs 
Mediaone, Inc. 
2925 Comtymh Drive 
N o m s ,  GA 30071 

Mr. DGnniw R Smell 

Commission's Utilities Division 
47 Trinity Avenue, S.W Room. 624 H-5 
A b N G A  30334 

Chief Engineer - Tcl-mtim 

Ms. Nancy Kiabill 
Director of Regulatory Aflairs 
1300 W Mockingbird Lane 
suite 200 
Dallas,TX 75247 

Nonton cutler, Em#. 
VP Reguhtmy & Gencral Counsel 
MichaelBr#urman,Esq. 
AssociateGtneralcomrsel 
BhlcStarNctw~~ks, Ine. 
L & C Tower, 24* Fioor 
401 ChrpChStrect 
Nashville,TN 37219 

Mr. stephm c. schu" 
A T A C l m n n ~ o m  
1461 HagysfdRoad 
Norbeth,PA 19072 

Mr. Peter C. Canfield 
DOw,LnhmsBr-n 
One hvinia Drive, Suite 1600 
A-Georgia 30346 

Mr.FxankB Strickland 
Holland&Knight,U 
One Atlantic Center, Suite 2000 
1201 west Peachtree s e t  
Athta, GA 30309-3400 

Ms. Martha McMillin 
WorldCom, b. 
Coacourse corporate Center six 
4 Concourse Parimmy, Suite 3200 
A t h w G A  30328 

Mr. Donald I Hackeney Jr. 
MS.AneeFranlrtin 
AmcU, Golden & Gregory 
2800 One Atlantic Ceatcr 
1201 West Peachtree street 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3450 

John L Taylor Jr , Esq. 
Max Hess, Eaq. 
cborcy, Taylor & Feil 
The Lumx Building, Suite 1700 
3399 P e a c h  Road, NE. 
A U h ,  GA 30326 

Ms.DanaR Shaffcr 
105 Molley St~.lecz 
Suite 300 
Nashville, TN 3720 1 

Mr. Rodney L. Joyce 
CouDsel for Network Access S o l ~ o n s  Corporaton 
Shook, Hardy & Bacon, L L.P. 
600 14* Smt ,  N W., Suite 800 
Washingto& DC 20005-2004 
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B E L L S O P  T E W C A T I O N S ,  INC. 

Gened&dsel- Georgia 
Suite 376 
125 Perimeter Center West 
Atlanta, Georgia 30346 
(770) 391-2416 
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e ,  SI? 27f Library 
c 

From: 
Sent: 
TO: 
Subject : 

irwilliamson @ att.com 
Monday, June 05,2000 150 PM 
sr27 1 lib 8 Icmattcom 
Rrv: Interim ChanQe Control Process 

Importance: HiBh 

----Original MessaQe-- 
From: Sandra k evans fmailto:sandm.k.evans @mail.sprint.coml 
Sent: Tuesday, April 18,2000 5:06 PM 
To: sharcnarnett 43 openmail.mail.sprint.com; BellSouth @ quintessentnet; 
brian.powers@.onepointcom.com: brutterQ kpmg.com; bszafranQcovad.com; 
c-and-m @ bellsouth.net; cecilia,ortiz@ ade1phiacom.com; 
ChanQe.Control@ bridge.bellsouth.com; Cheryl @eateI.com; 
CPoliuotti @ no rt hpoin t . net; C rain. B. Douglas 63 MCI .com; 
Craig 43 exceleron.com: dana. braun 8 adelp hiacom.com: 
Debra.Pasquale @btitele.com; dfoustQde~tacom.com; dlasher@eftia.com: 
DoBeckQ Mediaone.com; donnas@intetech.com; dpetw@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu @ accessone.cc: Dwig ht.Scrivener @ wcom.com: 
epadfield 43 nextlin k.com; Sandra. k.evans @ openmail.maiI.sprint.com; 
evdoty@ nextlink.com; Gaw@ CSknet; generalg 43 c tis.com; 
QeorQe @accesscomm.com; iason.estep~adelphiacom.com: Jdavid4715@aol.~am~ 
JDoherty 8 accessone.cc; ieffrev~cellularsouth.com; ihoze Q kmcteiecom.com; 
JMMaxwell @intermedia.com; Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Wilson Jr, Jack T 
(Tom), BGM; keliev.dunne Q onepointcom.com: khudson d nextlinkmom; 
Kimberly.O.Williams@MCLcom: kmiUet~northpointcom.~m: 
kschwart @ covad.com; 1hall~floridadinital.net; hiriasofa@ Mediaone.com: 
Lorraine.Watson Q wcom.com: Mark,E.Tumer@ MCLcom; 
mconauest 43 itcdeltacom.com; microsun Q bellsouth.net; mubeen Q niahtfire.com; 
1icole.Moorman @adelphiacom.com: PBarkerQ aokom; PBohn Q Mediaone.com; 
’kinohom 8eztalMelephone.c”; rbuffaQ interloopmet; 

rfthompson Q nextlink.com; RSchelld rhythmsmt; Sandrajf Ointetech.com; 
sbowlinn @caprock.com; shaneQ eatel.com; sharmrusso @ btitele.com; 
sienning @ nowcommunications.com; smason d interloopmet; 
sober@ kmctetecom.com; steve.taff Q altegiancetelecom.com; 
TAYLORJG @LCI.COM; tbrooks@mantiss.com; TLA@magicnet.net; 
tmontemavere mantisscorn; Todd @ CSIl.net tvercellotti @ mantiss.com; 
Tvra.Cofbert Q wcomxom; wm knapek 8 intermedia-com; wmontano Q uslec.com; 
wolfsbrg @cris.com; Walker@ mantiss.com 
Cc: iim.a.lenihan@openmail.mail.sprint.com 
Subject: Interim Change Control Process 
Importance: High 

Change Control, 

Due to past experience with BellSouth’s Channe Management Process, 
Sprint does not agree with the NewAnterim Change Control Process 
becoming a baseline at the end of 3 months without a review. The 
original Change Management Pmcess formed a Steering Committee for the 
purpose of reviewing the process and suggest changes. Few of the 
requested changes were implemented. Currenttv there is no way to 
introduce chanaes to the process. the new process eliminates the 
Steering Committee without creatinD a User‘s Forum or some other means 
for CLECs to request changes to the CCP. 

Sprint does not alqree with the following processes included in the 
Newilnterim Change Control Process: 

a Definition of a defect versus feature changes. 

- The dispute Resolution Process needs re-defined. 

Lack of testing support and environment. 
lack of a solid question resolution process. Docket No. 000731-TP 
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- Gamer Notifications Dmcess. An email should ako be included in 

- Retirement of smtems. 
- Interval of Type 2-5 notifications are too long. 

these type of notifications. 

Again Sprint cannot aDtee to this NewAnterim Change Control process as 
lonQ as the above issues remain open and no resolution process in place 
to work through these and future issues. 

Sandv Evans 
Product Manager 
Sprint National Intearated Services 
91 3-433-8499 

2 
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SR 27t Library 

- From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

irwiltiamson @att.com 
Mondav, June 05,2000 1:52 PM 
sr271 lib 8 Iga.att.com 
FW: Update on Pending Change Requests 

----0 rig ina I Message--- 
From: sandra k evans fmailto:sandra.k.evans8 mail.sprint.mm) 
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2000 320 PM 
To : s ha ton .a mett @ open mail. mail.sp ri n t .com ; 
brian.powers @onepointcom.com; bruttere kpmg.com; bszafranQcovad.com; 
c-and-m Q bellsouth.net; Change.Control@ bridge.bellsouth.com; 
Cheryl @ eatelxom; CPoliuotti @ northpointmet; Craig.B.DougJas@ MCl.com; 
Craig@ exceleron.com; dbraun8 adelphia.com; Debra.Pasqualeb btitele.com; 
dfoust @deltacom.com; dasher 43 ettia.com; OoBeck@Mediaone.com; 
donnas @ Ifltet8Ch.COm; dpetryd ix.netc0m.com; drodrigu@accessone.cc; 
sandra. k-evans 8 openmail.mailsprint.com; Gary@ CSlLnet; 
ge neralg 8 ctis.com; georgee accesscomm.corn; jason.es!ep @ adelphiacomcom; 
Jdavid4715@aol.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; jeff reye cellularsouth.com; 
jhore @ kmctelecom.com; JMMaxwell d intermedia.com; 
JOSEPfl.ONEALQadelphiacom.com; Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Wilson Jr, Jack 
T (Tom), BGM; kelley.dunne Qonepointcom.com; Kimberly.O.Wiliiams Q MCl-com; 
kmiller~northpointcom.com: Iha1l~floridadigStaI.net; 
Lminasola @ Mediaon8.t"; Mark, E.Tumer @ MCLcom; 
mconquest @itcdeltacom.com; microsun 43 bellsouti"; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.corn; PBarker@aot.corn; PBohn@Mediaone.com; 
P kingbom @ eztalktelephone.com; Sandrajf @ intetech. com; 
sbowling @ caprock.mm; shaneQeatekom; sharon.russo@ btitele-com; 
Tjenning @ nowcommunications.cam; srober9 kmdelecom.com; 
,teve.taff Q allegiancetelecom.com; TAYLORJG @ LCXCOM; tbrooks@ mantiss.com; 
TLA 8 MAG ICNET. NET; tmontemayere mantiss.com; Todd @CSI I.net; 
tvercellotti 62 mantisscorn; Tyra.Colbert @ wcom.com; 
wmknapeka intermedia.com; wmantano Q uslec.com; wolfsbrg @cris.com: 
Walker@ mantiss.com 
Cc: jim.a.lenihan @openmail.mail.sprint.com 
Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 

Change Control team, 

Sprint concurs with AT&T that the below examples should be treated as a 
Defect. The possibly of delaying or completly shutting down the 
electronic process of the order flow is detrimental to the CLEC. If a 
maunal work around is suggested or used until the electronic process is 
corrected, the impact to both the CLEC and BST is great. The manual 
processes require more time, headcount, and allows for more errors. This 
is not acceptable to Sprint. Thus the below examples should be treated 
as a Defect and requiring the same resolution timeframe as a Defect. 

Sandy Evans 
Product Manager II 
Sprint National Integrated Services 
91 3-433-8499 

---0 riginal Message--- 
From: jnnrilliamson [SMTP:jrwiiliamson @att.cornj 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, March 23,2000 1294 PM 
Change.Contrul; Amett, Sharon A.; TU; PBarker; PBohn; Docket No. 000731-TP 
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sbowling; dbraun; tbrooks; bszafran; Tyra.Colbert; 
mnquest; CPoliuotti; Jdavid4715; Do8eck; Jbherty; 
Craig.B.Douglas; keHey.dunne; jason.estep: Evans, Sandra 
K.; george: dfoust; generalg; Ihalf; jhoze; Craig; 
sjenning; Sandrajf; Pkingbom; wmknapek; dlasher; 
JMMaxwelI; c.and.m; Gary; Todd; kmiller; Lminasola; 
wmontano; tmontemayer, Nicole.Moomn; JOSEPH.ONEAL; 
Debra.Pasquale; dpetry; brimpowers; microsun; cberyl; 
jeffrey: srober; drodtigu; Sharon-russo; brutter; shane; 
donnas: sieve.taff: TAYLORJG; Mark.E.Tumer; 
tvercelloiti; WWalker; Kimberly.O.WilIiams; jtwilson2; 
wolfsbrg 

Cc: jrwilliamsan 
Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 
Importance: High 

Valerie, 

In response to your update, I disagree on BellSouth's assessment of 

requests for the following reasons. 

DEF030100,002 (Pre-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 
While BellSouth may not consider this a systems defect based on the 
fact 
that the systems was designed as such, 1 consider it a defect in the 
design 
of the system. For example, BeIfSouth may allow for 15 characters to 
be 
sent to me out of RSAG for a certain field, but only allows for 9 
characters 
on the order. If RSAG gives me back a value greater than 9 (its 
designed to 
accommodate more), I cannot place a firm order because of the way the 
ordering system is designed. Regardless, I cannot send the order and 
my 
production is impacted. 

DEF030200,001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
You hit on my point exactly when you stated that there is no business 
rule 
defined for rejecting RPON'd orders. BellSouth does not have any 
documented 
rules around RPON'ing of orders not does it have 8 reject code 
specifically 
for RPON'd orders. We've been told that we can date the orders 
sequentially or relate all orders to the first order, but neither 
seems to 
generate a consistent result from BeltSouth. We've been told that 
when 
BellSouth rejects one order in a group of RPON'd orders, it will 
reject all 
of the related orders. However, this does not always occur. 
Sometimes all 
of our orders are rejected and sometimes only one is rejected and the 
related PONS are FOC'd. In order for us to solidify our M&Ps and 
build 
consistency in our process, BellSouth must document its rules around 
RPON'ing of orders. 

Sincerely, 

Jill Williamson 
AT&T Local Services and Access Management 

2 
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----Original Message-- 
From: Changs.Control~~fldge.bellsouth.com 
[mailt o:C hange.Contrd 42 bridge .bellsout h .corn3 
Sent: Wednesday, March 22,2000 5:20 PM 
To: shamn.amett@ mail.sprint.com; T U  8 MAGICN€LNET; PBarker@aoLcom; 
PBohn@ Mediaonacom; sbowling Q caprock.com; dbraun 8adelphia.com; 
tbrooksB mantiss.com; bszafran Qcovad.com; fyra.Colbert@wcom.com; 
mconqu est @ itcdeltacom.com; C Poiizzotti 8 northpoin t .net; 
Jdavid4715@aol.com; DoBeck@ Mediaone.com: JDoherty Qaccessonexc; 
C raig.B.Douglas @ MCl.com; kelley.dunne 8 onepointcom.com; 
jason.estep @ adelphiacom-com; Sandra. k.evans @ mail.sprint.corn: 
george@accesscomm.com; dfoust @deltacom.com; generatg@cns.com: 
lhall8f toridadigitaLnet; jhozeQ kmcteiecom.com; Craig Qexceleron.com; 
sjenning 8 nowcommunications.com; Sandmjf Qintetech.com; 
Pkingbom 8eztalktelephone.com; wmknapek@lntermedia.com; 
dlashera eftia.com; JMMaxwell Q Intemedia.com; c-and-m @ bellsouth.net; 
Gary@CSll.net; Todd8CSll.net; kmillerQ northpointcom.com; 
Lminasola @ Mediaone.com; wmontano8 usiec.com; tmontemayera mantiss.com; 
Nicole.Moorman@adetphiacom.com; JOSEPH.ONEAL@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra. Pasquale @ btitele.com; dpetry @ix.netcom.com: 
brian. powers 8 onepointcom.com; microsun 8 bellsouth.net; 
che ry I@ eat el. com; 
jeff rey @ceHularsouth.com; srobetQ kmctelecom.com; 
drodrigu @ accessone.cc; 
sharon.russa 8 btite1e.cor-n; bruttere kpmg.com; shanea eatelmm; 
donnas @ intetech.com; steve.taff Q allegiancetelecom.com; 
TAYLORJGQLCI.COM; 
Mark.E.Tumer@ MCkom; tvercellotti@mantiss.com; Walker@ mantiss.com; 
Kimb8~y.O.Wil~iams~MCl.com: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Wilson Jr, 
Jack T 
(Tom), BGM; wolfsbrg @I cris.com 
Subject: Update on Pending Change Requests 

Attention CLECs: 

Attached are updates on two pending change requests: 

DEF030100-002 (Pre-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 
This issue has been reclassified as a feature. The field 
discrepancies 
identified by this request were designed and implemented according to 
the 
original user requirements. BellSouth is investigating this change 
for 
implementation in a future release. 

DEF030200-001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
This issue bas been reclassified as a feature. There is not a 
business 
defined 
where a related PON is rejected because one other or several others 
that are 
related are rejected. This issue has been referred to our 
documentation 
staff 
for review. 

We will keep you posted with the status. Please let us know if you 
have any 
questions. 
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Thanks, 

Change Control Team 
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* From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

irwiifiamson 43 att.com 
Monday, June 05,2000 1 :52 PM 
sr271 lib@ iga.att.com. 
Fw: Update on Pendim ChanQe Requests 

-----Original Message--- 
From: Tyra Colbert [mailto:tyra.colbert~wcom.eom] 
Sent: Thursday, March 23,2000 396 PM 
To: Williamson, Jifl R, NCAM; Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com; 
sharon.arnett@ maii.sprint.com; TLAB MAGICNET-NET; PBarker@aol.com; 
PBohn@Mediaone.com; sbowJingQcaprock.com; dbraun Qadelphiacom; 
tbrooks 8 mantiss.com; bstafran8covad.com; mconquest8itcdettaeom.com; 
CPolizzotti @ northpoint.net; Jdavid4715 8 aokom; DoBeck Q Mediaone.com; 
JDoherty@eccessone.cc; Craig.B.Douglas@wcom.com; 
kelley.dunne8onepointcom.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
sandra.k.evans Q mail.sprint.com; georgeQ accesscomm.com; 
dfoust @ deltacom.com; ge neralg @ crisxom; Iha I I @ f loridadigital .net; 
jhoze @ kmctelecom.com: Craig Q exceleron.com; 
sjenning @? nowcommunicat ions.com; Sandrajf @ intetech.cam; 
Pkingborn Q eztalktelephone.com; wmknapeka Jntermedia.com; 
dtasher@ettia.com; JMMaxwellQ 1ntermedia.ca-n; c-and-m @ bellsouth.net; 
Gary @CSII.net; Todd@CSII.net; kmiller~northpoi~icom.com; 
Lminasola 8 Mediaonexom; wmontano @ uslec.com; montemayera mantiss-com; 
Nicole.Moo rman 8 adelp hiacom.mm; JOSEPH.ONEAL @ adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale Q btitele.com; dpetry d ix.netcom.com; 
brian.powersQ onepointcom.com; microsun~bellsouth.net; Cheryl@ eatel.com; 
jeff re y @ cellu larsouth,com; sraber 8 kmctelecom.com; drodrigu @ accessone.cc; 
.haron.russo@ btitelexom; butter@ kpmg.com; shanee eatel.com; 
mnnas @ intetech.com; steve.taff G3 allegiancetelecomxom; TAYLORJG @D LCI .COM; 
Mark. E.Tu mer@ wcom.com; tverce 1 lotti @ mantisssom; WWatke r@ mantiss.com; 
Kimberty.O.Williams43 wcom.com; Wilson Jr, Jack T (Tom), BGM; 
wolfsbrg @cris.com 
Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 

Bell South Change Control, 

I'm in agreement with AT&f (Jill Williamson) regarding this issue in that it 
needs to be handled as a priority. If the defect takes us out of business, 
it needs to handled in a expeditious manner. If Bell South identifies a 
work around we should expect some reasonable timeframe to resolve the issue, 
not just "investigating for a future release". 

Sincerely, 

Tyra Colbert 
MCI WorldCom 

> ----Originat Message-- 
> From: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM [mailto:jrwilliamson @ attxom) 
> Sent: Thursday, March 23,2000 f:14 PM 
> To: Change.Contml Q bridge.bellsouth.com; sharon.amett @ mail.sprint.com; 
> TU@ MAGICNET.Nt; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@Mediaone.com; 
> sbowting@caprock.com; dbraun@adeiphia.com; tbrooks@ mantiss.com; 
-- bszafrane covad.com; 7yra.Cotbertdwcom.com; " q u e s t  @ itcdeltacom.com; 

CPoliuotti @ northpoint.net; Jdavid4715 @aol.com; DoBeckd Mediaone.com; 
> JDoherty Qaccessone.cc; Craig.B.Douglas@ wcom.com; Docket No. 000731-TP 
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> kel1ey.d unne @ onepointcom.com; jason.estep @ adelphiacommm; 
> sandra.k.evans@mail.sprht.com; george @accesScomm.com: 
> dfoust @ deltacom.com; generalg@cris.com: lhallQfloridadigital.net: 

> sjenning @ nowcommunications.com; SandrajfQ intetech.com; 
> Pkingborn~ertalkte~ephOne.com; wmknapek8 Intermedia.com; 
P dlas he r @ eftia .com; JMMaxw ell 43 1 n termedia .corn; c-and-m @ beflsouth .ne t; 
> Gary@ CS 11. net; Todd Q CSII. net; kmiller@ northpointcom.com; 
> Lminasola 42 Mediaone.cam; wmontano @ uslec.com: tmontemayerQ mantisscorn; 
> Nicole.Moorman 8 adelphiacom.com; 30SEPH.ONEALB adelphiacom.com; 
> Debra.Pasquale 8 btitele.com; dpetry @ ix.netcom.com; 
> brian.powers43 onepointcommm; microsun @ belJsouth.net; cheryt @eatel.com; 
> jeffrey8 celfularsouth.com; srober@ kmctetecom.com; drodrigu@accessone.cc; 
> sharon.russo43 btite1e.con-t; bnutter@kpmg.com; shaneQeatel.com; 

> Mark.E.TurnerB wcom.com; tvercellotti@mantiss.com; Walker@ mantiss.com; 
> Kimberly.O.Wil1iams @wcom.com; Wilson Jr, Jack T (Tom), BGM; 
> wolfsbrg d cris.com 
> Subject: RE: Update on Pending Change Requests 
> Importance: High 

> Valerie, 

> In response to your update, 1 disagree on BellSouth’s assessment of my 
> requests for the following reasons. 

> DEF030100-002 (Pre-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 
While BellSouth may not consider this a systems defect based on the fact 

> that the systems was designed as such, I consider it a defect in 
> the design 
> of the system. For example, BellSouth may allow for 15 characters to be 
> sent to me out of RSAG for a certain fiefd, but only allows for 9 

characters 
> on the order. If RSAG gives me back a value greater than 9 (its 
> designed to 
> accommodate more), I cannot place a firm order because of the way the 
> ordering system is designed. Regardless, 1 cannot send the order and my 
> production is impacted. 

> DEF030200-001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
> You hit on my point exactly when you stated that there is no business rule 
> defined for rejecting RfON’d orders. BellSouth does not have any 
> documented 
> rules around RPON’mg of orders not does it have a reject code 
> specifically 
> for RPON’d orders. We’ve been told that we can retate the orders 
> sequentially or relate all orders to the first order, but neither seems to 

> BellSouth rejects one order in a group of RPON’d orders, it will 
> reject all 
P of the related orders. However, this does not always occur. 
> Sometimes all 
> of our orders are rejected and sometimes only one is rejected and the 
> related PONS are FOC’d. In order for us to solidify our M&Ps and buitd 
> consistency in our process, BellSouth must document its rules around 
> RPON’ing of orders. 

> Sincerely, 

jhoze 43 kmctelecomxom; Craig 8 exceler0nXom; 

donnas 8 intetechxom; steve.taff ~allegiancetelecom.com; TAYLORJG @ LCICOM; 

> 
> 

> 

> 

> 

generate a consistent result from BellSouth. We’ve been told that when 

> 

> 
Jill Williamson 
AT&T Local Services and Access Management 

> 
> 

2 
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---Original Message--- 
> From: Change.ControlO bridge.belisouth.com 
> [mailto:Change.Control@ bridge.bellsouth.com] 
> Sent: Wednesday, March 22,2000 5:20 PM 

> PBohn 43 Mediaone.com: ~bowling8caprock~~0~;  dbraun @adelphia.com; 
> tbrooks8 mantissa" bszafran Bcovad.com; Tyr;r.Colbert@wcom.com: 
> mconquest 8 itcdeltacom.com; CPoliuotti@ notthpointmt; 
> Jdavid4715 8aol.com; DoBeck@Mediaone.mm; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
> Craig .B.Douglas 8 MCl.com; kelley,dunne @onepointcom.com; 
> jason.estep@ ade1phiacom.c"; sandmkevans Q mail.sprint.com; 
> george8accesscomm.com; dfoustQdeltacam.com; generalg8cris.com; 
> lhalla floridadigitahet; jhoze 0 kmctelecom.cam; Craig Q exceleron.com; 
2 sjenning @ nowcommunications.com; Sandrajf eintetechcom; 
P Pkingbom 8 ertalktelephone.com; wmknapeke tntermediaxom; 

dlasher@ eftkcom; JMMaxwelf @ fntermediaxom; c-and-ma bellsouth.net; 
> Gary BCSllmet; Todd BCSII.net; kmiller~northpointcom.com; 
> LminasolaB Mediaone.com; wmontano 43 uslec.com; montemayere mantiss.com; 

Nicole. Moorman @ adelphiacom.com; JOSEPH.ONEAL @adelphiacom.com; 
> DebraPasqualeB btitelccom; dpetry8ix.netcom.com; 
> brian.powers@ onepointcomxorn; microsun~bellsourh.net; Cheryl Q eatel.com; 
> jeff rey Qcellularsouthxom; smber@ kmctelecom.com: drodrigu @accessone.cc; 
> stiaron.russo G3 btitete.com; brutbra kpmg.com; shanee eatekom; 
> donnas @ inte techcom; steve.taff 8 a leg iancetelecomxom; TAYLOR JG Q LC I. COM ; 
> Mark.E.Tumer@ MCl.com; tvercellotti @ mantiss.com; Walker@ mantiss.com; . 

> Kimberly.O.Williams~MCl.com; Williamson, Jili R, NCAM; Wilson Jr, Jack T 
> (Tom), BGM; wolfsbrg@cris.com 
> Subject: Update on Pending Change Requests 

> Attention CLECs: 

> Attached are updates on two pending change requests: 

b DEFO30100-002 (Pre-Order and Order Business Rule Discrepancies) 
> This issue has been reclassified as a feature. The field discrepancies 
> identified by this request were designed and implemented according to the 
> original user requirements. BellSouth is investigating this change for 
> implementation in a future release. 

> DEF030200-001 (RPON Business Rules and Error Messages) 
> This issue has been reclassified as a feature. There is not a business 
> defined 
> where a related PON is rejected because one other or several 
> others that are 
> related are rejected. This issue has been refetred to our documentation 
> staff 
> for review. 

> We will keep you posted with the status. Please let us know if 
> you have any 
> questions. 

> Tbanks, 

> Change Control Team 

To: sharon,arnett~mail.sprint.com; T L A ~ M A G I C N ~ ~ N E T ;  PBarker@aol.com; 

> 
> 

> 

5 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 
> 
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J From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

iwilliamson Q at!.com 
Monday, June 05,2000 1:52 PM 
sr271 lib8 Iga.att.com 
FW: channe control 

---Original Message- 
From: Tyra Colbert [mailto:tyra.colbettQ wcom.com] 
Sent: Monday, April IO, 2000 7:39 AM 
To: Sandra k evans; sharon.arnett@openmail.maU.sprint.com: Wiiliamsm, 
Jill R, NCAM; mark.e.turner8wcom.com 
Subject: RE: change control 

All, 

MCI WorldCom also agrees tbat a consensus has not been met between the CLEC 
community and Bell South, and that a 3 month trial period is a must. 
Without a trial period this would allow EST to close the door on a process 
that we have noted clear disagreement and have highlighted several gaps 
within the process. MCI WorldCom is in support of requesting that a trial 
period be established before the process is considered final. 

Tyra 

> -----Original Message- 
> From: Sandra k evans [maiha:sandra.kevansQmaii.sprint.com] 
> Sent: Friday, April 07,2000 4:34 PM 

> Subject: RE: change control 

> Jill, 

P Sprint agrees BellSouth did not receive consensus. 1 think a 3 month 
> trial should show a good indication if the CMP is going to work for the 
> CLEC community. Sprint is already experiencing issues with system outage 
s notifications and getting questions resolved between the Change 
> Management Team and the Account Team. 

> Sandy 

To: sharon.amett8 openmai1.mail.sprint.com; jnnrilliamson @att.com; 
' mark.e.turner@ wcomxom; Tyra.Colbert Q wcom.com 

> 
> 

> 

> 

> 91 3-433-8499 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

> 

---Original Message---- 
From: jrwilliamson [SMTP:jrwilliamson@att.comJ 
Sent: Thursday, April 06,2000 423 PM 
To: mark.e.tumer; Amett, Sharon A; Evans, Sandra K.; 

T yra.Col bert 
Cc: jrwilliamson 
Subject: change control 

As FYI, attached is KPMG's interim report on the Georgia Third Party 
Testing. Take a look at the Change Control Section highlighted. As 
far as 
I'm concerned, we don't have a consensus. Also, I firmly believe, 
based on 
my past and current experience with the process, that we need to have 
a 
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> trial period for the process. Any thoughts??? 
w 
> Jill 

> > <<KPMG 4-6-00-.dOc>> 
r >  

> >  
> >  
> << File: KPMG 4-6-00-.doc >> 
> 

2 
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. 
EICCP Steering Committee 

Meeting Minutes 

DATE March 23,2000 

MEETING: EICCP Steering Committee 

PURPOSE: Review Interim Change Control Process 

AJTENDEES 
T y r a C a l b e h  . Brian Rutter, KPMG Valerie Cottingham, BST 
Sandy Evans, Sprint Ji l l  Williamson, AT&T Edwardine M a "  - BST 
Melvin Porter, BST Tom Montemayer, Shame Stapler, ITC-DeltaCom 

MantisdAccess One 

Steve Hancock, BST 
Bill Shoemaker, BST Cornelius White, BST Cheryl Storey, BST 
Renard Robinson, B ST 

AGENDA 
Agenda 

Opening 

This was a follow-up conference call to review BST's input regarding the recommended changes 
made to the Change Control Process during the CLECIBST February 29,2000 conference call. 

SUMMARY OF MEETING 

The BCCM opened the meeting and covered the items we were to accomplish on this conference 
call. 

0 

a 

Review new action items, 

Review the Interim Change Control Process document. 

Review outstanding action items from 2/29/00 conference call. 
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I Review of 
Changes to the 

The CCP documentation (Ver 1.3, March 14,2000) was updated to incorporate the folIowing 
chanEes: 

Addition of Type 6 Change Request, CLEC Impacting Defect 
Increased number of participants at Change Review meetings 
Changed cycle time for Types 2-5 Step 3 from 20 days to 15 days 
Defined Step 4 pf the Defect Notification process to include communicating the workaround 
to the CLEC community 
Added web site address for the Change Control Process 
Added notification regarding the Retirement and Introduction of new interfaces 
Added new status cddes for Defect Change Requests: “V” for Validated Defect, ‘W‘’ for 
Workaround Developed, “DC” for Defect Cancelled”, “S” for Defect Scheduled for Release 
and “I” Defect Implemented 
Added new status codes for Types 2-5 Change Requests: “Si’ for Scheduled for a Release and 
”I” for Implemented Change Request 
Removed reference to ED1 Helpdesk. EIectronk Communications Support (ECS) will be the 
first point of contact for Type 1 System Outages. 
Word changes to provide cfarifrcation throughout the document. 

reviewed. Changes agreed upon are reflected in the Action Items, 

Docket NO. 000731-TP 
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Review of 
Outstanding 
Action Items 

3/29/00 

The following are concerns expressed by the CLECs regarding t 
Process: 

Introduction of new interfaces and retirement of existing interfaces. All new interfaces must 
be htrdduced through the CCP (not just announced) and that the retirement of aa existing 
interface should be facilitated through the CCP. 
Issues around or changes to testing of the interfaces and processes should be managed through 
the CCP. 
Any issues or questions surrounding the interfaces, documentation of business processes 
should also be managed through the CCP. 
Notifications and correspondence from BellSouth should be distributed to the industry via 
BellSouth’s web site and email. 
Need a process for reporting requests for expedited features. 
The intervals for resolution of a defect are too long. 
Need to further define defect (system vs. design, lack of business rules} 
Software release and documentation notifications of 30 days are not sufficient time for CLECs 

- - - -- - . - - - - _ _  S_..Clr- - , I_ - -- - --- 
CLEC training will be ckveloped to educate CLECs of the improvements to the process. Training 
documentation will be posted to the web. BST asked for volunteers from the CLEC comunity to 

1 + Backup support for CSMs. 
Status: For after hours support the appropriate Customer Service Center should be contacted and 
escalation procedures utilized if necessary. 
2. Regulatory statementslchanges - will BST notify CLEC community if they are not going to 

comply or if they plan to apply for extension, etc. 
Status: BellSouth will compIy with Regulatory statementdchanges. E dates of responding are 
different a CLEC Notification Letter will be posted to the BellSouth web site. 
3. Test environment for CLEO. 
Status: There i s  a pending change request under review for an ED1 Test Environment. 
4. Web posting of release status and release notification information 
Status: Release status and release notification information will be posted to the web site when the 
new CCP is fully implemented. 
5. Retirement of existing interfaces. 
Status: Note was added to Version 1.3, March 14,2000 CCP document indicating as new 
interfaces are’ introduced or retired, BellSouth will post a CLEC Notification Letter to the wet, 60- 
90 days pior to the introduction or retirement of the interface. Refer to “CLEC Concems“ - this 
is an outstanding issue. 
6. Status of pending change requests. 
Status: Our monthly status meeting on March 29,2000 will provide status of all pending requests, 
7. Copy of notification template. 
Status: The Type 1 System Outage notification template was reviewed during this meeting. 
8. BST is currknlly looking at incorporating the initial notification for Type 1 System Outages 

via email to all impacted CLECs. 

ElCCP Steering Camndttce Meeting 
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Review of New 
Action Items 

1. 

2. 

3. 

a 

0 

0 

a 

W 

~~ ~ 

BellSouth will consider jmprovemem ideas listed in the “CLEC Concerns” section of these 
minutes. 
BST Electronic Communkatkm Support (ECS) will entertain the suggestion of providing 
resolution information to the Type 1 System Outage Notification. 
The Change Control Team will make the following changes to the Interim Change Control 
Process document (Version 1.3, March 14,2000): 
Add “billing” to Process and Documentation bullets under types of changes that will be 
managed by this process (Introduction Section) 
Further define “Testing Support” and “Issue ResolutiodQuestions” under types of changes 
that Change Control Process does not include (Introduction Section) 
Define a process for handling defects that are re-classified as features (design defects and 
documentation issues). 
Change Step 3 cycle time (Types 2-5) from 15 to 20 Bus Days. 
Add to Step 10 (Types 2-5) verbiage regarding BellSouth Business Requirements will be 
presented to CLECs, If’ needed, BellSouth wiIl incorporate changes and re-baseline. 
Add verbiage to reflect that notification will be posted to the web if it is determined that a 
defect affects more than one CLEC (Section 5.0 - Defect Notification Process opening 
paragraph) 
Reword “NOTE” in Section 6.0 - Change Review to reflect that status meetings will occur 
monthly. ‘Prioritization meetings will include monthly status agenda. 
Terms & Definitions - include verbiage to the definition for Type 1 System Outage to match 
Type 1 Definition in Section 3.0. 

. 

Page 4 

~ ~- 
The goals of jmplemenling the new Change Control Process are: 

“Work” process as defined 

0 

Review performance of defined process 
Take “improvement ideas” into consideration 
Move forward with implementing new Change Control Process 4/17/00 

A fol~ow up call will be scheduled to review status of outstanding issues. Meeting details to 
follow. 

3n9m 
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Change Control Process 
Meeting Minutes 

DATE: April 17,2000 

MEETING: 

PURPOSE: 
CCP Interim Document Review Meeting 

Review Status of CCP Interim Document changes 

ATTENDEES 
Tyra Cdbert, MCI Mary Conquest, ITC- Valerie Cottingham, BST 

Sandy Evans, Sprint - Jill Williamson, AT&T Edwardine Marronk - BST 
Steve Wancock, BST 
Bill Shoemaker, BST 

AGENDA 
Agenda 

Deltacom 

Cheryl Storey, BST 

Review changes to the Interim CCP Document since last meeting. 

SUMMARY OF M€EflNG 

1 Ppening 

The BCCM opened the meeting and covewed the items we were to accomplish on this conference 
call. 

I I Review changes to the hterim CCP Document, including the Testing portion, I 

3R9coo 

Cheryl Storey - BST discussed the recent changes that have been made to the Interim Change 
Control Document (Ver. 1.4, April 14,2000). These included the addition of the Testing 
Environment portion and clarificattion of the Dispute Process. 

1. Discussed the verbiage sumunding the addition of ‘‘billing’’ issues to the document in the 
introduction section. Clarification was offered and discussion was held that Change Control 
would not handle billing changes as they affect the electronic interfaces. BST will go back 
internally and clarify the scope of what “billing” will include. 

2. Change control will not be including testing support. 
3. Clarified that the issue resolatiodquestions are not included in Change Control. 
4. Discussed about Type 1 system outages and that Email notification wifl now be sent with the 

web posting. Also clarified the email notification reference throughout the document. 
5. Discussed about Type 6 defect notification and that Email notification will now be sent with 

the web posting. Also clarified the email notification reference throughout the document as it 
relates to Type 6, 

ccp3-23.d~ 
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Page 2 

6 ,  Discussed the Introduction and Retirement of Ioterfaces section and the posting guidelines. 
7. I)iscussed about the addition of the Dispute Resolution Process to the document. 
8. Discussed the addition of the hfonnational page regarding the Testing E&ronment and 

explained that testing would not be included in change control but should be coordinated 
through the Account Teams using the current process. 

9. BST recommends to the CLEC community that if 8 trial is agreed upon for.3 months using 
this process and CLEC issues are addressed, a “final” baselined document would be 
implemented at the end of the 3 month period. MCI and ITCDeltacom verbally agreed to 

e 

Issues raised 
by the CLECs 

1. Tyra Colbert (MCI) asked if Email notification on System 3 outages would include the 
&olution. BST explained that currently the date, type of outage, brief description of outage 
and resolution date will be included. 

ACmON PEM: BST - Susan Hart will provide the suggested format that the ECS group will 
publish. 
2. Jill WiIliamson (AT&T) is concerned that workwounds are not always working and there 

’ needs to be a process or mechanism in place to identify these situations &d allow for more 
expedient resalution. 

3. JiIl Williamson (AT&V wants clarification on when a defect becomes a “feature” change and 
gets re-classified as a pendingrequest. 

4. AT&T, Sprint, and MCI. agreed that depending on the situation, the CLECs may not be 
willing to participate in another “dispute team” before filing a formal complaint with the 
commisions on items that have been escalated to Level 3. 

5. CLECs would prefer that the testing environment go through Change Control. 
6. Tyra Cofbert (MCI) recommends that additional terms be added to the term definitions. (e.g., 

Account Manager, ECS, etc.) 
7. CECs recommend to BST that a 3 month trial be implemented using the Interim Change 

Control process to detehne if process is workjng as outlined before committing the 
document as “Final”. 

* 

3129100 CCP Manrhly S i m s  Meeting 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

!ATE START 1 IME 

11/l3/00 2:OO PM EST 

November 13,2000 
Release 9.0 User Requirements 

MEETING MINUTES 

END TIME 

3:OO PM EST 

MEETING NAME MINLJ’IES PREPARED BY: DATEPREPARED 

Release 9.0 User.Requirements - Cheryl Storey 1 Change Control Team- 11’- 14-00 

ParticipantslAttendees 
PARTICIPfiNT COM P.WY I Sheriann Lively Trivergent 

Valerie Cottingham BST - CCP 

Cheryl Storey BST - CCP 

Jill Williainson 

( ~ o n n a  Cain AT&T 

Tami Swanson Anderson ConsuIting 

\Kim Gillette Quintessent 

Gloria Melvin Trivergent 

PARTICIPANT COMPANY 

[Kevin McCaU BST I 
]Stephanie Smith Dset -1 
Brenda Jones 

Barry Bumett Trivergent 

MicheIle Gemey Trivergent 

Brian Rutter 

I Jane Scott BST 1 
Lorraine Watson WorlclCom 

Jean John Quintessent 

NEETING PURPOSE 
. Review User Requirements.for Release 9.0. - 

- 7  

Discuss reason for removing three (3) targeted features from Release 9.0 scope. 
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@ BElLSOUTH 

MEETING MINUTES 

1 Agenda Items 

1. Removal of Targeted Feature$.from 
Release 9.0 scope - .  - '  i .  I_ - 

. -  3 

I .- 
. I  j - -  

2. Review of UNE to UNE Migratib'ns 
User Requirements (CRO03O): :': I - ' I -  

I, - -  - . " I  
- -  

, I  

- - _  I -  - 
-"I 

I-., . , . 
" I  

, -  
.- - , A  

I _ -  ' -  I 
, -  ~ _ .  . -  8 _ _  

November 13,2000 
Release 9.0 User Requirements 

MEETING MINUTES 

Discussion 

The following features that were targeted for Release 9.0 will not be 
included in the scope: 

CR0003 - WON Electronic Reject & Flow-Through 

EDI1215990001/CR0133 - TN vs RSAG VaIidation/Migratian of UNE- 
P Notifications 

ED10812990003 - 411 Drops - Electronic Solution 

Due to the system capacity of Release 9.0, with Number Pooling being 
a sizabIe effort, the above 3 {three) targeted features have been 
removed from the ReIease 9.0 scope and are being considered for 
Release 10.0. 

BellSouth is in the process of finalizing Release 10.0 scope. The 
prioritization ranking from both the 6/28/00 and 9/27/00 meetings 
are being considered for Release 10.0. It's probable that all items 
previously targeted will not be included in Release 10.0. 

Release 11.0 has not been scheduled yet. 

Jane Scott led the review of the UNE to UNE Migrations User 
Requirements (CR0030). 
functionality to dectronically support UNE-to-UNE migration service 
requests for RE@TYP M: ACT of V for PortlLoop Combo to REQTYI? 
A (Loop). 

Jill (AT&T) questioned if this feature supported REQTYP M to B. The 
response provided was that REQ?" M to B was not included in these 
User Requirements. If this functionality is needed, a Change Request 
would need to be submitted. 

Jill (AT&T) questioned if orders could be related. The response 
provided is that there is no change in submitting RPONs to relate 
Ells. 

Jill (AT&T) questioned if there were any restrictions with this feature. 
Jane advised there are no resh-ictions. If you can perform a function 
today, you will be able to perform the same function when this feature 
is implemented. 

This feature accommodates conversion from CLEC to same CLEC 
(must own the account), 

The scope of this feature is to provide the 

7eIease 9.0 scope includes: 

3R0169 - Number Pooling Mandate 

"I030 - UNE to UNE Migrations 

The scheduled implementation date is 01/06/01. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 
November 13,2000 

Release 9.0 User Requirements 
MEETING MINUTES 

1 212 2/20 0 0 
3 
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----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[ma i l to :Change .Con t ro l@br idge .be l l sou th . com]  
S e n t :  Wednesday, November 08, 2000 5 : 1 9  PM 
To: 
Subject: ID: Update to R e 1  9.0 Targe ted  C R s  

Distributed Message 

Message s e n t  by: Change Contro l  / m 6 , m a i l 6 a  

To unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
L i s t  Manager /ml,mailla w i t h  the S u b j e c t  line: UNSUBSCRIBE CCP 

For online help,  send  a message w i t h  the subject HELP. 
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DRAFT 

0 Pre-Ordering 
[7 LENS 

TAG 
CSOTS 

~~ 

Internal Reference ## (I) Date Change Request Submitted 3/2/00 (2) 

Ordering Maintenance Manual 
@ ED1 0 TAFl 

0 LENS EC-TA Local a TAG 

1 TYPE 5 (CLEC) TYPE 4 (BST) R TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (19) 
Software I-J Hardware Industry Standards 

a Product & Services New or Revised Edits 0 Process 
Documentation Regulatory [7 Other 

L~ 

DEFECT(3A) 
Company 
N a me-AT&T (4) 

C C M- J ill Wi I I i a ms on (5) Phone-404-81 0-8562 (6) 

CCM Email Address Jrwil!iamson@att.com (7) Fax-404-81 0-8562 (8) 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # (10) 

Originator's Name -Jill Williamson - (1 1) Phone-404-870-8562 (12) 

Title of Change JPON Business Rules and Error Messages (13) 

Category 0 Add New Functionality (XI Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 3/70/00 (15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact Major Minor 1 None expected (76) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority Urgent [3 High Medium Low (17) 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) 
There are currently no documented business rules for placing orders that are related. AT&T has been 
sending the orders such that the second PON is related to the first PON, the third PQN is related to the 
second PON and so forth. At one time, BellSouth told us that we should relate all of the orders to the first 
order. Also, our understanding is that if BellSouth reiects one of t he  related orders, all of the related orders 
should be reiected. This does not happen. In most cases when one of the related orders is rejected, the 
others get FOC'd, BellSouth needs to clearly define its expectations for related orders and fix its systems 
such that they match the business rules. Also, BellSouth does not have an electronic reject that states the 
order was reiected because the RPON'd order was rejected. (We've only seen this in the manual 
environment) BellSouth needs to add a reject codelreason for RPON'd orders. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information Yes No (22) 

Attachment A-4A 
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List all business specifications andlor requirements documents included (or Internet I Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Review Results (32) -3-17-00 There is not a business defined where a related PON is rejected 

This Section to be completed by BCCM only. 

Change Request Log # CR0003 23) Clarification 0 Yes No (24) 

Clarification Request Sent 1 / (25) Clarification Response Due_ I / (26) 

Status RC (27) 

Change Request Review Date 06128/00-(28) Target Implementation Date (29) 

Last Modified By BCCM (30) Date Modified -1 Il6lOO- (31) 

- 

Agreed Release Date I / (37) CMVC # (381 
Attachment A-4A 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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~ ~ - 1 8 7 0  
{ 5198) 

Change Request Form 

Pre-Ord e ring 

I-[ L ENS 

~ I L P O G  

Internal Reference # (1) Date Change Request Submitted 12/15/99 (2) 
( x l C L E C  r 1 B S r  (3) CompanyName ATBT (4) 
CCM Jill Williamson (5) Phone 404-81 0-8562 (6) 
CCM Email Address jiwiIliamson@att.com (7) fax 404-81 0-8605 (8) 
Alternate CCM (9) Alternate Phone (1 0) 
Originator's Name Jill Williamson ( 7  t >  Phone 404-810-8562 (1 2) 
Title of Change Validation on TN vs. Address (1 3) 

Category: 1 l A d d  New Functionality LTlChange Existing (14) Desired Due Date 2/1/00 (75) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact IxlMajor I-IMinor I I N o n e  expected (1 6) 

Originating CCM assessment of priority p i u r g e n t  I l H i g h  I l M e d i u m  I l L o w  (17) 

1x1 0 rdering r l  Ma i n te na n ce 

m E D I  ~ T A F I  

 LENS ~ I E C - T A  LOCZII 

i l  ED I - PC 
* OSS'99 and TCIF7 

llnterfaces Impacted (18) I 

Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (19) 1 rl software I H a r d w a r e  1-1 Industry Standards 

(Product & Services F i N e w  or Revised Edits I-IProcess 

Documentation r i  R eg u I a tory 1-1 Other 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) 
It appears that BellSouth currently conducts full edits on both the telephone number and service address on all 
orders, regardless of the activity type. Because the edit requires that every aspect of the address be exactly 
correct (St. VIS Street), a high number of "RSAG invalid" rejects are unncessarily generated. AT&T concedes 
that this level of validation is probably necessary on an order for new service, however, should not be required 
when a migration of or change to existing service is being ordered. In the past, BellSouth did a "partial validatio 
on these order types, validating the TN and street number against its database and the number of RSAG errors 
dropped significantly. AT&T requests that BellSouth relax its edits on migrations, changes, suspends,etc. 
and use TN and street number information only for validation purposes. While this request is more 
critical for non-LNP orders, it also applies to LNP orders. 

c 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional fnformation [ [ Y e s  I I N o  (22) Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Jointly Devejoped by the El Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included {or Internet I Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Change Request Log # ED1121599001 (23) Clarification FIYesl-INo (24 
1 

RF-1870 
(5/98} 

Change Request Form 

This Section to be completed by BCCM only, 

Clarification Request Sent 12/16/99 (25) Clarification Response Due 12/23/99 (2€ 

Status RC (27) 

Enhancement Review Date 06/28/00 (28) Target Implementation Date (29 

Last Modified By BCCM (30) Date Modified 11/6/00 (31 

Review Results (32) 
9-18-00 For LNP orders, the end user information is needed to ensure the end user is within the 
Tot1 Message Rate Center (TMRC). 

9-22-00 Edits have been relaxed for changes, disconnects, suspends, restores, seasonal suspends 
and denies. BST is currently reviewing the business rules to determine electronic programming 
changes that may need to be made to support conversions and migrations (ACTS V, W, P and Q).  
For LNP, t he  edits cannot be relaxed because the end user information is used to ensure that the  
end user address is in the same TMRC with the serving wire center for that telephone number. 
Targeted for Release 9.0 scheduled for 07/06/Oq. 

9-27-00 CR0433 - Migration of UNE-P Notifications (WorldCom) combined with ED1121 5990001. 

11-6-00 TN u s  RSAG Validation changes will not be included in Release 9.0 scope. This issue will 
be addressed at the 11-13-00 Release 9.0 User Requirements meeting. 

Canceled Change Request I l D u p l i c a t e  I I T r a i n i n g  I C l a r i f i c a t i o n  Not Received (32 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date (3L 

Request Appeal r 1 Y e s  F I N O  (35) 

Appeal Consideration (36) 
Docket No. 000731-Tp 

Page 9 of 19 
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Agreed Release Date (37) 
Jointly Developed by the El Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
2 o f 4  
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@ BELf SOUTH 

Pre-Ordering 

I I L E N S  

~ ~ L P O G  

RF-1870 
(5198) 

Change Request Form 

-Ordering T lMa in tenance  

p q E D I  1 I T A F I  

TILENS ~ E C - T A  Local 

L-] E D I -PC 
I 

Internal Reference # 
n C L E C  flBS?' (3) Company Name 
CCM Jill Williamson (5) Phone 404-81 0-8562 
CCM Email Address jrwilliamson@att.com (7) Fax 404-81 0-8605 
Alternate CCM (9) Alternate Phone 

Title of Change 

(1 Date Change Request Submitte8/12/99 

Originator's Name Jill Williamson (1 I) Phone 404-81 0-8562 
41 1 Drop-out 

'Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (19) 

I ISof tware  11 Hard w a re Industry Standards 
n p r o c i u c t  ti Services 

11 Documentation (-[Regulatory 0 t h e r 

I T N e w  or Revised E d i m P r o c e s s  

I 
I 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) 
In the current envkonme6tI when a customer's listing "drops out" of 41 M I A ,  BellSouth requires that 
CLEC's fax a new LSR to BellSouth to correct the drop out regardless of whether the fall-out is caused 
by BellSouth or the CLEC. AT&T agrees that when the drop out is caused by the CLEC, a new LSR 
should be sent. However, when the fall out is caused by BellSouth, a CLEC should not have to send a 
LSR. AT&T requests that BellSouth adopt its 41 1 drop out form as an interim solution when the drop out 
is caused by BellSouth and work jointly to develop an acceptable process for future use and propose 
our jointly developed formlprocess to OBF. Because AT&T has nothing to "correct" on that customer's 
service, it's systems cannot {and should not) generate a new LSR with no changes. 
Known dependencies (21) 

ElNo Additional Information H Y e s  
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or fnternet / Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Docket NO. 000731-Tp 
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AT&T's proposed form is attached. 

Canceled Change Request 1-IDuplicate Training ]-]Clarification Not Recei (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC - BST Date (34) 

Request Appeal I l Y e s  -IN0 (35) 
Jointly Developed by the El Change Control Sub-team comprised 

RF-1870 ' 

2 0 f 3  

@ BELLSOUTH 
(5/98) 

Change Request Form 

This Section to be completed by BCCM only. 

Change Request Log # ED10812990003 (23) Clarification [Y+ylNo (24) 

Clarification Request Sent Clarification Response Due 

Status RC (27) 

fnhancement Review Date 9/28/99 (I st) (2Target Implementation Date 
6128100 (2nd) 

Last Modified By BCCM (30) Date Modified 1 lI6/00 (32 

Review Results (32) 
Note: EST agrees that when a listing falls out of 4I11DA due to BST error that an LSR should not have 
to be submitted by the CLEC. BST will be glad to review the form that ATT proposes to be used as an 
interim solution to the problem and advise if we agree to use it. 



Appeal Consideration (36) 

Agreed Release Date (37) 
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Bradbury,J M (Jay) - LGA 

- From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Importance: 

jrwilliamson@att.com 
Tuesday, November 28,2000 10:05 AM 
brad b ury @att. co m; s haro nnorris@att.com; e ppsteiner@att. com; mru le@att.com; 
gpterry@att.com; dreinig@att.com; bkgrant@att.com; bobik@att.com 
FW: 11/13/00 Re1 9.0 User Requirements Meeting Minutes 

High 

_-t-- Or i gin a 1 Me s sa ge - - - -- 
From:  Williamson, Jill R, NCAM 
Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2000 10:04 AM 
To: 'Change.Control@bridge.bellscuth.comT; Annette.Cook@espire.net; 
zpatel3@telcordia.com; BellSouth@quintessent.net; best2@surfsouth.com; 
bxutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; c and m@bellsouth.net; 
cassandrap@networktelephone.net; Catherine.Gray@alltel.com; 
cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; cflanigan@uslec.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; 
charrison@mpowercom.com; cheryl@eatel.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; 
christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com; 
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.ccm; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; DElliott@connectsouth.com; 
desiree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dkane@aspiretelecom.com; dlasher@eftia.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.com; 
donnam@networktelephone.net; donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; ed.xamsden@cc.gte.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; frankbocellone-ms-com; Gary@CSII.net; 
generalg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
jbritton@phonesforall.com; Jdavid4715@aol.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@kmctelecom.com; jmclau@kmctelecom.com; 
JMMaxwell@Intermedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.ccm; Wilson Jr, Jack T (Tom), 
BGM; julie.jacobs@adelphiacom.com; Katherine.Hudler@espire.net; 
kcooper@eftia.com; kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
K i m b e r l y . O . W i l l i a m s @ M C f . c o m ;  kmarshall@telstar.org; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; l h a l l @ f l o r i d a d i g i t a l . n e t ;  
lisa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; 
mark@annox.com; marybethkeane@kpmg.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; mer@networkwcs.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; mt7210@momail.sbc.com; ngiugno@kpmg.com; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.co~; PBarkert!aol .com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
Pkinghorn@eztalktelephone.com; prehm@nightfire.corn; 
prichardson@Trivergent.com; r b e n n e t t @ f l o r i d a d i g i t a l . n e t ;  
rbuffa@interloop.net; rhonda.calvert@adelphiacom.com; 
robert@alternativephone.com; rszczepanski@kpmg.com; 
sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbowling@caprock.com; shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; 
sharon.russo@btitele.com; sjenning@nowcommunications.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@Trivergent.com; smurray@rhythms.net; 
snole@kpmg.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
s t e v e . t a € f @ a l l e g i a n c e t e l e c o m . c o m ;  stuartw@networkonecom.com; 
talleylinda@mindspring.com; Tanya.Finney@espire.net; TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; 
timk@networktelephone.net; TLA@MAGICNET.NET; tmontemayex@MANTISS.com; 
Todd@CSIT.net; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Williamsal@cepb.com; 
wmknapek@lntermedia.com; wolfsbrgPcris.com; woody@albionconnect.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; trsmith@Trivergent.com; 
chaynes@Trivergent.com; ssmith@dset.com; sangelo@bellsouth.net; 
sbrown@covad.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; 
Connie@albionconnect.com; ASamson@birch.com; 
heidi.a.crow@mail.sprint.com; rbreckin@telcordia.c~m; 
msykes@telcordia.com; biLLg@telcordia.com; svc-gate@telcordia.com; 
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karen.grim@mail.sprint.com; mike.norris@mindspring.com; 
csti@bellsouth.net; mdominick@Trivergent.com; dgraham@MANTISS.com; 
KKester@STIS.com; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; Hwhittington@mpowercom.com; 
Taldinger@mpowercom.com; Rdupraw@mpowercom.com; Jim.Meyers@wcorn.com; 
JOlivor@birch.com; reym@networktelephone.net; LHinton@PrismCSI.net; 
dmcmanus@Trivergent.com; bmurdo@kmctelecom.com; david.burley@wcom.com; 
SLively@Trivergent.com; TThompscn2@broadband.att.com; 
blsinterfacecontrol@kpmg.com; Kathryn.Phipps@btitele.com; 
ronald.l.thompson@xo.co-m; MPatyk@connectsouth.com; schula.hobbs@dsl.net; 
mark@albionconnect.com; AZerillo@birch.com; EGunn@birch.com; 
clhawk@kmctelecom.com; tami.m.swenson@ac.com; jim.lee@dsl.net; 
TJStokes@Trivergent.com; Faye.Restaino@dsl.net; Elliot.Wrann@dsl.net; 
changecontrol.bellsouth@onepointcomcom; carl.taylor@lecstar.com; 
Glenn.Sonnier@usunwired.com; awobison@kpmg.com; 
default.user@bellsouth.com; KUchida@northpoint.net; 
ESaeed@northpoint.net; PPinick@birch.com; lynn@mfn.net; ruth@mfn.net; 
mcbrunnhilde@juno.com; lavernek@arrowcom.com; Micki.Jones@wcom.com; 
jfuiler@fairpoint.com; EFarnell@broadband.att.com; 
Ellen.Neis@mail.sprint.com; Ronald.Klamer@wcom.com; 
ccnniec@arrowcom.com; CoDavis@covad.com; timw@networkonecom.com; 
shery l -scobel@st ra toso i landgas .com;  Nancy.Watt@RHTelCo.com; 
wendy.hernandez@RHTelCo.com; swaryo@rhythms.net; 
Alan.Flanigan@twtelecom.com 
Subject: RE: 11/13/00 R e 1  9 . 0  User Requirements Meeting Minutes 
Importance: High 

Change Control Team, 

This message is to follow-up on the concerns I expressed in o u r  November 13 
call to review UNE to UNE Migration requirements. As I s t a t e d  on t h e  c a l l ,  
t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  developed by BellSouth do n o t  meet the needs of A T & T .  
BellSouth's requirements o n l y  allow a CLEC to migrate from a port/loop 
cornbination (REQTYP M) to a s t a n d  a lone  l o o p  (REQTYP A ) .  T h i s  s cena r io  will 
be a v e r y  r a r e  occuIrence when converting a customer from UNE-P to UNE-L. 
I n  most, if not all, i n s t a n c e s ,  the customer will want  to keep his existing 
t e l e p h o n e  number. Eecause BellSouth failed to i n c l u d e  requirements for 
converting from a p o r t / l o o p  combination {REQTYP M) to a loop w i t h  number 
portability {REQTYP B), CLECs w i l l  be forced to send multiple orders to 
accomplish a migration that could be done with one order. 
environment allows us to migrate a customer from B e l l S o u t h  r e t a i l  to a loop  
w i t h  number portzbility, t he re fo re ,  the same process s h o u l d  be available to 
m i g r a t e  from UNE-P to loop w i t h  number portability. 

Today's 

When BellSouth presented  its requirements for UNE to UNE Migrations, 
presented t h e  requirements as f i n a l  with no opportunity for change by t h e  
CLECs .  
opportunity t o  provide input during t h e  development phase.  The result is 
that BellSouth will be delivering a product that does not meet t h e  needs of 
t h e  CLECs, adds expense to CLECs c o s t  of doing business (charges per order), 
and w i l l  c a u s e  re-work in t h e  f u t u r e  to change what w a s  implemented. 

it 

This is another instance of BellSouth n o t  providing CLECs t h e  

As p a r t  o f  o u r  CCP Improvement initiative, we MUST c r e a t e  a process w i t h  
intervals that allow f o r  better communication between CLECs and BellSouth 
SMEs. 
resources unnecessarily with little results to show for it, 

Otherwise, both BellSouth and the CLECs w i l l  c o n t i n u e  to expend 

Sincerely, 

J i l l  Williamson 
AT&T Local Serv ices  and Access Management 

---*- Original Message----- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.comJ 
Sent: F r i d a y ,  November 17, 2000 8:51 AM 
To: Annette.Cook@espire.net; apatel3@telcordia.com; 

2 
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BellSouth@quintessent.net; best2@surfsouth.com; brutter@kpmg.com; 
bszafran@covad.com; c and m@bellsouth.net; 
cassandrap@networktel~pho~e.net; C a t h e r i n e . G r a y @ a l l t e l . c o m ;  
cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; cflanigan@uslec.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; 
charrison@mpowercom.com; cheryl@eatel.com; chrisg@pvtel-net; 
christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; colleen.e.sponseller~wcom.c~m; 
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.com; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale~btitele.com; DElliott@connectsouth.com; 
desiree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dkane@aspiretelecom.com; dlasher@eftia.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.com; 
donnam@netwosk te l ephone .ne t ;  donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; €rank~@cellone-ms.com; Gary@CSII.net; 
generalg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
j b r i t t o n @ p h o n e s f o w a l l . c o m ;  Jdavid4715@aol.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snetacom; jhoze@kmctelecom.com; jmclau@kmctelecom.com; 
JMMaxwell@Intermedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.com; Williamson, J i l l  R,  NCAM; 
Wilson Jr, Jack T (Tom), BGM; julie.jacobs@adelphiacom.com; 
Katherine.Hudler@espire.net; kcooper@eftia.com; 
k e l l e y . d u n n e @ o n e p o i n t c o m c m ;  khudson@nextlink.com; 
Kimberly.O.Williams@MCI.com; kmarshall@telstar.org; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; Iha~l@floridadigital.net; 
lisa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; 
mark@annox.com; marybethkeane@kpmg.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; mer@networkwcs.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; mt7210@momail.sbc.com; ngiugno@kpmg.com; 
Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
Pkinghorn@eztalktelephone.com; prehm@nightfire.com; 
prichardson@Trivergent-com; r b e n n e t t @ f l o r i d a d i g i t a l . n e t ;  
rbuffa@interloop.net; rhonda.calvert@adelphiacom.com; 
robert@alternativephone.com; rszczepanski@kpmg.com; 
sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbowling@caprock.com; shane@eatel.com; shar~n.arnett@mail.sprint.com; 
sharon.russo@btitele.com; sjenning@nowcommunications.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@Trivergent.com; smurray@rhythms.net; 
snole@kpmg.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
steve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com; stuartw@networkonecom.com; 
talleylinda@mindspring.com; Tanya.Finney@espire.net; TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; 
timk@networktelephone.net; TLA@MAGICNET.NET; tmontemayer@MANTISS.com; 
Todd@CSII.net; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Williamsal@cepb.com; 
mknapek@Intermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; woody@albionconnect.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; trsmith@Trivergent.com; 
chaynes@Trivergent.com; ssmith@dset.com; sangelo@bellsouth.net; 
sbrown@covad.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; 
Connie@albionconnect.com; ASamson@bixch.com; 
heidi.a,crow@mail.sprint.com; rbreckin@telcordia.com; 
msykes@telcordia.com; billg@telcordia.com; svc-gate@telcordia.com; 
karen.grim@mail.sprint.com; mike.norris@mindspring.com; 
csti@bellsouth.net; mdominick@Trivergent.com; dgraham@MANTTSS.com; 
KKester@STIS.com; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; Hwhit t ington@mpowercom,com; 
Taldinger@mpowercom.com; Rdupraw@mpowercom.com; Jim.Meyers@wcom.com; 
JOliver@birch.com; reym@networktelephone.net; LHinton@PrismCSI.net; 
dmcmanus@Trivergent.com; bmurdo@kmcteZecom.com~ david.burley@wcom.com; 
SLively@Trivergent.com; TThompson2@broadband.att.com; 
blsinterfacecontrol@kpmg-com; Kathryn.Phipps@btitele.com; 
ronald.l.thompson@xo.com; MPatyk@connectsouth.com; schula.hobbs@dsl.net; 
mark@albionconnect.com; AZerillo@birch.com; EGunn@birch.com; 
clhawk@kmctelecom.com; tami.m.swenson@ac.com; jim.lee@dsl.net; 
TJStokes@Trivergent.corn; Faye.Restaino@dsl.net; Elliot.~rann@dsl.net; 
changecontrol.bellsouth@onepointcom.com; carl.taylor@lecstar.com; 
Glenn.Sonnier@usunwired.com; arobison@kpmg.com; 
default.user@bellsouth.com; KUchida@northpoint.net; 
ESaeed@northpoint.net; PPinick@birch.com; lynn@mfn.net; ruth@mfn.net; 
mcbrunnhilde@juno.com; lavernek@arrowcom.com; Micki.Jones@wcom.com; 
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jfuller@fairpoint.com; EFarnell@broadband.att.com; 
Ellen.Neis@mail.sprint.com; Ronald.Klamer@wcom.com; 
conniec@arrowcom.com; CoDavis@covad.com; timw@networkonecom.com; 

wendy.hernandez@RHTeiCo.com; swargo@rhythms.net; 
Alan.Flanigan@twtelecom.com 
S u b j e c t :  ID: 11/13/00 R e l  9 . 0  User Requirements Meeting Minutes 

sheryl-scobel@stratosoilandgas.com; Nancy.Watt@RHTelCo.com; 

D i s t r i b u t e d  Message 

Message sent by: Change Control / m 6 , m a i l 6 a  

To unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
L i s t  Manager /ml,mailla with the Subjec t  line: UNSUBSCRIBE CCP 

For online h e l p ,  send a message w i t h  the subjec t  HELP. 
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c December 15,2000 

Jill, 

This message is to acknowledge receipt of your 11-28-00 e-mail expressing concerns 
with the UNE to UNE Migration user requirements. As part of our CCP Process 
Improvement meetings we have committed to provide the user requirements earlier in the 
process, which will allow for better communication between CLECs and BellSouth. As 
we discussed at our 12-7-00 meeting, BellSouth proposed that draft user requirements 
will be provided 90 caIendar days in advance of the release implementation date and that 
final user requirements will be provided 45 calendar days in advance of the release 
implenientation date. The CLECs requested that these intervals be changed to state “in 
advance of the CLEC testing with BST date” in lieu o f  release iniplcmentation date. We 
are currently addressing this request and will provide an update at our 
January IO, 200 1 CCP Process Improvements Meeting. 

BellSouth is committed to ensuring that we have adequate communication with the 
CLECs to support their needs. 

Please let us know if you have questions. 

Thanks, 

Change Control Team 
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----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.comJ 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2000 2 : 4 8  PM 
To : 
S u b - ~ e c t :  ID: New Change Requests 

Distributed Message 

Message sent by: Change Con t ro l  /m6,mail6a 

To unsubscribe from CCP, send a message to 
List Manager /ml,mailla w i t h  t h e  Subjec t  line: UNSUBSCRIBE C Z P  

For  online h e l p ,  send a message with t h e  s u b j e c t  HELP. 
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RF-1870 
7m 

Pre-Ordering 
LENS 

0 TAG 

0 CSOTS 

@ 5ELLSOUTH 

Ordering 0 Maintenance 0 Manual 
0 ED1 LNP n TAFl 

LENS EC-TALocal 

n TAG 

Change Request Form 

Software 

[I1 Documentation 
Product & Services 

Internal Reference ## (1) Date Change Request Submitted -1 113/00-(2) 

Hardware Industry Standards 0 Defect 
New or Revised Edits 
Regulatory Other 

0 Process 

TYPE 5 (CLEC) TYPE 4 (BST) TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) 0 TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

TVPE6(DEFECT) OCN ( 3 4  

Company 
Name-BellSouth (4) 

(6) CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone 205-321-21 05 

CCM Email Address Ghange.Control@bridge.betlsoutb.com~(7) Fax-205-32 1 -51 60 (8) 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # (10) 

Originator’s Name (1 1) Phone (12) 

Title of Change NPORD Data for FOC (Issue 7) (1 3) 

Category 0 Add New Functionality Change Existing (?4) Desired Due Date 1 1/3O/OO-( 15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact Major Minor None expected (16) 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from thls change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) - 
The Port out Order number to will now go back on the FOC instead of the C Trigger order. Thls will only 
change the DATA content that the CLEC will receive in the NPORD field. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information 0 Yes No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet 1 Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Jointly Devetoped by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives 
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RF-1970 
7100 

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form 

This Section to be completed by BCCM oniy. 
I 
Change Request Log #-CR0216 (23) Clarification Yes No (24) I .  
Clarification Request Sent I / (25) Clarification Response Due / / (26) 

Status -N-(27) 

Change Request Review Date / / (28) Target Implementation Date 11/00 (29) 

Last Modified By (30) Date Modified / I (31) 

Change Review Meeting Results (32) 

~~~ - 

Canceled Change Request c] Duplicate Training 5 Ctarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date I / (34) 

Request Appeal Yes 0 No (35) 

Appeal Considetations (36) 

Agreed Release Date 1 / (37) CMVC # (38) 
DDTS# (39) 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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RF-1870 
7m 

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form 
This section to be completed by BellSouth - lntemal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Ctarification Needed Yes ixf No 

Defect 0 Feature 13 Duplicate 0 Training issue 0 Cancel 

DefecVFeature Impacts Other CLECs? 0 Yes 0 No 

Interfaces impacted by defecvfeature: 0 ED1 TAG a LNP 0 LENS 

c] TClF 7 a TClF 9 

Target Implementation Date: 

Docket No. 000731 -TP 
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RF-1870 
7m 

0 Pre-Ordering 
LENS 

0 CSOTS 

0 TAG 

@ 6ELLSOlJTH 

13 Ordering [3 Maintenance c] Manual 
ED1 @ LNP 0 TAFl 

TAG 
0 LENS EC-TA Local 

Change Request Form 

Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (1 9) 

Software 0 Hardware 0 Industry Standards Defect 
0 Product 8 Services New or Revised Edits 0 Process 

Documentation Regulatory Other 
A 

Internal Reference # (1 ) Date Change Request Submitted -1 111 3/00-(2) 

13 TYPE 5 (CLEC) TYPE 4 (BST) 0 TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

0 TYPE6(DEFECT) OCN ( 3 4  

Company 
Name-BellSouth (4 1 

CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone 205-321-2105 (6) 

CCM Email Address Change.Control@bridge. belkouth.com-(7) Fax-205-32 ‘I -51 60 (8) 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone # (10) 

Originator’s Name (11) Phone (12) 

Title of Change CSR with 888 USOC (1 3) 

Category 0 Add New Functionality Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 11/30/00-(15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact Major Minor None expected (16) 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) - 
Change to the LNP Gateway to ignore telephone number(s) associated with 888 USOC. The CLEC will no 
longer be ctarified back due to the 888 USOC. This change requires no coding changes for the CLEC 
community. 
Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information a Yes No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet I Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives 
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RF-1670 
7100 

@ BTIELLSOUTH Change Request Form 

This Section to be completed by BCCM only. 

Change Request Log #-CR0217 (23) Clarification Yes No (24) 

Clarification Request Sent I / (25) Clarification Response Due / / (26) 

Status -N-(27) 

Change Request Review Date / I (28) Target lmpiementation Date 11/00 (29) 

Last Modified By (30) Date Modified I 1 (31) 

Change Review Meeting Resutts (32) 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate Training 0 Clarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC EST Date i I (34) 

Request Appeal Yes 0 No (35) 

Appeal Considerations (36) 

Agreed Release Date I / (37) CMVC ## (38) 
DDTS# (39) 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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RF-1870 
7/00 

@ SELLSOUTH Change Request Form 
This section to be completed by BellSouth - Internal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Clarification Needed Yes IXI No 

0 Defect Feature [13 Duplicate Training Issue Cancel 

DefectlFeature Impacts Other CLECs? Yes No 

Interfaces impacted by defectlfeature: 0 ED1 0 TAG 0 LNP LENS 

0 TClF 7 TClF 9 

Target Impiementation Date: 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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RF-1870 
7m 

Pre-Ordering 
LENS 

0 CSOTS 

[7 TAG 

@ 6ELLSOlJTH 

Ordering Maintenance 0 Manual a ED1 LNP TAFl 

TAG 
0 LENS a EC-TALOMI 

Change Request Form 

0 Software 
I3 Product 8 Services 

Documentation 

Internal Reference ## (I) Date Change Request Submitted -1 lI3/00-(2) 

Hardware Industry Standards a Defect 
New or Revtsed Edits Process 

0 Regulatory Other 

TYPE 5 (CLEC) TYPE 4 (BST) n TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

TYPE6(DEFECT) OCN (3A) 

Company 
Na me-Bell South (4) 

CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone 205-32 1-2 1 05 (61 

CCM Email Address Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com-(7) Fax-205-321 -51 60 (8) 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone ## (10) 

Originator’s Name ( A I )  Phone (12) 

Title of Change ED1 Map Change for Error text (13) 

Category [7 Add New Functionality Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 11/30/00-( 15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact Major 0 Minor c] None expected (16) 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) - 
LNP is changing to allow 264 characters to be returned on the FOC for error messages that are returned to 
the CLEC. The CLEC will not see any change in this particular LNP feature until the ENCORE systems 
are able to work their feature to actually change the ED1 map to accommodate the 264 characters. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information Yes a No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet / Standards location, 
if applicable) 

Docket No. 000731-TP Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives 
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RF-1870 
7m 

@ BELLSOUTH Change Request Form 

This Section to be comDleted bv BCCM onlv. 

Change Request Log #-CR0218 (23) Clarification 0 Yes No (24) 

Ciariftcation Request Sent / / (25) Clarification Response Due 1 / (26) 

Status -N-(27) 

Change Request Review Date / / (28) Target implementation Date 11/00 (29) 

Last Modified By (30) Date Modified I / (31) 

Change Review Meeting Results (32) 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate Training Clarification Not Received (33) 

Sancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date / / (34) 

Request Appeal 0 Yes 0 No (35) 

4ppeal Considerations (36) 

~ ~~- 

CMVC # (38) 
D D T S  (39) 

4greed Release Date / / (37) 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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RF-1870 
7m 

BEL LSOUTH Change Request Form 

This section to be completed by BellSouth - Internal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Clarification Needed Yes El No 

0 Defect [J Feature Duplicate Training Issue 0 Cancel 

DefecVFeature Impacts Other CLECs? Yes No 

Interfaces Impacted by defecvfeature: ED1 0 TAG 0 LNP LENS 

TClF 7 0 TClF 9 

Target Implementation Date: 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 10 of 13 
JMB-R7 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives 



Pre-Ordering 
0 LENS 

CSOTS 

17 TAG 

RF-1870 
7100 

0 Manual Ordering Maintenance 
ED1 LNP TAFl 

0 TAG 
LENS EC-TALoal 

@ BELLSOUTH 

Type Of Change - Check one or more, as applicable (19) 
I3 Software D Hardware industry Standards Defect 
0 Product & Services New or Revised Edits Process 

Documentation Regulatory Other 
1 

Change Request Form 

Internal Reference ## (1) Date Change Request Submitted -1 111 3/00-(2) 

7YPE 5 (CLEC) TYPE 4 (BST) TYPE 3 (INDUSTRY) [7 TYPE 2 (REGULATORY) (3) 

TYPE 6 (DEFECT) OCN (3A) 

Company 
Name-BellSou th (4 1 

(6) CCM-Brenda Files (5) Phone 205-321-21 05 

CCM Email Address Change.Control@bridge. beflsouth.com-(7) Fax-205-321 -51 60 (8) 

Alternate CCM- (9) Alt Phone# (10) 

0 rig i nato r’s Name (I 1) Phone (121 

Title of Change Standard Interval Changes for Loop (1 3) 

Category Add New Functionality [XI Change Existing (14) Desired Due Date 11/30/00~(15) 

Originating CCM assessment of impact Major 0 Minor 0 None expected (16) 

Description of requested change including purpose and benefit received from this change. (Use additional 
sheets, if necessary.) (20) - 
Changing internal tables to assign the correct standard interval for Loops as published in the Interval 
Guide. Currently the system is adding the 2 day FOC interval into the interval that is applied to the 
service order.. 

Known dependencies (21) 

Additional Information Yes n No (22) 
List all business specifications and/or requirements documents included (or Internet 1 Standards location, 
if applicabte) 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised Docket No. 000731 -TP 

Page 11 of13 
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RF-1870 
7m 

@ 6EUSOUTH Change Request Form 

This Secfion to be completed by BCCM only. 
1 
Change Request Log #-CR0219 (23) Clarification 0 Yes No (24) 

Clarification Request Sent / / (25) Clarification Response Due I 1 (26) 

Status -N-(27) 

1 Change Request Review Date I / (28) Target Implementation Date 11/00 (29) 

Last Modified By (30) Date Modified / / (31) 

1 Change Review Meeting Results (32) 

Canceled Change Request 0 Duplicate 0 Training Clarification Not Received (33) 

Cancellation Acknowledgment CLEC BST Date / / (34) 

Request Appeal 0 Yes No (35) 

Appeal Considerations (36) 

Agreed Release Date 1 / (37) CMVC # (38) 
D D T S  (39) 
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RF-1870 
7m 

@ BELL SOUTH Change Request Form 
This section to be completed by BellSouth - Internal Validation of Defect Change Request 

Defect Validation Results: (40) 

Clarification Needed 0 Yes Ea No 

0 Defect Feature a Duplicate 0 Training Issue Cancel 

DefecVFeakure Impacts Other CLECs? Yes No 

Interfaces Impacted by defecvfeature: EDI TAG 

TClF 7 TClF 9 

LNP LENS 

Target Implementation Date: 
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4 @ BELL SOUTH 
Change Control Process 

Change Review Meeting Minutes 

DATE: September 27.2000 

MEETING: Change Review Meeting 

PURPOSE: Monthly Status Meeting and Prioritize Pending Change Requests 

ATTENDEES 
Donna Graham - Mantiss 

Rae Dupraw - Mpower 

Manuel Lozano - 
Nightfire Communications (formerly Nextlink) 
Wayne Johnson - BST 

Kristen Hudson - XO 

Bob Henderson - SBC Teiecom 

Kevin McCall - BST 
Mike Young - Telcordia 
Bill Grant - Telcordia 

Cathy Swift - BST 
Jill Williamson - AT&T 
Brenda Jones - BST 

Lorriane Watson - 
WorldCom 
Brian Rutter - O M G  
Richard Woodhouse- 
KPMG 
Jamie Hunter - KPMG 
John Duffey - FL PSC 
Cheryl Storey - BST 

Brenda Files - BST 
Jim Lenihan - Sprint 

E. R. Stewart - BST 

Sandy Evans - Sprint 

Stephanie West - BST 
Renard Robinson - BST 

Debbie Feir - BST 
Joe Gray - BST 
Valerie Cottingham - 
BST 

~~ 

Steve Hancock -BST 
Mark Grossman - 
Telcord i a 
Jean Ann Fuller - 
Trivergent 

Stuart Walters - Network One 
P e a m  Rehm - Nightfire 
Kathy Rainwater - BST 
Rodney Strawter - BST 

Tyra Hush - WorldCom 
Selange Roberts - E.spire 

Woody Roe - Albion Connect 
Kim Gillette-Hoskins - Quintessent 
Jerry Gaspardo - Mantiss 

Edwardine Marrone - BST 
~~~ 

Rey McCabe - Network Telephone 

Les Hinton - PRlSM 

AGENDA 

Agenda Review status of all Types 2-6 Change Requests, review current Release Management 
statuses, report of system outages and discuss issues regarding the Change Control 
Process. Also Present, Discuss and Prioritize Pending Change Requests and Develop 
Candidate Change Request List. 
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Opening 

Outstanding 
Action Items 

12/13/00 

The BCCM opened the meeting and covered the items we were to accomplish at this meeting: 
Review outstanding action items 
Review regulatory mandates 

Report of system outages 

0 New Issues/Action Items 

Review status of all Types 2-6 Change Requests 

Review current Release Management statuses 
Present and Discuss Pending Change Requests 
Determine Priorities and Develop Candidate Change Request List for Release 10 
Open Discussion - Change Control Process 

A meeting will be scheduled in October to address CCP concerdissues. Change Control will 
distribute notification of this meeting and solicit availability from the CLEC cornmunit)!. 

1.  Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Investigate if there will be a standard process for handling 41 1 drops. 
Status: The documented process for handling 4 1 I drops and a standard form to be used to report 
4 1 1 drops in batch will be presented at the 10/25/00 Monthly Status Meeting for CLEC input. 

2. Owner: BelISouth (CLOSED) 
Add CRO 1 10 to CR Log. 
Status: Added to CR Log 8/24/00. 

3. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Send Steve Murray a copy of the CR Log and DefecUExpedite draft process that was discussed on 
the call. 
Status: Sent 8/24/00 to Steve Murray via email. 

4. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Investigate time intervals for defectlexpedite workaround. 
Status: BST will not be able to reduce the 4-day time interval for defect workaround. 

5 .  Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Investigate time interval for implementing a High Impact expedite. 
Status: High Impact Expedites will be implemented in the current, next release or point release, best 
effort. High Impact Expedites will be assessed on a case-by-case basis for impacts, and scheduled as 
needed. 

6. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Determine if BellSouth can provide a code “patch” (as a workaround) for expedites until a permanent 
fix is implemented. 
Stutus: BST does not provide temporary code patches. We do provide workarounds for defects until 
they can be permanently fixed in a release. For defects, BST is committed to provide a workaround 
(when applicable) to the CLECs for the interim until the defect can be worked within the 4 to 25- 
business day range, best effort. The workarounds provided are not coding changes. The 
workarounds provide an alternative way to submit an order electronically or manually. BST utilizes 
resources to fix defects pemanentIy in a release. For High Impact expedites, there is no electronic 
workaround. BST has committed to implement these in the current, next release or point release, 
best effort. These wiIl be assessed on a case-by-case basis for impacts, and scheduled as needed. If 
necessary, an emergency point release would be imdemented. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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7. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Determine if Process and M&P changes are included in the posting of notifications of documentation 
updates (non-system changes) 5 days prior to the documentation posting date. 
Status: Received clarification on this issue from the originator (AT&T). AT&T requests 30 da>* 
interval because 5 days is sometimes not sufficient if process changes need to be made internall!. 
BST is investigating. 

8. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Investigate search/sort capability for CCP web site. 
Status: BellSouth has determined that it does not have the software to support this function. 
However, BST is in the process of determining the cost of additional software. 

Oulsstanding Act ion Items fiom 9/18/00 Release 8.0 Package Meeting: 

9. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
OS/DA Routing - Determine process for other CLECs to utilize if interested in selective routing. 
Stntus: Basic OSDA routing functionality will be provided with Release 8.0 in November. CLECs 
interested in this functionality wil1 not need to submit a Change Request: however. they will need to 
work with their Account Team to establish Line Class Codes and identify other unique characteristics 
that may be required. 

10. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Coding codes - 30 days not sufficient time for CLECs to make coding changes. need the business 
rules sooner. 30 days is sufficient for M&P changes only. Depends on size of release as to amount 
D f  advance notice needed. 
Status: €3 S T investigating . 

Outstanding Action Items from 9/22/00 Release 8.0 Packoge Meeting: 

1 1. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
CROO 16 - SI Enhancement - Association with 3 19 products. Why are 3 19 products targeted for late 
2001? 
Sfatus: BST investigating. 

12. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
CR0002 - Pre-ordedorder Field Discrepancies - defect vs. feature. 
Status: BST is treating this issue as a feature because business rules reflect current coding. The 
application is operating as specified. CLECs advised this is a requirements defect and that the 
defecvexpedite process is not working. BST is currently pursuing the possibility of implementing 
this change in Release 9.0. 

1211 3/00 
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Regu tatory 
Mandates 

ED1 
Infrastructu 
re Upgrade 
Overview 

CROl69 - Number Conservation Rules for Number Pooling (BellSouth) 
FCC99-200 (revised on 3/3 1 /00 to FCCOO- 104). 
Florida 954 - FCC99-249. 
Florida State PSC docket number is 98 1 -444TP. 
FCC has mandated Number Pooling in the Southeastern Region to avoid additional NPA NXX 
exhaust. Number Pooling is a process that allocates NPA-NXXs at the thousand-block level WXX- 
X) within the rate center using LNP network infrastructure. It allows sharing of central office codes 
(NXXs) among multiple service providers serving the same rate center (TMRC). BellSouth is 
making updates internally to allow pooling. Targeted for Release 9.0 0 1/06/0 I and 0 1 /20/0 1 . LSR 
changes are not necessary for Pooling. 
Please see attached Po werpoint presentation. 

CR0059 - Change TN Reservation Period to 45 days (pre-ordering functionality) (BellSouth 
FCC Docket ## 99200 
Order # FCCOO- 104 
Target date for implementation is 4Q00. 

CRO153 - CO Based Line Sharing (BellSouth) 
FCC Docket # 98- 147 
Scheduled for Release 7.1 September 30,2000. 

BellSouth is involved in a project to upgrade our ED1 infrastructure. The new infrastructure will 
facilitate requests from Change Control, such as the CLEC Test Environment. The new' 
infrastructure will also allow improvement in the deIivery of Functional Acknowledgements, Firm 
Orders Confirmations, Notifications, Pending Order Status. etc. The target for migration o f  the 
CLEC ED1 Application to the new infrastructure is December 1.2000. A CLEC Notification Letter 
will be sent in the next 30 days. 

To accommodate the migration to the new infrastructure BellSouth will freeze the ED1 maps from 
October 6 until December 1,2000. This freeze may delay the implementation of features that require 
a new or modified field for BellSouth and/or CLEC use. BellSouth will freeze the turn up of new 
ED1 Trading Partners and new IP addresses from October 13 until December 15.2000. It is 
BellSouth's desire to acknowledge all requests received prior to October 13. 2000. Requests received 
during the freeze window will be honored after December 15,2000. 

An ED1 User Group will be formed for the purpose of  discussing the following: 
DetaiIs associated with the migration to the new infrastructure 
Development of requirements for Interactive Agent 
Development of requirements for pre-order functions 

If you would like to take part in the ED1 User Group please send an e-mail to Change Control by 
October 6, 2000, with the following information: 

Name of Company 
Contact Name, Telephone Number, Email Address, and Mailing Address 
Topics of Interest 

A meeting of the ED1 User Group will be targeted for the week of October 9,2000. 
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New 
Chan e 
Requests 
(Types 2-5) 

12/13/00 

ORDO30200-001 - UNE via ASR2 1 (AT&T & WorldCom) 
Status: Jill (AT&T) and Tyra (WorldCom) advised to leave this CR open. 

ORDO32700-00 1 - Post-FOC Clarification (AT&T) 
Status; Conference call held 8/10/00 with originator and BST SME to discuss options. It was 
determined that the pending pre-order CR TAG08 12990001 (provide CFA infomation. NCR\JCI 
codes) is a possible solution. CR TAG0812990001 is targeted for Release 10 on 5/30/01. Jill 
(AT&T) advised this CR could be canceled. 

CROO 12 - TAFI Functionality via ECTA Interface (AT&T) 
Status: AT&T advised to leave this request open to continue discussions with BellSouth 

CR0065 - Add LENS 6.3 Tutorial (Trivergent) 
Status: Originator advised to leave this CR on hold until they review the new web-based LENS 
course, which should be available late September. 

CR0087 - “C” Order Process for UNE-P (Sprint) 
Status: Conference call held on 09/25/00 with originator and BellSouth. BellSouth has committed 
to forward Sprint information on return FOC. Sprint wilt review information and determine if CR 
can be canceled. 

CR0093 - Electronic Change Notifications (Sprint) 
Status: On 09/15/00 originator requested place CR on hold. 

CR0095 - ECTA - Attribute Validation (BellSouth) 
Status: Open for CLEG comments on whether this is a feature they would like to see implemented. 

CRO104 - LENS Large Account Inquiry (Marietta Fibernet) 
Status: Placed in Pending status 9/26/00. Originator requested that we include on Prioritization list 
since this CR was submitted prior to the 8/15/00 cut-off date. 

CRO 105 - Drop the RES ID to Requirement for xDSL Order (Nightfire) 
Status: Conference call held on 091 5/00 with originator. Originator advised this issue is still under 
review until testing is complete. 

CROI 30 - LESOG not Responding to “C” order adding line & features on Resale Accounts 
(Bel I South) 
Status: Reclassified as a feature. Being reviewed for acceptance. Docket No. 000731-TP 

JMB-R8 
CROI 32 - Fielded Completion Notifications (WorldCom) 
Status: Conference call held on 09/25/00 with originator. Originator agreed to forward information 
on OBF to Change Control. BST SME to revisit this issue. 

Page 5 of 21 

CROI 35 - Merging of Accounts (AT&T) 
Status: BellSouth is currently waiting on a reply to the response sent to the originator on this 
request. Jill (AT&T) questioned why CRs should be held until OBF resolves issues when CLEC’s 
business needs may be more urgent. JiIl stated this should be a joint decision regarding the 
disposition of CRs that are being addressed by OBF. Change Control will revisit and provide status. 

CRO 143 - Notification - MDR (Mechanized Disaster Reports) (Verizon) 

Change Review Meeting 9-27crm doc 
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Status: BellSouth response due to CLEC by 10/17/00. 

CRO 144 - Add LSR Codes in LENS (BellSouth) 
Status: Being reviewed for acceptance 

CROI 45 - Remove a TN from a LENS LSR (BellSouth) 
Stutus: Being reviewed for acceptance 

CROI 46 - Default the Listed TN (BellSouth) 
Stuius: Being reviewed for acceptance 

CRO 147 - Seasonal Suspend (BellSouth) 
Sfafus: Being reviewed for acceptance 

CRO 152 - Electronic Payphone Service Orders (BellSouth) 
Status: Being reviewed for acceptance 

CRO157 - Need to Handle HTG USOCs for all calling plans on Port/Loop Combos (BellSouth) 
Status: Reclassified as a feature. Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CRO 158 - Already Pending Error message on LSRs where order is being held to not auto clarify 
(Bel I South) 
Status: Reclassified as a feature. Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CRO 165 - Discrepancies in BellSouth Guidelines CG-LE00-009-LNUMfield on Loop Service Page 
[Next 1 ink) 
Status: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

ZRO 166 - Cable ID Defect (BellSouth) 
Status: Reclassified as a feature. Being reviewed for acceptance. 

2RO 167 - Incorrect Circuit # on FOC (Belf South) 
Stutus: Reclassified as a feature. Being reviewed for acceptance. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Pending 

Change 
Requests 

Scheduled 

Change 
Requests 

12/13/00 

The following Change Request is in pending status: 

Szatus: Will begin jointly addressing 10/3/00. Once BST has a better understanding of CLEC 
requirements and complexity of this effort, this feature will be targeted for an upcoming release. 

TAG08 12990003 - Parsed CSR (AT&T) 

Sfufus: Guidelines to be added by the end of October 2000 to the HELPFUL HINTS section of the 
BellSouth Pre-Order Business Rules document to further clarify the BellSouth response to this 
request. 

CRO 134 - TN Reservation Display of Switch CLLI (AT&T) 

The following Change Requests are scheduled for upcoming releases: 

0 

W 

D 

D 

e 

0 

0 

e 

W 

W 

ED108 12990003 - 4 1 1 Drops (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 9.0 - 0 1 /06/0 1 
EDI0812990004 - Change Main Account Number (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 10.0 - 
0 9 3  I /O 1 
ED108 12990005 - Handling of Remaining Services (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 10.0 - 
05/3 1 /O 1 
ED108 12990007 - Use of LEAN/LEATN Fields (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 1 0.0-05/3 1 /O 1 
TAG08 I299000 1 - Provide CFA & NC/NCI Codes (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 10.0 - 
05/3 1 /O 1 
ED1 12 1599000 1 - TN vs RSAG Validation (AT&T) -Targeted for Release 9.0 - 0 I /06/0 1 
ED1020900-00 I - Electronically Order Routing to OS/DA (AT&T) - Release 8.0 - 1 I / 18/00 
ED1030300-00 1 - CLEC test environment (AT&T) - Targeted for Re1 8.1 - 12/09/00 
CR0002 - Pre-OrdedOrder Business Rules Discrepancies (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 1 0.0 - 
05/3 1 /O 1 
CR0003 - WON Electronic Reject & Flow Through (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 9.0 - 
0 I /06/0 1 
CROO 14 - Change Verbiage on LENS Screen (Trivergent) - Release 8.0 - 1 1 / I  8/00 
CROO 15 - LENS ACT of C - Change Basic Class of Service (BellSouth) - Release 8.0 - 
1 1 /18/00 
CROO16 - SI Enhancement for SLl, SL2, DSO, DS I and ISDN (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 
10.0-05/31/01 
CR0029 - Partial Migration of UNE Loops (ReqTyp A) (BellSouth) - Targeted for Release 10.0 
- 05/3 1 /O 1 
CR0030 - UNE to UNE Migrations (BellSouth) - Targeted for Release 9.0 - 01 /06/0 I 
CR0038 - TOS Field on LSR ReqTyp J (BellSouth) - Targeted for Release 10.0 - 05/3 1 /01 
CR0040 - Order Tracking Request (AT&T) - Targeted for Release 10.0 - 05/3 1 / O  1 
CR0045 - Conversion As 1s - Strip Non-Resellable USOCs (One Point) - Release 8.0 - 
11/18/00 

& 

rl 
c: 
0" 

g q a  
g z  & 

. CR0059 - Change TN Reservation Period (BellSouth) - Targeted for 4Q00 
CR0078 - Extended Loops (AT&T) - Targeted for implementation late 2001 with other 3 19 
products 

CRO 1 12 - Conversion As-Is ACT W Defect (Southern Telecom) - Rel. 7.1 - 9/30/00 

CRO116 - Premise Visit Indicator (BellSouth) - Re1 7.1 9/30/00 
CRO118 - Remove Housenumprefix for TAG API 2.2.0.10 (BellSouth) - Rel. 7. I 9/30/00 

m d  

CROlO9 - GA 9 12/229/478 NPA Splits (BellSouth) - Release 7.2 I 01 14/00 

CROlI5 - Partial Pre-Order Query Due Date CalcuIation (BellSouth) - Rei 7. I 9/30/00 

E p r -  

u -  a a &  
5 
a" 

D 

D 
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CR0129 - LESOG fading to apply ZRTI to orders (BellSouth) - Re1 7.1 9/30/00 
CROI 50 - Add NPT Data Element to the ESDQ Query (BellSouth) - Re1 7.1 9/30/00 
CROI 53 - CO Based Line Sharing (BellSouth) - Rel. 7/1 9/30/00 
CRO 159 - Discrepancies in BBR-LO Version 9G (BellSouth) - 9/28/00 update (9H) 
CRO 1 69 - Number Pooling Mandate (BellSouth) - Re1 9.0 0 1 /06/0 1 and 0 1 /20/0 1 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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CR0056 - Invalid SUP, Subscription Version Defect - (AT&T) 
Stutus: Determined to be a training issue and pending feedback from originator. AT&T advised to 
close this request. 

Implemented 
Change 
Requests 

Canceled 
Change 
Requests 

Defectmxpe 
dite Change 
Req u ests 

:Type 6) 

Status: BellSouth determined this not to be a defect. The USOC populated is not valid with the FID 
CR0070 - Call Forwarding USOC Defect (AT&T) 

2/13/00 

LSR062399000 1 Redirection of UNE LSRs in the LCSC (AT&T) - LNP Re1 5.1 - 8/27/00 
CR0077 Subscription Version Cancellations (AT&T) - LNP Re1 5. I - 8/27/00 
CROO89 - Reserving TNs via LENS (Advanced Tel) - Re1 6.4 - 6/17/00. 
CR0092 - DFDT & CHC Defect Request (AT&T) - LNP Re1 5.1 - 8/27/00 (ED1 only) 
CRO 102 - NUM=TELNO=ACCT is FinaI Reject (Access One) - Release 7.0 - 7/29/00. 
CROlO6 - Delay Sunset of LSOG2 xDSL Ordering via Fax (Nightfire) - delayed until 10/2/00. 
CRO125 - Error when placing a change order to add VCA and RII 1C in LENS (NeM South) Rel 

CRO I4 I - LESOG should D&E vs. C&T when no CFN changes (BellSouth) - Re1 7.0 - 8/12/00. 
7.0 - 8/12/00. 

The following change requests have been cancelled since our August 23 meeting: 

CROO 13 - Date Sendcentury Defect (EDI) (Nextlink) 
CROO 18 - USOC Segmentation (AT&T) 
CR0033 - ED1 Multiple ReqTyp Enhancement (Nextlink) 
CR0039 - FOC Not Populating Order Number on Port Order (American Metrocom) 
CR0066 - Invalid USOC for Basic Class of Svc. Format SAE434 I1 CREWTN (ATdkT) 
CR0070 - Call Forwarding USOC Defect (AT&T) 
CRO I 07 - Documentation Defect - CIC (AT&T) 
CRO 1 14 - 7" Reservation Defect (AT&T) 
CRO120 - SOCS RT60 Invalid NPAINXX for Routing SUB 001 (BellSouth) 
CRO 123 - LENS Application Enhancement (Gulf Coast Communications) 
CRO140 - Update the Due Date Calculation Intervals in TAG (combined with CRO1 17) (BellSouth) 

The folIowing change requests statuses are provided: 

CR0008 - YPQTY-WPQTY (Iss 7) ReqType -E Reject Code must be 2 numerics - 
(Deitacom) 

Status: Open - Currently under appeal. 

CR0023 - OSS'99 Ordering Guidelines - (AT&T) 
Status: Open - Validation response provided on 5-3-00. AT&T has requested that this remain open 
until all guidelines have been updated. 

CR0024 - Hunt Group Defect on a Separate CSR - (Adelphia) 
Status: Open - Validated as a defect to be targeted for a future release. 

CR0049 - LENS TNs for each PON on bulk order (BST) Docket No. 000731-TI 

Page 9 of 21 

Status: Determined to not be a defect, but will be entered as a feature to be targeted in a future 
release. 

Status: Open - Pending clarification. JMB-R8 

CROOSO - LENS 6.3 - ## of Directories for white & yellow (BST) 

9-27crm doc Change Renew Mcet tq  
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12/13/00 

provided. The USOC GCE is call forwarding busy line. the CFND FID with RCYC is for call 
forwarding don’t answer. Originator advised to close this CR. 

Status: Determined to be a defect and will be corrected in a future release TBD. 
CR0073 - LEO should pull Ported number & return on FOCKN (BST) 

Srrrtus: Determined to be a defect and is targeted for a future release TBD. 
CR0074 - TAG is requiring the end user address in error for ReqTyp E: Act o f  C (BST) 

CR0079 - TAG IS REQUIRING “INIT” (BellSouth) 
Status: Open - BellSouth determine that this request is not a defect. The system works per 
requirements. Originator has appealed the validation response, 

CR0080 - LESOG is failing to issue Port Loop Combo accurately (BellSouth) 
Status: Verified - Electronic System Support (ESS) has determined that this is a defect and will be 
corrected in a future release. 

CROO82 - LEO IS FAILING TO EDIT FOR LOCQTY (BellSouth) 
Sratus; Open - BellSouth requested further clarification from originator. 

CR0098 - Re-Calculate Due Date Intervals - (BellSouth) 
Status: Open - BellSouth has determined that this is not a defect. Waiting on originator to close out. 

CR0099 - ORDER MA’D AND SERVICE ORDER INFO DELETED - (BellSouth) 
Status: Open - BeIlSouth has determined that this is not a defect. however the decision is being 
made as to whether this will become a feature. 

CRO 100 - TAG is failing to accurately calculate due dates on deny and restore (BST) 
Sfa~us: Determined to not be a defect, however a feature will be opened targeted for a future release. 

CRO108 - Listings over the number of 2 are not shown on LSR or order (BST) 
Status: BellSouth determined that this is a defect and is being targeted for a future release TBD. 
Manual intervention is recommended. 

CRO110 - LESOG not populating ZNEA & ZNHC on ACT of N or C (BST) 
Status: BellSouth determined that this is not a defect, but recommended that a Feature be opened. 
This feature will be targeted for a future release TBD. 

CRO12 I - Discrepancies in BellSouth Guidelines - CG-LSOR-002 - (Nextlink) 
Status; BellSouth has reclassified from a Feature to a Defect. Originator advised to close this 
request. 

CROI26 - LESOG should pull the correct CFN number for enhanced MMC - (BST) 
Status: BellSouth determined that this is a defect and will be corrected in a future release TBD. 

CRO136 - Address Validating in LENS but not in TAG on old RSAG history - (BST) 
Status: BellSouth determined that this is a defect and will be targeted for a future release TBD. 

CRO142 - Remove the business reference for RCFRE, RF, RG & RN in the RCF matrix of 
the LEO IG (BST) 

Status: Determined to be a documentation defect and correction is targeted for Sept. 29. 
Change Rewew Meetlng 9-27crm .doc 



Page 11 

0 CRO15 1 - Error Code Defect (LNP) (AT&T) 
Status: BellSouth is recommending that a Feature be opened to correct the LNP truncation. The 
feature will be implemented in a future release TBD. 

CRO 154 - Missing Completion Notices Defect - (AT&T) 
Status: BellSouth vaIidated that the completion notices did not go back to AT&T because they were 
manually handled by a Service Rep. AT&T will be appealing this response for further validation. 

CRO I 55 - Ringmaster Defect (AT&T) 
Status: BellSouth determined not a defect. Recommended to AT&T that this is a training issue. 
Originator advised to close this request. 

CRO 156 - Connect:Direct Request - (AT&T) 
Stntus: BellSouth recommended to AT&T to submit this as a change request for all CLECs benefit. 
System changes have been made and AT&T is waiting to test with BST. 

CRO 162 - OTN Defect Issue 7 (Deltacom) 
Stms: BellSouth has determined that this is a defect and will be targeted for a future release. 

CROI 63 - LESOG should not bring over FIDs on line USOCs for LNA of G (BST) 
Status: BellSouth has determined that this is a defect and will be targeted for a future release. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Report of 
System 
Outages 

Release 
Management 
Status 

211 3/00 

The following Type 1 System outages have occurred since the last Status Meeting: 
LENS- 3 
EDI- I 
TAG- 3 
CSOTS- I 
Details of each outage are posted on the Change Control Website at 
www .interconnection.belIsouth.com. 

Release 7. I is scheduled for 9/30/00: 

. . 
CRO I 12 - Conversion As-Is ACT W Defect (Southern Telecom) 
CRO115 - Partial Pre-Order Query DDC (BeIlSouth) 
CROI 16 - Premise Visit Indicator (BellSouth) 
CRO 1 I 8 - Remove HOUSENUMPREFIX from TAG (BellSouth) 
CRO 129 - LESOG Failing to apply ZRTI to orders (BellSouth) 
CROI 50 - Add NPT Data Element to the ESDQ Query (BellSouth) 
CRO 153 - CQ Based Line Sharing (mandate) (BellSouth) 

Release 7.2 is scheduled for 1 O/I 4/00: 
CRO 1 09 - GA 9 12/229/478 NPA Split (BellSouth) 

Release 8.0 is scheduled for I 111 8/00: . . . 
ED1020900-001 - Electronically Order Routing to OSIDA (AT&T) 
CROO 14 - Change Verbiage on LENS Screen (Trivergent) 
CROOI 5 - LENS - ACT of C - Change Basic Class of Service (BellSouth) 
CR0045 - Conversion As Is - Strip non-resellable USOCs (One Point) 
OSS99 - TAG DID (BellSouth) 
TAG Hardware upgrades (BellSouth) 

The target date for Release 8.1 is 12/9/00: . EDI030300-001 - CLEC test environment (AT&T) 

The target date for Release 9.0 is 0 1 /06/0 1 : 
CRO 169 -Number Pooling Mandate - Florida only (BellSouth) 
CR003O - W E  to UNE Migrations (BellSouth) 
EDIOS 12990003 - 4 1 1 Drops (AT&T) 
CR0003 - WON Electronic Reject & Flow Through (AT&T) 
ED11215990001 - TN vs RSAG Validation (AT&T) 

The target date for Release 9.0 is 1/20/01: 
CRO 169 - Number Pooling Mandate-all other states (BeIlSouth) 

The target date for Release 10.0 is 5/3 I /O 1 : 

. . . . 
Docket No. 000731-TP 
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CR0002 - Pre-OrdedOrder Business Rules Discrepancies (AT&T) 
TAG08 1299000 I - Provide CFA & NC/NCI Codes (AT&T) 
ED10812990005 - Handling of Remaining Service (AT&T) 
ED10812990004 - Change Main Account Number (AT&T) 
ED10812990007 -Use of LEANLEATN Fields (AT&T) 
CROO16 - SI Enhancement for SL1, SL2, DSO, DSl and ISDN (AT&T) 

JMB-R8 
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CR0029 - Partial Migration of UNE Loops (BellSouth) 
CR0038 - TOS Field on ReqTyp J (BellSouth) 
CR0040 - Order Tracking Request (AT&T) 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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PENDING 
CHANGE 
REQUESTS 

P r e - 0  rde r ing 
CR0020 

CROlOl 

CRO 104 

CR0113 

CRO127 

Ordering 

CR0031 

CR0068 

CROOSS 

12/13/00 

The following pending change requests were preseated/discussed: 

View Multiple CSRS Simultaneously (Trivergent) 
Interface Impacted - LENS Pre-ordering 
Type Change - Add New Functionality 

Capability to view multiple CSRs simultaneously in LENS 

ED1 Pre-Ordering Functionality (Nightfire) 
Interface Impacted - ED1 Pre-Order 
Type Change - Software 

New functionality to include a new ED1 Pre-order solution 

LENS Large Account Inquiry (Marietta Fibernet) 
Interface Impacted -Pre-ordering 
Type Change - Software 

On Large ESSX or Centrex accounts, add capability to access numbers behind SLA's instead of 
going to non-key lines and searching entire list of numbers. 

LENS Inquiry - View Customer Record (Southern Telecom) 
Interface Impacted -Pre-Ordering 
Type Change - Software 

Change existing functionality to allow a three digit customer code to be used in the validation of 
a customer record 

Provide Pending Sewice Order for CSR via TAG (ITC Deltacom) 
Interface Impacted -Pre-Ordering 
Type Change - Software . New functionality to alert the end user that a CSR is pending a Service Order during the pre- 

order step. 

Ability to change listing account in LENS (Alltel) 
Interface Impacted - Ordering 
Type Change - Change Existing 

Pipe-Cross USOC (AT&T) 
Interface Impacted - Ordering 
Type Change - Software 

Ability to submit an order to change a listing on a CLEC owned NXX 

Modify requirements to remove the Cross pipe line not part of CSR issue. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 14 of 21 
Place LSR templates on the WEB in the LENS site for manual CLECs to submit electronicafly 
Editing will be done in LEO 
FOC and other responses will be posted on the WEB for CLEC to retrieve 

Front-end system will allow CLEC to download a copy of the completed LSR to SUP later. 
1st phase will include same ReqTyp's that can be submitted through LENS today. 

Web-based LSR (BellSouth) 
Interface Impacted - LENS Ordering JMB-R8 
Type Change - Software 

m 

m Electronic rate will apply 
m 
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CR0096 

lnterface Impacted - Ordering 
Type Change - SoftwareAlocumentatiordNew or Revised Edits 

Provide functionalitv to submit UNTW order electronicallv. 

New Listings in LENS (Alltet) 
Interface Impacted -Ordering 
Type Change - Software . New functionality to allow the user to create "New Listings" in LENS 

~ -~ 

CR0091 

CR0137 

~ ~~ 

Add DFDT to tbe FOC (AT&T) 
lnterface impacted - OrderingLNP 
Type Change - Software 

Confirm back the specific time in which the order will be cut, i.e.. the requested Frame Due 
Time, on the FOC. 
BellSouth will issue a jeopardy notice to the CLEC and cal1 to negotiate the cut time if BellSouth 
realizes it will not make the reauested DFDT. 

NOTE: This CR combined with ED1 1215990001. This CR was removed from the prioritization list 

Flow-Through Change Request-ReqTyp CB (AT&T) 
lnterface Impacted -LNP Ordering 
Type Change - Software 

Change existing systems to allow REQTYP CB, ACT P & Q to flow-through BellSoutb systems 
without manual intervention 

CR0149 

CR0160 

CRO117 

Modify and Resend FOC and Clarifications (BellSouth) 
Interface Impacted - LNP Ordering 
Type Change - Software 

Change existing systems to allow the ability to change a LSR status from Submitted to Clarified 
and/or Clarified to Submitted FOC 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 15 of 21 
Flow-Through Change Request-ReqTyp BB (AT&T) JMB-R8 
Interface Impacted -LNP Ordering 

Update Issue 7 Due Date Calculation Intervals in TAG (BellSouth) 
Interface Impacted - TAG Pre-OrderIOrdering 
Type Change - Software/Documentation 

Modify the Issue 7 Due Date Calcuiation Modules to update the tables in the TAG API with the 
BellSouth Product and Services Interval Guide. 

NOTE: This CR was implemented with TAG Release 2.2.0.1 I on September 21. This change was 
included with the due date calculation tables. This CR was removed from the prioritization list. 

CR0133 Migration of UNE-P Notifications (WorldCom) 
lnterface Impacted -Ordering 
Type Change - SoftwareNew or Revised Edits 

Allow CLECs to migrate using Customer Name and TN, and not be required to supply the 
Service Address on ACT=V, P, Q to UNE-P. 
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Type Change - Software 
Change existing systems to allow FEQTYP BB, ACT P & Q to flow-through BellSouth systems 
without manual intervention 

Docket No, 000731-TP 
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MANUAL 

CR0131 

Documen ta 
tion 
CR0053 

CR0139 

Final 
Prioritization 

Split Billing Requests (BellSouth) 
Interface Impacted - Manual 
Type Change - Documentation/Process 

Change existing functionality to provide instructions on how to submit split billing requests 

Improvements to the BellSouth Business Rules for Local Ordering (Adelphia) 
Interface lmpacted - A1f 
Type Change - Documentation 

Present the information in separate documents to reduce the size of the guide 

BST can separate the BBR-LO into separate guides. Efforts are underway to provide an enhanced 
"Search" capability, which will make navigating through the BBR-LO much easier. Also removing 
APPENDIX A information and moving Forms & Line-by-Line instructions back to the Complex 
Templates document is under evaluation. 

Update TAG API Guide to relate to the BellSouth Pre-order Business Rules (BelISouth) 
Interface Impacted - TAG Pre-OrdedOrder 
Type Change - Documentation 

Better clarification between the API Guide and the BellSouth Pre-Order Business Rules 

The results of the prioritization are as follows: 

Pre-Ordering Category 

Rank #1 - CRO127 - Provide Pending Service Order for CSR via TAG (ITC Deltacom) 
Rank #2 - CROll3 - LENS Inquiry - View Customer Record (Southern Telecom) 
Rank #3 - CRO 10 1 - ED1 Pre-Ordering (Nightfire) 
Rank #4 - CR0020 - View Multiple CSRs Simultaneously (Trivergent) 
Rank #5 - CRO 104 - LENS Large Account Inquiry (Marietta Fibernet) 

0 rde r ing Category 

iank # I  - CR0091 - Add DFDT to the FOC (AT&T) 
iank #2 - CRO149 - Modify & Resend FOCs & Clarifications (BellSouth) 
iank #3 - CRO137 - Flow Through for REQTYP CB, ACT P & Q for LNP (AT&T) 
iank #4 - CRO I60 - Flow Through for REQTYP BB. ACT P & Q for Loop w/LNP (AT&T) 
iank #5 - CR0068 - Pipe Cross USOC (AT&T) 
tank #6 - CR0088 - Mech of Unbundled Network Terminating Wire (UNTW) (Media One) 
iank #7 - CR0096 - LENS Enhancement - Add New Listings (Alltel) 
tank ## 8 - CR0031 - Ability to Change Listing Account in LENS (Alltel) 
tank ## 9 - CR0085 - Web-based LSR (BellSouth) 

Manual Category 

CR013 1 - Split Billing Requests (BellSouth) 
Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Documentation Category 

Rank # 1  - 0 1 3 9  - Update TAG API Guide to Better ReIate to the TAG Pre-Order RuIes 
(BellSouth) 
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1 Rank #2 - CR0053 - lmprovements to the BBR-LO (Adelphia) 

- 
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Open 
Discussion- 
Change 
Control 
Process 

Upcoming 
Meet in gs 

Action 
Items 

12/13/00 

N o  new CCP issues were raised. We will be discussing the ones reflected in the "Action items'. 
section at our October Process Improvements meeting. 

Parsed CSR (CR# TAG0812990003) conference call is October 3,2000 from 10:OO AM - 12:OO 
Eastern. The conference bridge is 205-970-3 742, access code 663 7. 
ED1 User Group meeting is targeted for week of October 9.2000. 
Release 8.0 User Requirements meeting targeted within two weeks. 
CCP Process Improvements meeting to be scheduled October 17 or  26 (refer to 9/28/00 email 
requesting availabi 1 ity). 
Our next monthIy status call is October 25,2000. The conference bridge is 205-970-374 1. 
access code 4736. 
Target date for the Internal Change Management Process to be completed is November 13.2000. 
During the Internal Change Management Process, both BellSouth and CLECs will perform 
analysis, impact, sizing and estimating activities for the Candidate Change Requests. 
A Release Package Meeting will be held in conjunction with our MonthIy Status Meeting 011 

November 15 to present/discuss the scope of Release 10.0 (targeted for 05/3 1 /01). 

1.  Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Distribute notification to CLEC community regarding October CCP Process Improvements meeting. 
Status: Distributed 9-28-00. 

2. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Provide revision history with Carrier Notification Letters associated with documentation updates. 
This issue to be addressed at the October Process lmprovements meeting 

3. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Have BST SMEs available at the Monthly Status Meetings to discuss Carrier Notification Letters 
distributed by Change Control. This issue to be addressed at the October Process lmprovements 
m eet i ng . 

4. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Defedexpedite process. This issue to be addressed at the October Process Improvements meeting. 

5. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
BST provide milestones for reIease management. This issue to be addressed at the October Process 
Improvements meeting. 

6. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Change Control will provide soft copy of Number Pooling presentation. Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 19 of21 
Status: Presentation provided with 9/27/00 meeting minutes. JMB-R8 

7. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Change Control will distribute notification regarding ED1 lnfrastructure Upgrade Sub team. 
Srdm: Distributed 9-29-00. 

B. Owner: CLEC Community (OPEN) 
CLEC Community will send Change Control any identified requirements for Parsed CSR. 

Change Review Mtctrnp 9-27crm doc 
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1211 3/00 

9. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Investigate if reason for system outage can be provided on notification. 

I O .  Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Include associated documentation on CCP Release schedule. 

1 1. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Provide Web site location for CCP Release Schedule. 
Stu~us: The CCP Release Schedule is located at the following Web site: 

www.interconnection.belIsouth.com 
Select “Local Exchange Carriers” 
Select “Change Control Process” 
Select “Statuses/Release Notificat ionProposed Release Schedule” 

12. Owner: BeltSouth (OPEN) 
Add the originator to the title column on the CR Log. 

13. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Change the format of the BellSouth Business Rules for Local Ordering (BBR-LO) guide. This issue 
to be addressed at the October Process Improvements meeting. 

14. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Provide CLECs where general information can be found OR 3 I9 products. 
Status: Information on 3 19 products can be found on the Interconnection Web site at the following 
location: 

w. interconnection .bellsouth.com 
Select “Local Exchange Carriers” 
Select “ CLEC Products” 
Select “UNE Products” 

Questions regarding the 3 19 Products should be directed to your Account Team representative. 

15. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Revisit CRO 135 and provide originator status. 

16. Owner: BelISouth (OPEN) 
Determine if notification of BST process changes (Le., system downtime, LCSC processes) can be 
provided 30 days in advance to accommodate CLEC’s internal M&P changes. 

17. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Investigate cost for additional software needed to support the searchlsort capability for CCP web site 

18. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Coding changes - 30 days not sufficient time for CLECs to make coding changes, need the business 
rules sooner. 30 days is sufficient for M&P changes only. Depends on size of release as to amount 
of advance notice needed. This will be addressed at the October CCP Process lmprovements 
meeting. 

19. owner: BellSouth (OPEN) Docket No. 000731-TP 

PSUP 20 nf 21 
JMIB-R8 
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CROO 16 - SI Enhancement - Association with 3 19 products. Why are 3 19 products targeted for late 
200 1. 

20. Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
CR0002 - Pre-order/Order Field Discrepancies. BST pursuing the possibility of implementing this 
chame in Release 9.0. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 21 of 21 
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October 17,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 

900 AM EDT 

ParticipantslAttendees 

Terrie Hudson BST - N c s / c s  
PARlltlPAKT COMPAW 
I 

Valerie Cottingham BST - CCP 

12 NOON EDT 

JiIl Williamson AT&T 
Bill Grant Telcorha 

Mike Young Telcordia 

Brian Rutter KPMG 

1 Kevin McCall BST - NCS/CS I 

1 Bill Shoemaker BST - NCS/CS I 
1 Steve Hancock BST - CCP I 
I John Duffey 

Phyllis Burt Qluntessent 

PARTICIPANT 

M q  Conquest ITC/Deltacom 
~ 

Stephanie Smith &et 

Yvette Brown espire 

Rae Dupraw Mpower 

Sandy Evans sprint 

Tyra Hush WorIdcom 

Kim GiUett+Hoskins Quntessent 
~ 

1 James Hunter 
Ron Thompson xo 
Peggy Rehm Nighthre 

Meeting Information History 
DATE I START TlW I END TIME i 
10fl7/00 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
JMB-R9 
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Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 



@ BELLSOUTH 
October 17,2000 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MINUTES 

MEETING MINUTES 

I Agenda Items I Discussion 

Tyra Hush (Worldcom) stited that if customer notification letters have OSS 
impact, they should be discussed in CCP meetings. 

Kathy Rainwater - (BSl') explained that BeUSouth is currently looking at new 

Valerie Cottjngham @SI') explained that CCP had provided SMEs at the last 
two (2) monthly status meetings as well as the 9-27 Change Review Meeting 

Tyra Hush (Worldcom) agreed that the SMEs especially needed to be 

JiIl Williamson - (AT&T) discussed that there are times when issues are 
discussed with Account Teams that should have a change request initiated. 

12/13/00 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 
October 17,2000 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MINUTES 

r 

I Agenda Items I Discuss ion 
.~ 

Jill Wilhamson (AT&T) explained that her "proposed" changes were provided 
in the "marked up" version of the CCP Process document she submitted. Ln 
summary, she went on to explain that AT&T is a s h g  for improvements in 
turnarounds and to separate the defects from expedites. 

Bill Grant (Telcordia) &cussed lus concem with BellSouth's definition of a 
defect and a feature. He emphasized that just because BellSouth determines 
an issue is "working according to the basehed requirements" does not 
negate the fact that it is st i l l  a '*defect" to the CtECs. 

Tenie Hudson 
vendor contracts with OUT IT sumhers. 

explained that these definitions are a result of our 

Woody Roe (AIbion-Connect) reemphasized that the CLECs do not want a 
"fix" several releases and versions later. He stated that he needs the fix to 
occur on the release that's impacted or the current MI, depending on 
severity. 

12/13/00 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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October 17,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 
Agenda Items I Discussion 

Woody Roe (Albion-Connect) discussed that there 1s a big need for 
standardivng the Release calendar to include the following: 

Dates of Releases 

Rolling Release Schedule 

Lifecycles identified for each release 

ldentdy Documentation that is to be associated with each release 

Terrie went on to explain that Business Rules dnve the Requirements. 
Currently, user requirements are reviewed with the CLECs. 
Jill Williamson (AT&T) explained that there is a concem that the CLEG are 
being told to go through their Account Teams regarding requirements 
questions, and are not receiving the appropriate responses. She went on to 
clady that in her opinion, Account Teams should be contacted for 
interpretation of current Business Rules, but all future enhancements and 
associated Business Rules should go through CCP. 
Terrie Hudson (Bsr) reemphasized that it is BellSouth's goal to provide firm 
Release milestones which should ensure that documentation is more timely. 

In addition, final documentation will continue to be posted 30 days prior to a 
Release. 

Terrie summarized by saying that BelISouth is worlung to provide for an 
improved structure for Release milestones and should communicate any 

" ,.- . 
.- ",. . - ~ _  . ~ . _  ~ i" -- - - - I . -  T., - "  - ,&;- 1 :.:-I changes as soon as they are discovered. 

12/13/00 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 4 of 7 
JMB-R9 



@ BELILSOUTH 
October 17,2000 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MINUTES 

I Agenda Items I Discussion 

Bill Grant (Telcordia) dmussed the need for the implementation of a ”matrix” 
format for the BBR-LO, similar to the way it was presented in an earlier 
Version 9A. Bill provided an example of tfus format and will send a ”soft” 
copy to Change Control to provide to CLEC community for review. Bill 
explained that the current structure is not condusive to programming and 
coding work because it requires too much manual manipulation and 
transla tion. 

Kathy Rainwater (Bsr) expressed her concern that the CL.ECs may be using 
the Business Rules for coding and that is not what they are designed for. She 
explained that the Business Rules document should be used for “How to issue 
an LSR“ , not to “code” from. 

Woody Roe (Albion-Connect) asked if there was a way for BellSouth to get the 
data elements and ”matrix format” into a database for the CLECs to be able to 
manipulate more freely. 

Terrie Hudson 
the cost of a database solution for documentation. Woody Roe (Albion- 
Connect) stated that he thought he could make a serious case for sharing cost 
since his company would ultimately save money due to the extra work it is 
causing them to incur to translate the current document structure. 

Kathy Rainwater (Bm proposed that BellSouth leave the BellSouth Business 
Rules for Local Ordering (BBR-LO) in its current format, and start providing 
the User Requirements in the ”matrix” format, In addition, Kathy also asked 
the CLECs if she should continue to pursue the change request that was 
submitted to C B  deahg with splitting up the documents into severaI 
documents. 

asked if any CLEG would hke to share or partner in 

1211 3/00 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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October 17,2000 

Agenda Items 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MfNUTES 

Discussion 

CROl7l- AT&T's marked up version of the CCP 

Terrie Hudson (ssr) suggested that the CLECs take this "marked up" version 
of the Process and come to a consemus and present back to the C B .  
Jill Wihmson (AT&T) will coordinate a meeting with the CLEC participants 
of Change Control to discuss the document. 

Tyra Hush (Worldcom) asked that BellSouth be a participant in this CLEC 
review meeting of the CCP document changes. Valerie Cottingham agreed 
that CCP would be represented in the review meeting. 

BellSouth's use of the Change Control Process 

IilI Williamson (AT&T) explained that she would like clarification on 
BellSouth's view of the CCP process and how can the CLECs be ensured that 
Bellsouth is following the process. 

Tyra Hush (Worldcom) also agreed with Jill's concern and would like to ask 
BellSouth to share with the CECs their internal processes vs. the external 
"published" process. 

Jill Williamson (AT&") stated that the CLECs also need to understand how 
BellSouth develops their release schedule and what happens if  the CLEC 
&agrees; how can that be resolved. 

-I . - 7  

ikCTlON Vlk @ELISOUTH) - BelIsouth Wp&t.its htemal&,- ::-*: I :! 
kterqal C&hge Ebntrol.prac&sat the next ~ ~ ~ ~ p r o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~  - 3 - 2 : -  - -_. - 

" I ,  +?. . ?** 7 -. -CL I- . Process for inclusion of non-OBF standard requests 

JiU Williamson (AT&T) explained that they need to h o w  what is the 
procedures in developing the OBF vs. non-OBF standard. 

Tyra Hush (Worldcorn) stated that there are many times when the CLECs do 
not want to wait till an issue gets OBF approval. There may be instances 
where an issue should be acted on and may go to OBF later. 

An adhtional concern was voiced by Quintessent that Tenie Hudson's 
organization needs to have a contact to facilitate questions that come up 
during testing. (i.e, business rules interpretation) Teme Hudson @ST') will 
consider ways to improve tkus process. 

'errie Hudson (BST) announced that effective November 1,2000, the Electronic 
nkrface support group will move under her new organization along with the 
'sting Group 

12t 13/00 
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@ 5 E f L S O H  

Agenda ftems 

NFXT MEETING - November I, 2000 

October 17,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 
Discussion 

BellSouth - Revision €&story should be attached to associated 
Carrier Notification Letters. 

BelISouth - Dekrmine who initiates a change request when 
identified by a CLEC and Account Team. 

BellSouth - There needs to be a "common" definition of defects. 

BellSoutvCLECs - Separate Defects from Expedites. 

BellSouth/CLECs - Segment response time based on the 
"severity" of the defect 

BellSouth - Need "fixes" to occur on the current API that's 
impacted. 

BellSouth - Provide BST Release Milestones and Communicate 
deliverables slippage. 

BellSouth - Evaluate documentation needs for provisioning vs. 
Requirements (Coding). Investigate an electronic solution for 
documentation, preferably in a "matrix" format. 

BellSouth - Investigate the possibility of providing "draft" 
requirements 90 days in advance and "Fmal" requirements 45 
days prior to a Release. 

BellSouth - BeSouth will present its internal vs. extemal 
Change Control process at the next CCP Improvement Meetmg. 

CLECs - Review the "marked up'' version of the CCP Process 
document (provided by AT&T). Come to consemus on changes 
and present back to CCP. 

Location: Crown/Ravinia Hotel, Atlanta Georgia 

3:OO AM EST - NOON - Room to be announced 

12/13/00 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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Change Control Process Review Meeting 
October 27, ZOO0 

Attendees : 
Anthony Zerillo, Birch Telecom 
Valerie Cottingham, BellSouth 
Cheryl Story, BellSouth 
Tyra Hush, WorldCom 
Christrn Hudson, XO Communications 
Rae Oupraw, Empower 
Sherian lively, Trivergent 
Jill Williamson, AT&T 
Jay Bradbury, AT&T 
Steve Murray, Rhythms 
Tammi Swinson, Anderson Consulting 
Sandy Evans, Sprint 
Peggy Rehm, Nightf i re  
Bi II Grant, Telcordia 
Kate Cooper, EFTIA 
Mary Conquest, IT% Deltacom 

Jill begun the  meeting by grouping the changes tn the redlined document tnto 8 major 
cutegories: 

1. DefectExpedi te 
2. Prioritization 
3. New Interfaces 1 Retirements 
4. Escalation 
5. Dispute Resolution 
6. Changing the  Process 
7. Testing Environment 
8. Milestones and Notifications 

1. DefectdExpedites 

The present definition is: 

befect. Any non-type 1 change where a BellSouth interface used by a CLEC which IS 

in production and is not working in accordance with the BellSouth baseline business 
requirements or is not working in accordance with the business rules tha t  BST has 
published or otherwise provided t o  the  CLECs and is impacting a CLECs ability t o  
exchange transactions with BellSouth. This includes documentation defects. 

The CLEC's agreed that  that  this definition does not adequately cover the scope of  a 
defect. An interface can be workrng per baseline business requrrements and in accord with 
published documentation and still not provide the CLEC with a usable process. Tyra 
(WorldCom) suggested some additional language t o  be incorporated in to the  current 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
JMB-Rl 0 
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definition - - or  where a technical implementation is faulty o r  inaccurate such as t o  cause 
incorrect o r  improperly formatted data. (insert on page 34) 

The CIECs indicated they were in agreement w i th  ull of the other changes proposed related 
t o  W E  on pages 29-41. 

The number in the Develop Workuround box on page 36 f o r  the L interval, should be 4 days, 
not 3. 

Valerie (BellSouth) expressed a concern about the Step 3 item on page 31 "If request is 
valid, update Change Request status to  ' V  for Validated Exception/Expedite and indicate 
the appropriate Impact Level." The team agreed to  drop "and indicate the appropriate 
Impact Level" us this does not apply in our proposed process - impact levels wi l l  only apply t o  
defects, 

Valerie also requested clarification on page 38 (in Step 3) about the strike o f  "If training 
tssue, refer t o  CSM or Account Team." The agreed upon change was "If there is a CLEC 
training issue, re fer  the request to  CSM or  Account Team." 

On page 39 (in Step 3) the CLECs suggested an additional Sub-process Activity bullet: 

0 I f  a change request is reclassified from feature change t o  defect (either initialiy, 
or af ter  having been reclassified from defect t o  feature change) it will enter the 
process a t  Step 4 and be subject to  the interval guidelines stated there. 

2. Prioritization 

The CLECs indicated they were in agreement with ATdtTs proposed changes on pages 42-44, 
and 25-27. I n  addition the CLECs suggested that BellSouth could provide more valuable 
information in advance of  the Change Review Meetings that would enhance the CLECs 
prioritization voting. These items included: 

Order of magnitude siting estimates 
Remaining capacity available in future releases, etc. 

These would appear as additional bullets on puge 43 and on page 25 (step 4 4 5). 

3. New interfaces / Retirements 

There was discussion of vottng/not-voting on new interfaces when submitted as type 4 
(BLS) or type 5 (CLEC) - there wil l be no voting on a type 4 and there will be voting on the 
introduction of new interfaces fo r  Type 5 requests. If a CLEC wants t o  avoid voting on a 
Type 5, it should submit the request through i ts  Account Team or as a BFR. I t  was agreed 
BLS could make new interface introductions at any monthly status meeting. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 2 of 3 
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Regarding retirements, BellSouth agreed t o  submit them as Type 4 changes. 

The CLECs agreed t o  add Q paragraph on the retirement o f  o "version" o f  an 
interface/software. The purpose would be t o  provide intervals and parameters fo r  the 
submisston and implementation o f  a new software version. 

4. Escalotian 

The CLECs agreed with the proposed changes in the revised CCP document. 

BellSouth wanted a reversion t o  the original language for  t h e  last bullet on page 46 - CLECs 
agreed. 

5. Oispute Resolution 

The CLECs indicated agreement w i th  the proposed changes. 

6. Changing the Process 

The CLECs indicated agreement with the proposed changes. 

7. Testing Environment 

The CLECs indicated agreement with the proposed changes. 

8. Milestones and Notifications 

The milestones and notif ication language was changed t o  distinguish between documentation 
changes, changes t o  existing functionality and upgrade o f  software versions. 

Other 

On Page 7, training material examples - Class on how t o  f i le an LSR / Web TAFI / Web 
LENS / Training vs. M&Ps / (BellSouth manages training separately f rom M&P development) 

Add a Testing Processes bullet on page 8; Bellsouth t o  clarify their Testing Support bullet 

Change order o f  bullets 2,1,3 on page 22 - show 45 days for Final Software requirements & 
specifications (change t o  45 duys on page 28 also) 

The CLECs accepted BellSouth's request f o r  a two-week notice t o  have SMEs ut Monthly 
Status  Meetings (page 24) 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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PARTCRAM COYPIWY 

IRick Woodhouse KPMG 

@ BELLSOUTH 

IGraham Watkins KPMG 

November IT 2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 

MEETlHG NAME MINUTES PREPARED B Y  DATE PREPARED 

CCP PROCESS LMPROVEMElyT Steve Hancock - Change Control Team 11/03/00 

Crowne Plaza/Ravinia Hotel- Oakwood 
IR" 

Partici pantslAttendees 
PARTICIPANT COYPAW 

Tenie Hudson KI- NCS/CS 

Valerie Cottingham PSST - CCP 

Cheryl Storey BST - CCP 

I Bill Grant Telcordia - 1  
Stuart Walters Network One 

Jill Williamson AT&T 

Kevin McCall BST - NCS/CS 

Kathy Rainwater BST - NCS/CS 

Marsha Lees SBC-Telecom 
~- 1 Rebecca BrouiIlet Andersen Consultinp; 1 

Meeting tnfotmation History 
DATE I START TIME I END TME 

Kristen Hudson xo 
Doye Mote asT-NcS/CS 

Stephanie Smith dset 

Yvette Brown espire 

Rae Dupraw Mpower 

-1 ~~ 

(Sheriann Lively Trivergent 

Tyra Hush W orldcom 

Judy Novo Mpower 

Steve Murray Rhythms 

Kim GPlette-Hoskins Quintessent 

James Hunter KPMG 

Peggy Rehm Nightf ire 

Brian Rutter KPMG 

Page I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BEL LSOUTH 

November Is 2000 

Agenda Items 

- Review Action Items identified by 
CLEQIBellSouth at the l(F17M) C B  
Process Improwemat meeting. 

1 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MINUTES 

ACrrON IlXM (BELWUlH) - Revision History should be attached to 
assoclated Carrier Notification Letters (Documentation). 

Status: Currently, BellSouth cannot commit to providmg a "complete" 
revision hstory attached to the appropriate documentation letter 30 davs 
from implementation. 

The "revision summay" is the last step completed when constructmg the 
business d e s .  It would be very difficult if not impossible to accurately 
capture all of the changes that may ultimately be in the documentation that 

BellSouth could, however provide a "global" review of what areas will be 
impacted in the customer nohfication letter. 

is changing. 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) stated that 30 days notice is not enough time for 
coding changes and it would be helpful if BellSouth could indicate whether 
there is impact to "coding" in these letters. Kathy Rainwater (BST) 
responded that this kind of impact is given in subsequent letters outlining 
the "system/s" impacted. She also reiterated that effechve immediately, all 
documentation changes are being funneled through CCP. 

ACTION ITEM (BET-.rsOvTH> - Determine who initiates a change request 
when identified by a CLEC and Account Team. 

Status: a) If an issue IS discussed between the CLEC and their Account Team 
and BellSouth confirms that the mue IS a defect, either in the electronic 
interface or in documentation, BellSouth will initiate a Type 6 change request 
through the Change Control Process. 

b) If an issue is discussed between the CLEC and their Account Team and the 
issue is determined to be an enhancement or "feature", the Account Team 
will refer the CLEC to their appropriate CCCM to initiate a Type 5 Change 
request and send through the Change Control process. 

iimsmo Page 2 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November I, 2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 
I Agenda Items Discussion 

ACITON lTEM (BELUOUTH) -There needs to be a "common" definition of 
defects. 

Status: During the CLEC Process document review call on 10-27, the CLECs 
took the existing defmibon m the CCP Process document and added 
verbiage to mclude " where a technical implementation is f a d 5  or 
maccurate such as to cause incorrect or improperly formatted data". 

*BellSouth committed to review the "updated" marked up version of the 
CCP process document and provide a response by the next CCP Process 
Improvement meeting. 

ACTION ITEM (BELISOUTH/CLECs) - Separate Defects from Expedites. 

Status: Jill Wilhamson (AT&T) discussed that the CLECs had identified a 
need for separating defects from expedites. The CLECs have proposed that a 
new section be created for Fxception/Expedites, thus separatmg an expedited 
request hom a defect. 

BellSouth expressed concem that the current "proposed" language for an 
exception is broad and could allow for misuse. BellSouth would ask that the 
CLECs and BellSouth look at ways to "tighten up" this language. 

*BellSouth committed to review the "updated" marked up version of the 
CCP process document and provide a response by the next CCP Process 
Lmprovement meeting 

ACX'ION ITEM (BELLSOUTIi/CLECs) - Segment response time based on 
the "severity" of the defect. 

Status: ]ill Williamson (AT&T) explained that the CLECs had identified new 
response time intervals based on the "severity" of the defect m their process 
review meeting on 10-27. 

'BellSouth will review this "updated" marked up version and provide a 
response by the next CCP Process Improvement meeting. 

1 1 /08/00 Page 3 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November 1,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 
I Agenda Items Discussion 

ACI'XON ITJiM (BE'LLSOUTH) - Need "fixes" to occur on the current API 
that's impacted. 

Status: TAG currently has nine (9) versions of the APls in production 
supporting three (3) different platforms: Sun Solaris, Windows NT and HP. 
This means that there are 27 different APIs currently in production. If a 
defect occurs, the correction is made in the next available release (TCIF 7 
and/or 9) because the defect may not be dlscovered until months after a 
release has been in production. Currently, TAG is averagmg a Release per 
month. It is impractical and cost prohibitive to go back and propagate a 
change into potentdly nine (9) versions of the APls, slmplv because the APls 
would expire long before the lT vendor could possibly schedule and 
incorporate a change. 

ACTION ITEM (BELTSOUTH) - Provide BST Release milestones and 
communicate deliverables slippage. 

Status: BellSouth is committed to providing milestones for Releases. 
Milestones were provided at the 10-25 monthly status meeting call with the 
CLECs. 

For slippages, BellSouth indicated that the owner of the slippage would 
provide the notification quickly to Change Control. BellSouth is continumg 
to explore new ways of posting these notifications quicker such as a new 
"expedited" notice process that is now in place to get customer notifications 
processed quicker. 

I 1 /08/00 Page 4 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

November 1,2000 

I - - -  - Agenda Items 

CCP Process Improvement Meeting 
MEETING MlNUTES 

Discussion 

Tyra Hush (Worldcom) will be providing BellSouth with an example of 
another ILECs release milestones for review. 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) asked BellSouth how far in the future would release 
information be provided. In addition, AT&T asked if BellSouth would 
implement quarterly releases. BellSouth responded that it is their goal to 
offer fewer, more robust releases with more features. 

B e b u t h  discussed that their plans are to roll-out new internal processes by 
the end of November. Bellsouth will present these changes to the CLECs at 
the next CCP meeting. The internal process to be presented will include the 
flow of CLEC notification. In addition, the internal Release plannmg will 
also be changing and the 2001 schedule will be present to the CLECs at the 
next CCP meeting. 

ACTION ITEM (BELLSOUTH) - Evaluate documentation needs for 
provisioning vs. Requirements (Coding). Investigate an electronic soh tion 
for documentation, preferably in a "matrix" format. 

Status: BellSouth will continue pursuing an "electronic solution" for 
documentahon/requirements and will be providing an update at the next 
CCP meeting. The "matrix" example that was provided by Telcordia will be 
used as a guide. 

ACIION rllibl (SE'L,EOUTH) - Investigate the possibility of providing 
"draft" requirements 90 days in advance and "fmal" requirements 45 days 
prior to a Release. 

Status: BellSouth is investigahng mtemal process to have requirements 
provided earlier. An update will be provided at next CCP process 
improvement meeting. 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) expiamed that 90 days for "draft" requirements was 
not sufficient for major changes and would need 180 davs. 

Page 5 
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@ BEL LSOUTH 

November l9 2000 
CCP Process lmprovement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 
Agenda Items I Discussion 

ACI'ION 
change control process after a change request is "prioritlzed". 

Status: BellSouth is currently looking at wavs to streamlme its mtemal 
processes and will be presenting its recommendations at the next CCP 
process lmprovement meetmg. 

BellSouth wodd also request that the CLECs provide more detail on their 
change requests which will greatly reduce clarification and help facilitate the 
turnaround of these requests. 

BellSouth also illustrated to the CLECs that the current environment 
suggests that depending on the system impacted, dictates how BellSouth can 
implement change requests. Discussions are ongomg between BellSouth and 
their IT vendors to improve the delivery of changes concurrently 

(BELEi0UTl-I) - BellSouth to present its internal vs. external 

~ A C 7 ? O N I Z I W ~ O ~  - & l B d  zm'l/&qin #ikw&qgdZ W k w * C k ~ R q w &  iir 
h & M m & Z y S . W M ~  B~ZKom!lkSis mr'l/€eavaihbkdhkiga%i?~~ion und& 

ACTION ITEM (CLECs) - Review the "marked up" version of the CCP 
process document (provided by AT&T). Come to consensus on changes and 
present back to CCP. 

Status: Jill Williamson (AT&T) facilitated a meeting on 10-27 with the CLECs 
to review this "marked up" version and reach a consensus on its 
recommendation to BellSouth. BellSouth will review these changes and will 
provide its response by the next scheduled CCP process improvement 
meeting. 

JiU Williamson (AT&T) explained that BellSouth intemal releases could 
negatively impact the CLECs and the CLECs may want to test before the 
release goes in. 

12 Additiddkmdontopics 1 CROl7l- AT&Ts marked up version of the CCP Process document. 

(Addressed in earlier action item) 

I 
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notification letter appropriately updating the reasons for the 
slippage. 

BellSouth - BellSouth to provide "draft" requirements 90 days . 

@ 5€LLSOUTU 

in advance for minor enhancements to existing versions, and , 

November 1,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 

PROCESS FOR ApfEALING BEXISOUTH'S RELEASE SCHEDULE - 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) stated that if the CLECs understand the size and the 
scope of releases, they will be glad to work with BellSouth on "re-arrangmg" 
changes. 

PROCESS FOR INCLUSION OF NON-OBF SI'ANRARD REQUESS - 

Jill Williamson (AT&T) stressed the need to find a way to push "iion-OBF" 
approved requests through the change control process. 

BellSouth suggested that the issue be discussed in a monthly status meeting 
with the appropriate SME to review. This wiIl aliow both parties to talk 
through the issue and decide collectively whether it can be worked. 

I__ 
1 I 

~ 

JiU Williamson (AT&T) discussed that a new process needs to be 
implemented that will aliow the CLECs to vote on rejecting a change request 
before it is prioritized for implementation at a Change Review Meetmg. 
This would give the CLECs the opportunity to say that they do not want an 
issue implemented when it negatively impacts them, 

180 days in advance for major release changes. 

iim8mo Page 7 
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@ SELLSOUTH 

November 1,2000 
CCP Process Improvement Meeting 

MEETING MINUTES 
Agenda Items 1 Discussion 1 

Bellsouth - BellSouth will communicate the trme mtervals that 
will need to occur for CLEC Test Environment requirements to 
be received by the CLECs in a timely manner. 

Albion/Connect - To provide summary of concerns and 
recommendations of timehnes as it relates to the CLEC Test 
Environment. 

BeEouth - BellSouth will begin discussing all "New" change 
requests in the monthly status meetings. BeSouth SMEs will 
be available during the discussion and the originator of each 
new request will need to discuss their request with the team. 

9 

AT&T - AT&T will provide update "marked up" version of the 
CCP process document and the minutes from the 10-27 meeting 
to Change Control for distribution to the CLECs. 

Bellsouth - BellSouth will provide a report of internal changes 
that have a positive impact and improve performance for 
CLECs, but do not require coding. These changes improve 
"flow-through" in BellSouth and would require no vote by the 
CLECs. 

BellSouth - BellSouth will propose a process on how they 
would collectively evaluate a non-OBF standard request. 

AT&T - AT&T will add verbiage around creating a new process 
for CLEG to vote on rejectmg a change request before it is 
prioritized for implementation. This will be added to the 
"marked up" version of the Change Control process document. 

axr MEETING - De#mber 7,2ooo Locttiw: Bellsoathconferencecen~ 

1W - 490 PM EST-ROO~ to be m ~ m c e d  
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* Change Control process CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Response I 
Version 2.0 CCP8-23.doc 

BellSouth Telecomunications reserves the right to revise this document for any reason, with 
concurrence of the CLEC/BeUSouth Review Board, including but not limited to, conformity with 
standards promulgated by various government or regulatory agencies, utilization of advance in the state 
of the technical arts, or the reflection of changes in the design of any equipment, techniques, or 
procedures described or referred to herein. LIABILITY TO ANYONE ARISING OUT OF USE OR 
RELIANCE UPON ANY INFORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN IS EXPRESSLY DISCLAIMED, 
AND NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRAWXS, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, ARE MADE WITH 
RESPECT TO THE ACCURACY OR IJlTLlT'Y OF ANY WORMATION SET FORTH HEREIN. 

This document is not to be construed as a suggestion to any manufacturer to modify or change any of its 
products, nor does this document represent any commitment by BellSouth Telecommunications to 
purchase any product whether or not it provides the described characteristics. 

This document is not to be construed as a contract. It does not create an obligation on the part of 
BellSouth Telecommunications or the Competitive Local Exchange Carriers to perform any 
modification, change or enhancement of any product or service. 

Nothing contained herein shall be construed as conferring by implication, estoppel or otherwise, any 
license or right under any patent, whether or not the use of any information herein necessarily employs an 
invention of any existing or later issued patent. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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VERSION CHANGE HISTORY 
This section list changes made to the baseline Electronic Interface Change Control Process document 
since the last issue. New versions of this document may be obtained via BellSouth’s Web site. 

Issue Date 

2/28/00 

3/14/00 

Section Revised 

All 

Au 

Reason for Revhion 

Initial issue. 

The EICCP Documentation has been modified to 
incorporate: 

- Multiple Change Request Types (CLEC 
Initiated, BST Initiated, Industry Standards, 
Regulatory and System Outages) 

- Incorporatedmanualprocess 

- Defined cycle times for process intervals and 
noti ficati o m  

- Defect Notification process 

- EscalationPmcess 

- Modified Change Control forms to support 
process changes 

- Changed EICCP to CCP 
~ 

The CCP Documentation has been modified to 
incorporate: 

- Type 6 Change Request, CLEC Impacting 
Defect 

- Increased number of participants at Change 
Review meetings 

- Changed cycle time for Types 2-5 Step 3 from 
20 days to 15 days 

- Defined Step 4 of the Defect Notification 
process to include communicating the 
workaround to the CLEC community 

- Web Site address for Change Control Process 

- Notification regarding the Retirement and 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. Docket No. 000731-TP 
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CLEC Red Line Version 1 BellSouth Response I 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

441 2/00 

4/26/00 

7/20/00 

Au 

Section 1 

Section 8 

Section 11 

Section 1 

Section 2 

~~ 

Introduction of new interfaces 

- New status codes for Defect Change Requests 

- New status codes: ‘S’ for Scheduled Change 
Requests and ‘I’ for Implemented Change 
Requests (types 2-5 Change Requests) 

- Removed reference to ED1 Helpdesk. 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 
will be the first point of contact for Type 1 
System Outages. 

- Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the document. 

~- 

The CCP Documentation has been modified to 
incorporate: 

Type 1 and 6 Notifications will be 
communicated to UECs via e-mail and web 
posting 

Step 3 Cycle Time (Types 2-5) changed from 
I5 business days to 20 business days 

Verbiage to Step 10 Crypes 2-5) regarding 
BellSouth presenting baseline requirements 

Introduction and Retirement of New Interfaces 
Section 

Dispute Resolution Process 

Testing Environment Section 

Word changes to provide clarification 
throughout the document 

Monthly Status Meeting Agenda Template 

RF1870 Change Request Form changes 

- Updated CCP web site address 

- Updated Escalation Contacts for Types 2-6 

- Added definitions for Account Team and 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) 

Added ‘’testing” under process changes - 

- Clarification provided in “Change Review 
n*.rrr...lr+r’’ . .  ,4*..-&n+:n.. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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Section 4 

Part 2 

Section 5 

Section 6 

Section 7 

Section 8 

Section 21 

Appendix A 

Appendix C 

Appendix D 

Participants” dtscription. 

Added statement regarding submittal of 
Change Requests 

Clarification provided for documentation 
changes for business rules 

Step 2-Added email notification 

Step 3-Removed “Cancellation by BellSouth” 

Step 3-Clarification on reject reasons 

Step 3-C’larification on internal validation 
activitits 

Step 4Changed cycle time from 5 to 4 bus 
days for develop workaround 

Added defect implementation m g e  

Changed prioritization from “by interface” to 
“by category” 

Changed timefrarne for receiving a Change 
Request prior to a Change Review Meeting 
from 33 to 30 business days 

Modified the prioritization voting rules 

Updates to the Introduction and Retirement of 
Interfaces 

Added Type 6 escalation tumaround time 

Changed 3d Level Escalation contacts for 
T p  2-6 

Removed “Cancellation by BellSouth” and 
“Defect Cancelled” definitions 

Removed “Cancellation by BellSouth” from 
Change Request Form and Checklist 

Added Letter of Intent Form 

Changes to the following forms: hliminary 
Priority List, CCP User Registration Form. 
Added the following forms: Defect 
Notification Sample, CR Log Legend. 

Added BellSouth Versioning Policy 

Issued:- 4W-#@O 10/27/00 12/05/00 iii I 
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2.0 08123/00 

Au 

Cover 

Section 3 

Section 5 

Section 10 

Section 11-Terms & 
Def in i t iOnS 

All 

Word changes to provide clarification throughout 
the document. 

Removed "Interim" from cover. 

Updated Type 6 definition to incorporate new 
defect and e x m t e d  feature definitions. 

Replaced Section 5, Defect Notification 

Notification Process. 
Process with a "Draft" Defect/Ex@te 

Reduced the implementation interval for 
validated defects (High Impact) from 4 - 30 
business days to 4 - 25 business days, best 
effort. 

Added Intemet Web sites for ED1 and TAG 
Testing Guidelines 

Updated definition for Defect. Added 
definitions for Expdted Feature, High, 
Medium and Low Impacts. 

Modified Change Request Forms (RFI 870 
and RF1872) to include email address for 
Change Control. Also added High, Medium 
and Low Assessment of Impact Levels. 

Referenced the handling of expedites and 
expedite notification where appropriate. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This document establishes the process by which BellSouth Telecommunications (BST) and . 

Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) will manage requested changes to the BellSouth 
Local Interfaces, the introduction of new interfaces, and provide for the identification and 
resolution of issues related to Change Requests. This process will cover Change Requests that 
affect extemal users of BellSouth's Electronic Interface Applications, associated manual process 
improvements, performance or ability to provide service including defect/expedite notification. 
This process shall be referred to as the Change Control Process. 

All parties should recognize that deviations from this process might be warranted where 
unanticipated circumstances arise such that strict application of these guidelines may not 
result in their intended purpose. Furthermore, deviations may be required due to specific 
regulatory and business requirements. Parties shall provide appropriate web notification 
to the CLECBST Change Control Team participants prior to deviating from the processes 
established within this document. All parties will comply with all legal and reguiatory 
requirements. 

The Change Control Process will cover change requests for the following interfaces and 
associated manual processes that have the potential to impact the interfaces connected to 
BellSouth: 

Local Exchange Navigation System (LENS) 
Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
Telecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) 
Trouble Administration Facilitation Interface (TAFI) 
Electronic Communications Trouble Administration (EC-TA) Local 
CLEC Service Order Tracking System (CSOTS) 

The types of changes that will be handled by this process are as follows: 

software 
Hardware 
Industry Standards 
Product and Services (Le., new services available via the in-scope interfaces) 
New or Revised Edits 
Process (Le., electronic interfaces and manual processes relative to order, pre-order, 
maintenance and testing) 
Regulatory 
Documentation (i.e., business rules for electronic and manual processes relative to order, 

DefectsExpedites 
pre-order, maintenance, training materials and job aids)(BellSouth camnot support) I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Response 

The scope of the Change Control Process does not include the following: 

The scope of the Change Control Process does not include the following which are handled 
through existing BellSouth processes: 

BonaFide Requests (BFR) 
0 

Contractual Agreements 
CoUocation 

Production Support (i.e. adding new users to existing interfaces, existing users requesting 
fust time use of existing BST functionality) 

](Agree to remove) 
Coordination of test agreements will continue to be supported by the Account 
Team(Agree to accept) 
Questions regarding existing documentation should be handled by the Account Team. 
However, if documentation needs to be changed for clarification purposes, a Change 
Request should be submitted to the Change Control Team.(Agree to accept) 

- Change Requests of this nature will be handled through existing BellSouth 
processes.(Revised and accepted above) 

OBJECTIVES OF TIZE CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS: 
Support the Industry guidelines that impact Electronic Interfaces and manual processes 
relative to order, pre-order, maintenance, and billing as appropriate 
Ensure continuity of business processes and systems operations 
Establish process for communicating and managing changes 
Allow for mutual impact assessment and resource planning to manage and schedule changes 
Capability to prioritize requested changes 

The m i n i "  requirements for participation in the Change Control Process electronically are: 
Word 6.0 or greater 
Excel 5.0 or greater 
Internet E-mail address 
Webaccess 

8 I hed:8813ac88 9LWW 10/27/00 12/05/00 
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The web site address for the Change Control Process is as follows: 

http://www .interconnection .bellsouth.com/ 
Select ‘2ocal Exchange Carriers” 
Select “Change Control Process” 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket NO. 000731-TP 

JMB-RI2 
Page 11 of 83 



Change C O ~ "  process CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Response I 
Version 2.0 Ccp8-23 .doc 

2.0 CHANGE CONTROL ORGANIZATION 
The Change Control organizational structure supports the Change Control Process. Each position 
within the organization has defmed roles and responsibilities as outlined in the Change Control 
Process Flow - Section 4 of this document. Identified positions, along with associated roles and 
responsibilities are as follows: 

Change Review Participants. Representatives from Competitive Local Exchange Carriers 
(CLECs) and BellSouth. This team meets to review, prioritize, and make recommendations for 
Candidate Change Requests. The Candidate Change Requests are used as input to the Internal 
Change Management Processes (refer to process step 7 for Types 2-5 changes). 

CLECs and BellSouth will define points of contact in each of their companies for communicating 
and coordinating change notification. All change requests are made in writing (e-mail is 
preferred). Notifications will be provided via e-mail and posted to the BellSouth web site. 

Each company may bring the number of participants necessary to represent their position. If the 
number of participants grows to be unmanageable, CLECs and BellSouth will revisit the issue of 
representation to apply some restrictions. 

BellSouth Change Control Manager IBCCM). The BCCM is responsible for managing the 
Change Control Process and is the main point of contact for Types 2 - 6 changes. This individual 
maintains the integrity of the Change Requests, prepares for and facilitates the Change Review 
Meetings, presents the Pending Change Requests to the BST Internal Change Management 
Process, and ensures that all Notifications are communicated to the appropriate parties. 

CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). The CCCM is the CLEC point of contact for 
Change Requests. This individual is responsible for presenting and prioritizing Change Requests 
at the Change Review Meetings. 

Release Management Pro-ject Team. A team of CLEC and BellSouth Project Managers who 
manage the implementation of scheduled changes and releases. 

10 I Issued:"p'32/"" W 10/27/00 lU0,Clol) 
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3.0 CHANGE CONTROL DECISION PROCESS 
Change requests will be classified by Type. There are six Types: 

TvPe 1 - System Outage 

A Type I change is a BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. If the 
System Outage is not resolved within 20 minutes, a notification will be provided via e-mail and 
posted to the web within one hour. Either BellSouth or a CLEC may initiate the change request. 
Type 1 system outages will be processed on an expedited basis. All Type 1 System Outages will 
be reported to the Electronic Communications Support (ECS) Help Desk. A Type 1 System 
Outage is a condition where the CLEC FVe-Orders/Orders/QueriesMaintenance Requests cannot 
be submitted or will not be accepted by BellSouth. 

Type 2 - Regulatory Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems mandated by regulatory or legal entities, such as the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC), a state co”ission/authority, or state and federal courts are Type 2 changes. 
Regulatory changes are not volunta~y but are requisite to comply with newly passed legislation, 
regulatory requirements, or court rulings. While timely compliance is required, the systems 
requirements and methodology to achieve compliance are usually discretionary and within the 
scope of change management. Either BellSouth or a CLEC may initiate the change request. 
Type 2 changes may be managed using the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, 
Part3.(Does not apply to Expedited Feature process) 

TvPe 3 - Industry Standard Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change to the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems required to bring these interfaces in line with newly agreed upon 
telecommunications industry guidelines are Type 3 changes. Either BellSouth or a CLlEC may 
initiate the change request. T v ~ e  3 changes may be managled using the Exmdited Feature Process, 
as discussed in Section 4, Part3.(Does not apply to Expedited Feature process) 

T v ~ e  4 - BellSouth Initiated Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change affecting the interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support systems which BellSouth desires to implement on its own accord. These changes might 
involve system enhancements, manual andor business processes. These type changes might also 

Jointly DeveIoped by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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include issues for Re-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests that can be submitted 
and accepted, but may require clarification. This classification does not include changes imposed 
upon these interfaces by thud parties such as regulatory bodies (which are Type 2 Changes) or 
standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Twe 4 chanees may be managed using the 
Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part3.(BellSouth Agrees) 

Type 5 - CLEC Initiated Change. 

Any non-Type 1 change affecting interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational 
support system which the CLEC requests BellSouth to implement is a Type 5 change. These 
changes might involve system enhancements, manual and/or business processes. These type 
changes might also include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance Requests 
that can be submitted and accepted, but may require clarification. This classification does not 
include changes imposed upon these interfaces by third parties such as regulatory bodies (which 
are Type 2 Changes) or standards organizations (which are Type 3 Changes). Type 5 changes 
may be managed usinE the Expedited Feature Process, as discussed in Section 4, Part3.(BellSouth 
Agrees) 

Type 6- CLEC Impacting D e f e c V  .(Agree to Remove) 

A defect is Ag(agree to add)ny non-Type 1 change where a BellSouth interface used by a CLEC 
which is in production and is not working in accordance with the BellSouth baseline business 
requirements or is not working in accordance with the business rules that BellSouth has published 
or otherwise provided to the CLECs and is impacting a CLECs ability to exchange transactions 
with BellSouth. This includes documentation defects. Twe 6 validated changesdefects may not 
be managed using: the Expedited Feature, Process as discussed in Section 4, Part 3. 

m ( A g r e e  ? *  to remove) 

The CLEC and/or BellSouth may initiate defect- (Agree to remove) changes 
affecting interfaces between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems. These 
type changes might also include issues for Pre-Orders, Orders, Queries, and Maintenance 
Requests that can be submitted and accepted, but may require workarounds or clarification. 

12 I Issued:- 4MSW 10/27/00 12/05/01) 
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Figure 3-1 shows the top-level process that will be used to evaluate Change Requests. The 
BellSouth Account Team(s) will handle BFR requests and production support issues. 
Enhancements arid defectslexpedites will be handled through the Change Control Process. 

Identify 

Lil 

Figure 34.  Change Control Decision Process 
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4.0 CHANGE CONTROL PROCESS FLOW 
The following two sub-sections describe the process flows for typical Trpe 1 through Type 5 
changes. Each sub-section will describe the cycle times for an activity and document 
accountability, sub-process activities, inputs and outputs for each step in the process. Section 5 
of this document describes the process flow for Type 6 changes. Based on the categorization of 
the request, the following diagram will help guide a CLEC or BellSouth representative to the 
appropriate process flow based on Change Control Request Type: 

Figure 4-1. Change Control Process Flow 

15 Issued:4MbQ&Q@ pI1;IcyL 10/27/00 1 zi05/00 
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Part 1 - Type 1 Process Flow 
Figure 4-2 provides the process flow for resolving a typical Type 1 - System Outage. The 
Electronic Communications Support (ECS) Group will work with the CLEC community to 
resolve and communicate information about system outages in a timely manner - actual cycle 
times are documented in table 4-1 and the sub-process steps. The ECS Helpdesk number is 888- 
462-8030. 

Y 

T R 

Final 
Slrlrl Rerolmttoa R e8 olm rion 

Notification Nollficatioa N otlficrtion 
2 -4 hours 24 hoon <3  day6 

Identify 1nItial 
lrauc Noliflcrtioa - 

I bour 

W W 

Eicrlrlloa 
Proccrr 

Figure: 4-2. Type 1 Process Flow 
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1 hour 

E-mail & BST Website 
will be posted if outage 

exceeds 20 minutes 

Table 4-1 describes the cycle times for each process step that is outhed in the Type 1 - System 
Outage Process Flow. These cycle times represent typical timeframes for completing the 
documented step and producing the desired output for the step. In sub-process step 2 "Initial 
Notification" timekame for completing this step does not begin until after the outage has been 
reported. The sub-process steps 3 "Status Notification" and 4 "Resolution Notification" are 
iterative steps. Iterative steps will be perfomed one or more times until the exit criteria for that 
process are met. If resolution is not reached within 20 minutes, BellSouth will provide the initial 
notification to the CLEC community via e-mail and post outage information on the web. 

2 - 4 hours 24 hours < 3 days > 3 days 

System Outage 
Escalation 

(Imative) (Iterative) proctss 

Table 4-1. Type 1 Cycle Times 

Cycle Time N/A 

Note: The Escalation Process may be used at any time within Steps 3-6 if cycle times are not met andor 
responses are not acceptable. 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, the inputdoutputs and the cycle 
time of each sub-process in the Type 1 Process Flow. This process will be used to capture and 
communicate system outage infomution, status notification(s), resolution and notification(s), and 
find resolution to the CLEC community. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless 
otherwise indicated. 

Table 4-2. Type 1 Detail Process How 

CCCM 

ECS 

ECS 

- -  

IDENTIFY ISSUE: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

4. 

Internally determine if outage exists 
with BellSouth Electronic Interface. 
(The CLEC should perform internal 
outage resoIution activities to 
determine if the potential problem 
involves the BellSouth Electronic 
Interface). 
Call the BST Electronic 
Communications Support (ECS) help 
desk at 888462-8030. 
ECS and individual CLEC wil l  
determine if the problem is likely to 
have no impact on the industry. If 
there is no impact, the outage will be 
worked on a bilateral basis. 
ECS will provide the CLEC with a 
trouble ticket number and record and 
track the outage. 
ECS wil l  provide the CLEC with a 
trouble ticket number, if requested, to 
record and track the oucage. 

INITIAL NOTIFICATION: 
1. ECS will post to the Web an Initial 

Industry Notification that a BellSouth 
Electronic Interface outage has been 
identified. An e-mail to the CLECs 
participating in Change Control will 
also be distributed. 

2. The CLEC initiating the Type 1 
System Outage will need to be 
available for communications on an 

INPUTS: 
0 Issue Characteristics 

Call to ECS Helpdesk 

OUTPUTS: 
Recorded Outage 

~ 

INPUTS: 
e Recorded Outage 

OUTPUTS: 
Industry Notification 
posted on Web 
E-mail to CLECs 
participating in Change 
Control 

N/A 

I Hour 

If System 
Outage is not 
resolved 
within 20 
minutes, a 
notification 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 000731-Tf 
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ECS 

ECS 

CCCM 

as needed basis. 
3. ECS will continue to work towards 

the resolution of the problem 
4. If outage is resolved, this notice is the 

first and final notification. The 
process for the item has ended. 
Outage Information will be reported 
in the monthly status meeting by the 
BCCM. 

STATUS NOTlFICATION: 
(ITERATIVE) 
1. If the outage is not resolved, ECS will 

continue to work towards the 
resolution on the problem. 

2. ECS may communicate with the 
industry / affected parties. The 

discussed: 
Clarification of outage 
Current status of resolution 
Agreement of resolution 

following infomation may be 

3. If a resolution has not been identified 
continue giving status notifications to 
the industry and continue repeating 
Step 3 "Status Notification" via the 
web. 

t.  Proceed to Step 4 "Resolution 
Notification" when a resolution has 
been identified. 

RESOLUTION NOTIFICATION: 
m w m )  

1. The resolution notification is posted to 
the Web. 

2. If the item is determined to be a 
defectiexpedite, the CLEC that 
initiated the call will submit a 
"Change Request Form" checking the 
Type 6 box. 

resolution the process will loop back 
to Step 3 "Status Notification". 
BellSouth will continue to work 
towards the final resolution. 

4. When the final resolution has been 

3. If the resolution is not the final 

Cm8 23.doc x -  

INPUTS: 
Industry Notification 
posted on Web 

OUTPUTS: 
Status Notification posted 
on Web 
Resolution infomation 

~ 

INPUTS: 
Status Notification posted 

Resolution information 
on Web 

OUTPUTS: 
Resolution Momtion 
posted on Web 
Final Resolution 
M o m t i o n  

will be sent to 

CLECs via e- 
mail and 
posted to the 
web. 

~~ 

2-4 hour 
intervals 

24 hours 
after 
reporting 
outage 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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ECS 

CCCM 

ECS 

created, proceed to Step 5 "Final 
Resolution Notification". 

FINAL RESOLUTION 
NOTIFICATION: 

I. The final i i lution notification is 
posted on the Web. 

ESCALATION 
1. Escalation is appropriate anytime the 

interval exceeds the recommended 
guidelines for notification. 

2. Refer to the Type 1 - Escalation 
Process documented in Section 8. 

INPUTS: 
0 Final Resolution 

Information 

OUTPUTS: 
FinalResolution 
Notification 

INPUTS: 
Information or concem 
relating to a Type 1 - 
Systems Outage 

OUTPUTS: 
Documented Escalation 
Escalation Response 

< 3 days 

P 3 days 
m e  
Escalation 
Process may 
be used at any 
time within 

cycle times 
are not met 
and/or 
responses are 
mot 

Steps 3-6 if 

20 xssUed:"9'9"uL !JM4W 30/27/00 12/05/01, 
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Part 2 - Types 2-5 Process Flow 
Figure 4-3 provides the process flow for reviewing, scheduling and implementing a typical Type 
2-5 Change Request. The process diagram applies to Change Requests submitted via the Change 
Control Process. Change Requests should be submitted to the BeUSouth Change Control 
Manager using the standard Change Request form template. This template can be acquired on the 
Change Control web page. Change Requests may be submitted for interfaces that are currently 
being utilized, in the testing phase, or if a Letter of Intent is on fde with the BCCM. 

I 

Figure 4-3. Change Control Process Flow 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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Based on the process flow outlined above: 

For the implementation of new features or modification of current functionalitv. CFinal 
Software Release * requirements and specifications will be provided 3W4 
calendar days or more in advance of the implementation date. 

For the implementation of new features or modification of current functionalitv, EMraft 
requirements and specjfications for software releases or svstems modifications will be 
provided to CLECs 90 calendar davs or more in advance of the implementation data. 

For the implementation of a new software version, fmal requirements and swifications will 
be provided to CLlECs 180 calendar days or more in advance of the implementation date. 

All additions and changes to any BellSouth wocumentation changes that do not impact 
CLEC software, €eincluding. business rules changes, will be provided to CLECs 30 calendar 
days or more in advance of implementation date. 

Draft user requirements for software releases will be provided to CLECs NLT 90 calendar 
days in advance of the release implenientation date. 

Final user requirements for software releases will be provided to CLECs NLT 45 calendar 
days in advance of the release implementation date, 

Notification for the implementation of a new TClF inap will be provided NLT 180 calendar 
days in advance of the release implementation date. BetlSoutli will begin working jointly 
with the CLECs in the development of the User Requirements for a new TCIF map NLT 180 
calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

Draft user requirements for the implementation of a new TCIF map will be provided to the 
CLECs NLT 120 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. 

Find user requirements for the implementation of a new TClF map u4.I be provided to 
CLECs NLT 60 calendar days in advance of the release implementation date. To 
accormnodate changes that may be necessary as a result of design, construction, and testing 
efforts. BellSouth will distribute the mer requirenients at least once a month until one (1 ) 
inonth beyond implementation of the new TCE map. 

All additions and changes to BellSouth business rule documentation will be provided to 
CLECs NLT 30 calendar days in advcmce of the release implementation date. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
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i A g e e  to Remove) 

The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and cycle times 
of each sub-process in the Change Control process. This process will be used to develop 
Candidate Change Requests that will be used as input to the Internal Change Management 
Process. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Detail proceSS How 

2 

. . . .  . . ~. - 

CCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

IDENTIFY NEED 
1. Internally determine need for change 

request. These change requests might 
involve system enhancements, manual 
and/or business process changes. 

2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM 
should complete the standardized 
Change Request Form according to 
Checklist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
specification documents. (See 
Attachment A-lA, Item 22) 

4. Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information-via e-mail to BellSouth. 

OPEN CHANGE 
REOUEsTNALlDATE CHANGE 
REOUEST FOR COMPLETENESS 

1. Log Request in Change Request Log. 
2. Send Acknowledgement Notification 

(Attachment A-3) via e-mail to 
originator. 

3. Establish request status ('N' for New 
Request) 

4. Review change request for mandatory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist. 

5. Verify Change Request specifications 
and related information exists. 

6. Send Clarification Notification via 
email to the originator (Attachment A- 

INPUTS: 
Change Request Form 
(Attachment A-1) 
Change Request Form 
Checklist (Attachment A- 
1 4  

OUTPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form with related 
documentation 

~ 

INPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form with related 
documentation 
Change Request Form 
CheckIist 
Change Request 
CIarification Response 

OUTPUTS: 
New Change Request 
Acknowledgment 
Notification 
Vdidated Change Request 
Clarification Notification 
Industrv Notification via e- 

WA 

2-3 Bus Days 

Clarification 
times would 
be in addition 
to cycle time. 

Jointiy Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 25 of 83 
JMB-R12 



Change Control pn>cess U E C  Red Line Version / BellSouth Resmnse I 
Version 2.0 Ccp8-23.doc 

~~ 

BCCM 

4 ji? needed. 
7. Update Change Request Status to 'TC" 

for Pending Clarification if clarification 
is needed. 

CLEC or BellSouth Originator 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clarification 
Response (Attachment A-2). 

REVIEW CHANGE REOUEST FOR 
ACCEPTANCE 
1. Review Change Request and related 

information for content. 
1. Change Request reviewed for impacted 

areas (i.e., system, manual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 

If change already exists or CLEC 
training issu- 
ifstte(Agree to remove) forward 
Cancellation Notification 
(Attachment A-3) to CCCM or 
BCCM and update status to 'C' for 
Request Canceled or 'CT' for 
Training. If Training issue, refer 
to CSM or Account Team. 
If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is 
no longer needed. 
If request is accepted, update 
Change Request status to "€"' for 
Pending in Change Request Log. 

3. Determine status of request: 

. .  

IVOTE: See Section 9.0 Terms and 
Definitions - Change Request Status for 
valid status codes and descriptions. 

if BellSouth feels that a CLEC initiated 
:hange request should not be acceuted 
xcause of cost, industrv direction or 
xcause it is believed not technically 
reasible to imdement., BellSouth will open 
in agenda item on the next monthlv status 

mail and web posting 

INPUTS: 
B New Change Request 
D Validated Change Request 
D Clarification Notification (if 

required) 

DUTPUTS: 
D Pending Change Request 

Clarification Notification (if 

Cancellation Notification (if 

CR status updated on web 

required) 

neq&d) 

20 Bus Days 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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meehndcall. and will tlrovide a SME on 
that call to mesent its case. With inDut from 
other Darticipatinn CtECs. and subsequent 
to BetlSouth's presentation, BellSouth and 
the originating CLEC will determine the 
disposition of the recruest. BellSouth shall 
consider all possible options for 
accommodating the reauest. 
If BellSouth determines that a CLEC 
initiated change request shodd not he 
accepted because of cost, industry direction 
or because it is considered not technically 
feasible to implement, BellSouth will open 
an agenda item on the nexi monthly status 
meetinghill. and will provide a SME on 
that call to present its case. BelfSoutll shdl 
consider all passible options for 
accommodating the request. 

OBF Issties 
All issues that are being actively discussed 
at OBF or are on die agenda to be discussed 
will be deferred. Iffhe issue is not active 
and will not be considered wilhin the next 
six (6) months. BellSouth wil1 address the 
issue. 

. .  * 

-Agree P to 
Remove) 

I A g r t x  to 
Remove) 

NOTE: If requested, appropriate SME 
will participate in the Monthly Status 
Meeting to address the reason for rejection 
and discuss alternatives with CLEC 
co"ity. SME must be provided a 
minimum of two-week advance notice to 
nartirinnto in nrrrrnminn Mnnthhr Ctatnc 

Cc~8~23 .doc  
1 -  
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5 

BCCM 
CCCM 

BCCM 

CCCM 

Meeting. 

PREPARE FOR CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING 

NOTE: These activities take place to 
prepare for Change review meetings when 
prioritizations take place. 

- BCCM 
I .  Prepare an agenda. 
2. Make meeting preparations. 
3. Update Change Request Log with 

current status for new and existing 
Change Requests. 

4. Prepare and post Change Request Log 
to web. 

5.  Provide size and scow information on 
each pending chancre request to 
CLECs.(Agree to accept) 

- CCCM 
1. Analvze Pending Change Requests. 
2. D e t e d e  priorities for change 

requests and establish "DesiredlWant" 
dates. 

3. Create draft priority List to prepare 
for Change Review meeting. 

CONDUCT CHANGE REVIEW 
_ _ _ _ ~  

MEETING 

Monthly Status Meetinm 

1. Communicate regulatory mandates. 
2. Review status of pendinglapproved 

Change Requests (including 
defectdexpedites) at monthly status 
meeting. 

3. Review current Release Management 
statuses. 

4. Review issues and action items and 
assign owners.(Agree to Accept) 

5. Present new change reauests submittet 
since mevious Monthly Status 
Meetinn.(Agree to Accept) 

NPUTS: 
1 Pending Change Request 

1 Project Release Status 

1 Change Request Log 

Notifications 

(Step 10) 

XJTPUTS: 
t Change Request Log 
1 CLEC Draft Priority List 

B Size and scope on eacb 
Pending change request 

N U T S :  
Change Request Log 

D CZEC Draft Priority List 
B DesiredMrant Dates 

Impact analysis 
D Size and scope on each 

Pending change request 

OUTPUTS: 
Meeting minutes 
Updated Change Request 

Candidate Change Request 

Issues and Actions Items 

Log 

List 

(if required) 

;-7 Bus Days 

- 
1 Bus Day 
:or as needed 
lased on 
iolwne) 

Meeting Day 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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OUTPUTS: 
Updated Change Request 
Log 
Web posting of meeting 
output 

INPUTS: 
Candidate Change Request 
List with agreed upon 
‘Need by Dates’ 
Change Request Log 

OUTPUTS: 
BellSouth’s Proposed I 

Version 2.0 

6 

7 

BCCM 

BCCM 

CCCM 

Prioritization Meetines G A k m e d d  

sebdd&(he€d auartedv in March, 
June, September and 
December)(Agree to accept) 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 

8. 

Follow Steps 1-3 from Monthly 
Status Meetings. 
Initiators present Change Requests. 
BellSouth Presents size and scorn of 
each change reauest and Dotentid 
release package combinations. 

BellSouth presents size and scope of 
each change request. 
Discuss Impacts. 
Prioritize Change Requests. 
Develop final Candidate Requests list 
of Pending Change Requests by 
category, ‘Need by Dates’ and 
prioritized Change Requests. 
Update Change Request Log to 
‘CRC’ for Change Review Complete, 
‘RC’ for Candidate Request List, as 
appropriate. 
Review issues and action items and 
assign owners. 

DOCUMENT CHANGE REVIEW 
MEETING RESULTS 

1. Prepare and distribute outputs from 
step 5.  

INTERNAL CHANGE 
MANAGEMENT PROCESS 

1. Both BellSouth and CLECs will 
perform analysis, impact, sizing and 
e s h t i n g  activities edy(Agrez to 
remove)-to the Candidate Change 
Reques- * .  

INPUTS: 
Change Request Log 
Final Candidate Request 
List 

2 Bus Days 

%=BUS 

Days 
3 3  months 

prior to each 
mdjw releast 
( h e r d  will 

27 I 
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. , -_ . , . 

BCCM 

CCCM 

-.(Apee to 
Remove) This ensures that 
participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigning resources to 
activities. 

2. Skim and sequencing of ~rioritized 
change reauests will begin with the 
toD ~riontv items and continue down 
through the list until the capacity 
constraints have been reached for 
each future release.(Agrw to Add: 
'for the next release' - Delete; each 
future release) 

3. All Candidate Change Reauests will be 
assinned to as many future releases as 
necessary to complete the assignment 
process.(Remove - BellSouth cannot 
SUPPOfl) 

CONDUCT RELEASE PACKAGE 
MEETING 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

4. 

5 .  

Prepare agenda. 
Make meeting preparations. 
Evaluate proposed release schedule. 
1 
i 

(BELLSOUTH recommends the 
following two (2) scenarios: a) 

will need to be re-prioritized at the 
next Change Review Meeting along 
with new pending requests LO 
acconiniodate changes in the 
Industry's business requirements. 
(Return t o  Step 4) or 6) Prioririze 
only the new "Pending CR's" since 
the 1 s t  Change Review Meeting 
and incorporate rankings into the 
overall prioritization list. CLECs, 
based on proup consensus, may 
request re-ranking of all non- 
scheduled CR's.) 
Based on BST/CLEC consensus 

Non-scheduled Change Requests 

CcD8-23.doc 

Release Package(two 
scenarios) 
CLEC andysis.(Agree to 
add) 

"S: 
BellSouth's Proposed 
Release Package (two 
scenarios). 

Schedule 
BellSouth's Release 

Change Request Log 
CEC andvsis(Agree to 
add) 

L';aa 1 

I zesult of 
Iesign, 
:onslructioa. 
md testing 
:fforts.) 

I Bus Day 

DUTPUTS: 
0 Approved Release Package 

Updated Change Request 

Meeting Minutes 
Scheduled Change 

Log 

Requests 
* -  - 

(BellSouth cannot support) 

Date for initial Release 
Management Project 
Meeting for ncwl 
established 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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10 

BCCM 

BCCM 

(Project 
Managers from 
each 
participating 
company) 

create Approved Release Package 
Is) and schedules. During this SteD 
if sumorted bv consensus the ~ O U D  

may shift scheduled changes among 
future releases, cancel changes. etc. 
as necessary to meet changes in 
business requirements or resource 
availabilitv. 
Based on BSTKLEC consensus 
determine which scenario should be 
implemented. Create the Approved 
Release Package and schedule. 

Identify Release Management 
Project Manager, if possible. 
Establish date for initial Release 
Management Project Meetin- 
newly established releases.(for the 
next release) 
All Change Requests that are in the 
approved scheduled release 
Wmemove) wil l  be changed to "S" 
status for "Scheduled". 

_CREATE Rl3LEASE PACKAGE 
NOTIFICATION 
1. Develop and distribute Release 

Notification Package via web. 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 

1. Provide Project Management and 
Impiementation of Release (See 
Release Management 0 Appendix B), 

2. Lead Project Manager co"icates 
Release Management Project status to 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly 
Status Meetings. 

3. BellSouth Business Requirements& 
software chimPes(Agree to accept) 
will be presented to CLECs. If 
needed, changes will be incorporated 
and requirements re-baselined. 

For new features or changes to 
existing functionditv. edraft 

ccD8-23.doc 

next release - Delete: for 
newly established releases) 

INPUTS: 
Approved Release Package 
@(Remove) 

OUTPUTS: 
Release Package 
Notification 

ApprovedRelease 
"S: 

Package Notification 

OUTPUTS: 
Project Release Status 
Impiementation Date 
Project Plan, Work 
Breakdown Schedule, 
Risk Assessment, 
Executive Summary, etc 
Draft Specifications and 
Requirements 
Final Smcifications and 
Requirements 
Documentation Changes 

I 2 Bus Days 
after Release 
Package Mtg. 

ongoing 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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SDecifications and 
Reaukements will be Drovided 
NLT 90 davs in advance of 
Implementation. 

Draft User Requirements for 
software release will he 
provided to the CLECs NLT 91 
calendar days in advance of the 
release implementation date. 

For new features or changes to 
existino functionality. Ffinal 
Swifications and 
Reauirements will be Drovided 
NLT 3845 daw in advance of 
Imdementation. 

software releases will be 
provided to the CLECs NLT 4: 
days in advance of the release 
implementation date. 

For the implementation of a new 
software version. final 
requirements and mecifications 
Will be orovided to CLECs 180 
davs or more in advance of the 
imDlementation date 

implementation of a new TCIF 
map will be provided NLT 180 
calendar days in advance of the 
release implementation date. 
BellSouth will begin working 
jointly with h e  CLECs in the 
development of the User 
Requirements for a new TCIF 
map NLT 180 calendar days in 
advance of the release 
implementation date. 

Draft user requirements for the 
implementation of a new TCIF 
map will be provided to the 
CLECs NLT 120 calendar days 
in advance of the relew 
implementation date. 

Final User Requirements tor 

- Notification for the 

Final User Requirements for the 
imnlnmentoriim nf Q now TPm 

e Implemented Change 

Draft User Requiremenis 
Final User Requirements 
Documentation Changes 

Request 
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map will be provided to CLECs 
NLT 60 calendar days in 
advance of the release 
iniplemenhtion date. To 
accommodate changes that may 
he necessary as a result of 
design, construction. and 
testing efforts, BellSouth will 
distribute the user requirements 
at least once a month until one 
(1 )  month beyond the 
implementation of the new 
TCIF map. 

Imnlementation will occur NLT 
6 months from the date of the 
prioritization of each change 
reauest.(BeUSouth cannot 
support) 

4. BellSouth Damnentation changes, 
including business rule changes will 
be provided.(Apree LO add) 

All such changes will be 
provided NLT 30 davs in 
advance of Imdementation. 

All additions and changes to 
BellSouth business rule 
documenlation will be provided 
to CLECs NLT 30 calendar 
days in advance of the release 
implementation date. 

hdementation will occur NLT 
90 davs from the date of the 
prioritization of each change 
reauest.(BellSouth cannot 
SUPPOW 

5. Once a Change Request is 
implemented in a release, the status 
will be changed to 'T' for Change 
Implemented. 

31 I Issued:- #€&W 10/27/00 1 W W M  
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Part 33 - Types 2-5 Exceptioflxpedited Feature Process 

Situations may arise from time to time that require exception treatment for Type 2-5 changes or a Type 
6 Defect Change that has been reclassified as a feature change request. An expedited feature request is 
made to correct the inability of a CLEC to process certain tyms of orders to BellSouth due to a lack of 
programming on BellSouth’s side of the interface. An exception may invoIve the extension of the normal 
intervals for the implementation of a Type 2-5 change. 

These situations will be addressed using the following ExceptiodExpedited Feature Process. As each 
situation will likely be unique, this process provides the framework in which the CCP members will 
make the necessary consensus decisions to achieve implementation of the feature in an 
except ion/ex pedi ted manner. 

Figure 4 4  provides the process flow for the validation and resolution of a T m  2-5 
ExceptiodExpedited Feature Change. 

CLEC or 
B d S o U h  

Figure 4-4. Type 2-5 ExcePtiodExpedited Feature Process 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputs/outputs and cycle times of each 
sub-process in the T p e  2-5 ExceptionExpedited Feature Process. This Drocess will be used to 
validate exceptiondexpedites, provide status notification(s) and final resolution to the CLEC 
community. Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 4-4 .  Type 2-5 ExceptiodExpedited Feature Detail Process Flow 

CCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

IDEN"Y NEED 
1. Jdentifv ExcemiodEx-Dedite. 
2. Originator and CCCM or BCCM 

complete the standardized Change 
Request Form indicating that it is an 
ExDedite Candidate. 

3. Include descrimion of business need 
and details of business imDact. 

4. Attach related requirements and 
swification documents. These 
attachments should include the 
followinp;. if available: 

PON 
" 

Specificscenario 
Interface(s1 affected 
Error message (if aDdiCabk) 
Release or API version (if 
applicable) 

4. APDroDriate CCChd/BCCM submits 
Change Request Fom and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth 
Change Management Team. 

OPEN & VALIDATE EXPEDITE 
FORM FOR COMPLETENESS 

I .  Loa ExceDtiodExDedite in Changg 

2. Send Acknowledmnent Notification via 
Reauest Log.. 

email to initiating CLEC. 

INPUTS: 
T y ~ e  2-5 Change Reauest 
Reclassified Type 6 Change 

ExceDtiodExmdited 
Rmuest 

Request 

OUTPUTS: 
Com~leted Change Reauest 
Form (with related 
documentation if necessw) 

mm: 
ComDleted Change Reauest 
Form (with related 
documentation if necessarv) 

OUTPUTS: 

1 BusDav 
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BCCM 

" ,  c -  - - 

&3. Establish CR s ~ t u s  ('IT for New 
ExceDuon/ExDedite). 

3 4 .  BCCM reviews change reauest for 
mandatory fields using the Change 
Request Fom Checklist. 

&5. Verifv SDecifications and related 
information exists. 

5 4 .  Send Clarification Notification via 
email to the ori~jnator if needed. 

&7. Update CR Status to' PC' for Pending 
Clarification if clarification is needed. 

Ifclarification is needed. CLEC or BST 
originator makes necessarv corrections mr 
Clarification Notification and submits via 
email Change Request Clarification 
Resoonse. 
INTERNAL VALIDATION 

1. Validate that it is an 
ExceptionExpedite. 

2. Perform intemal exceptiodexrdite 
analvsis. 

3. Determine status of reauest: 
If muest dudicates existing change 
reuuest. forward Cancelfation 
Notification to CCCM or BCCM and 
d a t e  status to 'c' for Remest 
Cancelled. 
Send Clarification Notification via 
email if needed and urdate status to 
'PC' for Pending Clarification. 
If Channe Request Clarification 
Notification not received. validate with 
CLEC that change reuuest is no longer 
needed. 
If request is valid. uudate Channe 
Recruest status to 'V' for Validated 
Exceixion/Exuedite+m&dkw 

B 

If issue does not aualifv for 
exceDtiodexwdited treatment. re- 
classify as a standard feature change, 
provide supporting information via 
email to the originator for review and 

New Except ion/Exmxlite 
Ackno wled m e n t  
Notification 
Clarification Notification [ii 
rewired) 

~~ 

INPUTS: 
8 New ExceptionExDedite 

OUTPUTS: 
Validated 
ExceutionExpedite 
ExceDtion/ExPedi te 
notification to CL,EC 
communitv via e-mail and 
web posting 
Clarification Notification (if 
rewired) 
Cancellation Notification (if 
rea ui red 1 

3 Bus Daw 
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BCCM 

CCP Members 

feedback. The ChanPe Reauest will 
exit the exceptiodexmiite process 
flow and enter T w s  2-5 normal 
process flow at Step 3. 

NOTE: See Section 11 .O Terms and 
Definitions - ExDedite Status for valid 
status codes and descriptions. 

ExceptionExDedite notification will be 
provided to CLEC  communi^ via e-mail 
and web posting, 
MONTHLY STATUS MEETING 
1. Provide status of ExcuetionExDedite. 
2. Solicit CLEC/ BST h u t .  
3. Reach consensus as to diwosition. 
4. UDdate ExceptionExDedite 

information as needed. 

INTERNAL RESOLUTION PROCESS BCCM 
1. Schedule and evaluate 

ExceptionsExDedites based on 
camcim and business impacts to the 
CLECs and BellSouth. 

1. Provide status updates to the CLEC 
communitv via email as the status 
changes until the exceDtiodexDedite is 
i mDlemen ted . 

ExceDhons wdl be imlemenled in the 
release determined bv the consensus 
reached in Step 4. 

Exuedites will be imdemented in the 
current. next release, or point release, 
best effort. as determined by the 
consensus of the CCP Members at the 
Monthly Status Review MeetinE. 

r -- 

I 

INPUTS: 
ExceDtionfix-pedi tes 

Change Request Log 
ExceDtionExtxdite 

Received 

Analysis 

OUTPUTS: 
Uudatedstatus 
UDdated Change Remest 
Log 
Meeting minutes 

INPUTS: 
CLEC/ BST inmt 

OUTPUTS: 
ExcpetionsExDedites 
Release Schedule 

.doc 

Monthly or 
when status 
Aanges, 
whichever 
xcurs first. 

Monthly or 
when status 
:hanges, 
whichever 
)Ccm first. 

35 hed:-Bsc2acBB 4KWOO 10/27/00 12105/0 
I 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 37 of 83 
JMB-Rl2 



I Change Control h c e ~ s  CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Response 
-8 23.doc Version 2.0 

BCCM 

BCCM 

UPDATE RELEASE PACKAGE 
NOTU’ICATION 

1. Urdate and distribute release 
notification package via web. 

All Change Requests that are in the 
amroved scheduled release will be 
changed to “S” status for 
“Scheduled”. 

2. 

Note: The release notification will be 
published in a timely manner, based on the 
release constraints associated with the 
expedite. 

RELEASE MANAGEMENT Am- 
IMPLEMENTATION 

The following release management 
activities will pertain to T v ~ e  2-5 
ExceDtiodExDedited Feature changes: 

Lead Droiect manager communicates 
release management -proiect status to 
BCCM for inclusion h Monthlv status 
meetings. 

BellSouth business requirements will 
be presented to CLECs for expedited 
features (if amlicable). If needed, 
changes will be incormrated and 
requirements re-baselined. 

Once an ExceDtiofixmdited Feature 
Change is im~lemented in a release, the 
status will be changed to “I” for 
Change ImDl em en ted . 

INPUTS: 
ExceDtiodExpedite Feature 
Info mati on 

OUTPUTS: 
Urdated Release Package 

Scheduled Change Request 
Notification 

~ 

”: 
ApDroved Release Package 
Notification 

OUTPUTS: 
Proiect Release Status 
Implementation Date 
Implemented Change 
Reuuest 

Ongoing 

I 
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PART 3 - EXPEDITED FEATURE PROCESS 
An Expedited Feature is the inability for a CLEC to process ceitain types of LSR’s based on the 
existing functionality to BellSouth’s Operational Support Systems (OSS’s) that are in the scope of 
CCP. The change request for an expedite must provide details of the business impact and will fall into 
one of two categories: 

A defect that has been re-classified as a feature where the CLEC has detennined should be 
expedited due to impact 

An enhancement to an existing product or service where the CLEC has determined should be 
expedited due to impact 

Re-classified Defects 

When a defect is re-classifed as a standard feature, the CLEC will be notified by Change Control in the 
standard defect validation. The CLEC will have the ability to ask BellSouth to expedite the reclassified 
standard feature by updating the Change request, marking it as an expedite and sending back to Change 
Control. The change request will then follow through the Types 2-5 process using a p e d  upon 
intervals. The rules surrounding the expedited feature request will be: 

Must be an enhancement to an existing product or service 

Will follow the current Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intervals with the exception 
of Steps 4-6 which are eliminated. 

0 The CLECA3ellSoutb will be required to give impacts and the consequences for not 
implementing the feature in the current, next, or point release, best effort. 

Enhancement to an existing product or service 

A CLECBellSouth will also have the ability to submit a Type 4-5 change request as an expedited 
feature request for an enhancement to an existing product or service where the functionality does not 
currently exist in BellSouth’s offered products and services. The iules surrounding the expedited 
featwe request will be: 

a Must be an enhancement to an existing product or service 

Will follow the current Types 2-5 process flow using agreed upon intends with the exception 
of Steps 4-6 which are eliminated. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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The CLEC/BellSouth will be required to give impacts and the consequences for not 
implementing the feature in the current. next, or point release, best effort. I 

Figure 4.4 provides the process flow for the expedited feature process. 

Figure 4.4 - Process Flow for Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Process 
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A 

Table 4-3. Types 2-5 Expedited Feature Detail Process How 

CCCM 

BCCM 

DCCM 

1. Internally determine need for change 
request. These change requests might 
involve system enhancements, manual 
and/or business process changes. 
Originator and CCCM or BCCM should 
complete the standardired Change 
Request Form according to CheckIist. 

3. Attach related requirements and 
Attachment A- lA, Item 22. 

4, Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mad to BellSouth. 

2. 

OPEN CHANGE REOUESTNALIDATE 
CHANGE REOUST FOR 
COhlPLETENESS 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 

7. 

Lop Request in manse Request Log. 
Send Acknowledgement Notiticat ion 
(Amcbmenr A-3) via e-mail to originator. 
Establish request status ('N. for New 
Request) 
Review change request for mandafory 
fields using the Change Request Form 
Checklist - 
Verify Change Request specifications and 
related information exists. 
Send Clarification Notification via enlail 
to the originator (Attachment Ad) if 
needed. 
Update Change Request S t a u  to "PC' 
for Pending Clarification if clarification is 
needed. 

CLEC or BeliSoutb Originator 
If clarification is needed, make necessary 
corrections per Clarification Notification 
and submit Change Request Clmitication 
Response ( Attachment A-2). 

INPUTS: 
Change Request Form 
(Attachment A- 1 1 
Change Request Form 
Checklist (Attachment A- 1A) 

OUTPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form with related 
document ation 

INPUTS: 
Completed Change Request 
Form With related 
documentation 
Change Request Form 
Checklist 
Change Request Clarification 
Response 

OUTPUTS: 
New Change Request 
Acknowledgment 
Notification 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification 
Industry Notification via e- 
mail and web posting 

N/A 

I BusDay 

2larification 
imes would 
x in addition 
.o cycle time. 

39 I 
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3 BCCM REVIEW CHANGE REOUEST FOR 
ACCEPTANCE 

I 

2. 

Review Change Request and related 
information for content. 
Change Request reviewed for impacted 
area (k., system, nianual process, 
documentation) and adverse impacts. 

If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue, forward Cancelfation 
Notification (Attachment A-3) to 
CCCM or BCCM and update s t a t u  
to ‘C” for Request Canceled or ‘CT’ 
for Training. If Training issue, refer 
to CSM or Account Team. 
If Change Request Clarification 
Notification not received, validate 
with CLEC that change request is no 
longer needed. 
If request is accepted, update Change 
Request status to “P” fur Pending in 
Change Request Log. 
If request does not meet the 
expedited feature criteria, it will exit 
this process and enter the standard 

3. Determine status of request: 

T ~ P S  2-5 flow. Step 4. 

NOTE: See Section 11.0 Temis and 
Definitions - Change Request Status for valid 
status codes and descriptions. 

[f BellSouth determines that a CLEC initiated 
expedited change request should not be 
accepted because of cost. industry direction or 
because it is considered not technically 
feasible to implement, BellSouth will open an 
agenda item on the next monthly status 
tneetingicall, and will provide a SME on that 
:all to present its case. BellSouth shdi 
consider d i  possible options for 
accommodating the request. 

NOTE: If requested. appropriale SME will 
participate in the hlonthlv Status Meeting to 

INPUTS: 
New Change Requesr 
Validated Change Request 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 

OUTPUTS: 
Validated Expedited Change 
Request 
Clarification Notification (if 
requiredl 
Cancellation Notification (if 
required) 
CR status updated on weh 

20 Bus Days 
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4 

5 

BCCM 

CCCM 

BCCM 

(Project 
Managers from 
each 
participating 
company) 

address the reason for rejection and dkcuss 
alternatives with CLEC community. SME 
must be provided a mini" of twmweek 
advance notice to participate in upcoming 
Monthly Status Meeting. 

%"ERNAL CHANGE MANAGEmNT 
PROCESS 

Both BeNSouth and CLECs will 
perform analysis, impact. sizing and 
estimating activities to the Expedited 
Feature Change Request. This ensures 
that participating parties are reviewing 
capacity and impacts to schedules 
before assigning resources to activities. 

1. 

~ 

RELEASE hlANAGETVIENT AND 

I .  Provide Project Management and 
IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementation of Release (See Reieasr 
Management @ Appendix B). 

2. h a d  Project Manager communicates 
Release Management Project status to 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly Status 
Meetings . 

3. BellSouth Business Requirements for 
software changes will be presented to 
CLECs. if applicable. If needed. 
changes will be incorporated and 
requirements re-baselined. 

4. BellSouth Documentation changes, 
inchding business rules changes will tx 
provided. 

5 .  Once a Change Request is inipleinented i i  

a release. he status will he clianged to "I" 
for Change Implemented. 

- = -  

INPUTS: 
Change Request Log 

OUTPUTS: 
0 Release Date for Expedited 

Feature 

INPUTS: 
Approved Rklease Package 
NotiEication 

OUTPUTS: 
Project Release Status 

e Implementation Date 

~~ 

3@25 I 
Still under 
discussson) 

I 

I 
Ongoing 

I 

I 
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i 
I 

5.0 DEFECTmMERGENCY CHANGE- I 
PROCESS. 

5.0 DEFECT PROCESS (Enler~ency C h a n g e s ~ ~ a l r e ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ e s s e d a s T y p e  1) 

A CLECBST identified defect/emereency chanEeeqdi-te will enter this process through the Change 
Management Team as a Type 6 Change Request. If the defect-kp&&is validated internally, it will 
route through this process, and notification provided to the CLEC community via e-mail and web 
posting. 

A CLEC/BST identified defect will enter this process through the Change Management Team as a 
Type 6 Change Request. If the defect is validated internally. it will route through this process, and 
notification provided to the CLEC community via e-mail and web posting. 

CLEC Notification of documentation updates (non-system changes) will be posted 5 (five) business 
days in advance of documentation posting date. 

A defect is any non-type 1 change where a BellSouth interface used by a CLEC which is in production 
and; 

- -is not working in accordance with the BellSouth baseline business requirements- 

- is not working in accordance with the business rules that BST has published or 
otherwise provided to the CLECs and is impacting a CLECs ability to exchange transactions with 
BellSouh (SPLIT into two bullets) I 
Is not working in accordance with the business rules that BST has published 01- otherwise 
provided to the CLECs 

I Is impacting a CLEC’s ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth 

or where a technical implementation is faulty or inaccurate such as to cause incorrect or 
improperlv formatted data. -REMOVE (BellSouth considers this example a standard feature at 
which point would follow the Types 2-5 process flow. however if the issue falls under the 
definition of an “expedited feature”, it would follow that process). I 

42 1 Issued:- !%WW 10/27/00 1205/00 
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Definition of a defect also 7x;. includes errors in documentation, unclear documentation or missing 
documentation+kke&. 

Definition of a defect also includes errors in documentation, unclear or missing documentation. 

L A G R E E  TO REMOVE AND MOVE TO NEW SECTION. 

-Defect Change Requests wiU have three Impact Levels: 

HighImpact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic workaround solution 
exists. 

I 1 AGREE TO REMOVE 

Medium Impact 

The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a workaround solution does 
exist. 

The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

Defect Changes identified as Hi& Impact are referred to as Ememencv ChanEes. CLECs encountering High 
JmDact defects outside normal business hours (7am - 6 ~ m  Eastem) will submit their reauests to the Electronic 
Communications Su~port ('€33) Group. The ECS Helpdesk number is 888-462-8030. REMOVE - 
BellSouth can not support. 
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htanal 
Validate validatim 4 

2 D3ys tcx 

lnrpllcr 
3 Days fM 
hledlum L 

1 B u s h y  High 

Ccp8-23.doc 

Dcvelop lattmpl update 
Wcrhmnd --b M u t i o n  + Release 

RocerS Naif Pkg 
MoalMy 

2 Bus Days 
ica Hrgh 
Impact 
4 Bus Days 
fa 

Figure 5-1 provides the process flow for the validation and resolution of a Type 6 Change - CLEC 
Impacting DefecVEmerPencv ChanEe/%p&e.Remove the words "Emergency ChangeExpedite. 

i ( A g r e e  - to Remove) 

[NOTE: The intervals in the boxes above match the intervals in the tables below for HighA 
Medium, and Low Impact defect change reauests.1 

Figure 5-1. Type 6 Process Flow 
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The table below details the steps, accountable individuals, tasks, inputdoutputs and cycle times of each 
sub-process in the Type 6 Process Flow. This process will be used to validate defectskqechtw (Agree I 
to remove), provide status notification(s), workarounds and final resolution to the CLEC community. 
Steps shown in the table are sequential unless otherwise indicated. 

Table 5-1. Type 6 Detail Process Flow 

CCCM 

BCCM 

BCCM 

IDENTIFY NEED 
1. Identify Defec-.(EhfOVED) 
&5. Originator and CCCM or BCCM 

should complete the standardized 
Change Request Form indicating that it 
is a Type 6. 

and details of business impact. 

specification documents. These 
attachments should (must) include the 
following, if available (REMOVE): 

PON 
e m  

SpecificScenario 
Interface(s) affected 
Exror message (if' applicable) 
Release or API version (if 
applicable) 

3 A .  Include description of business need 

&7. Attach related requirements and 

4. Appropriate CCCM/BCCM submits 
Change Request Form and related 
information via e-mail to BellSouth 
Change Management Team. 

OPEN & VALIDATE 
DEFECTEXPEDITE FORM FOR 
COMPLETENESS 

1. Log Defect in Change Request Log. 
2. Send Acknowledgment Notification via 

email to initiating CLEC. 
3. Establish CR status ('N' for New 

Defect) 
4. BCCM =views change request for 

mandatory fields using the Change 
Request Form Checklist. 

INPUTS: 
Type 6 Change Request 

0": 
Completed Change Request 
Form (with related 
documentation if necessary) 

"* I 

INPUTS: . CompletedChangeRquest 
Fonn (with related 
documentation if necessay) 

OUTPUTS: 
New DefecVExpedite 

1 Bus Day for 
all Impact 

Medium and 
Low Imnact 

Acknowledgment 
Notification 

B Clarification Notification (if 
required) 
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BCCM 

5. Verify specificadonsad related 
information exists. 

6. Send Clarification Notification via 
email to the originator if needed. 

7. Update CR status to ‘FC” for Pending 
Clarification if clarification is needed. 

If clarification is needed, CLEC or BST 
originator makes necessary corrections per 
Clarification Notification and submits via 
emai l  Change Request Clarification 
Response. 
INTERNAL VALIDATION 

&Validate that it is a defedexpedite. 
&Perfom internal defectlexpedite 

34. Determine status of request: 
analysis. 

If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue- forward 
Cancellati~n Notification to CCCM or 
BCCM and update status to ‘ C ‘ k  

-. 
If change already exists or CLEC 
training issue. forward Cancellation 
Notification to CCCM or BCCM and 
update status to ‘C. 

Send Clarification Notification via 
email if needed and update status to 
‘PC’ for Pending Clarification. 

Notification not received, validate with 
U E C  that change request is no longer 
needed. 
If request is valid, update Change 
Request status to ‘V’ for Validated 
DefeCtExpedite and indicate 
appropriate Impact Level. 
If request is not validated as a defect 
and the remesting CLEC does not 
agree with the response. the CLEC may 
follow the escalation Drocess to resolve 
the issue. 

If Change Request Clarification 

Ccp8-23.d~ 

NPUTS: 
D New DefecExpedite 

3“s: 
Validated DefectExpedite 
DefectExpedite notification 
to CLEC community via e- 
mail and web posting 
Clarification Notification (if 
required) 
Cancellation Notification (if 
required) 

.- . - 

1 Bus Day for 
3igh id 

%3dim€k 

[mpact 

! Bus Days for 
digh Impact 

3 Bus Days 
Medium and 
Low Immc t 
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BCCM 

If CLEC does not agree with the 
validation. the CLEC may appeal the 
issue or escalate. 

Based on detail analysis, BelISouth will 
reaffirm the impact level that is stated 
on the request. 

t 
If the process is operating as specified 
in the baselined requirements and 
published business rules, the BCCM 
will communicate the results via e-& 
to the originator to discusddetermine 
the next step(s). 
If issue is re-classified as a standard 
feature change, provide supporting 
information via email to the originator 
for review and feedback The Change 
Request will exit the 
defect4kp#k(REMOVEE) process 
flow and enter Types 2-5 process flow 
(enter at Step 3). 

0 

NOTE: See Section 9.0 Terms and 
Definitions - Defwt+kpedk@UNOVE) 
Status for valid status codes and 
descriptions. 

Defect,Qpe&e(REMOVE) notification 
will be provided to CLEC community via e- 
mail and web Dostins 
DEVELOP AND VALIDATE 
WORKAROUND (TF APPLICABLE) 

1. Defect workaround identified. 
2. Change Request status changed to ‘W’ 

for workaround identified. 
3. Workaround is communicated via e- 

mail to originating CLEC and to the 
CLEC communitv via e-mail and web 

~. 

NPUTS: 

I Clarification Notification (if 
Validated Defect 

required) 

3UTPUTS: 

1 Clarification Notification (if 
Workaround (if applicable) 

-1 
Bus Dav for 
High and 
Medium 
tmpact 

2 Bus Days for 
U;-k T - l r n ~ ,  1 
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posting4ADDED) 
4. If appropriate, communication to the 

CLEC community regarding 
workaround will be discussed via 
conference call. 

If it is determined that additional time is 
needed to develop workaround due to the 
complexity of the defect, notification will 
be provided to CLEC community via e-mail 
and web posting. 

(BELLSOUTH AGREES TO MOVE 
THIS TO STEP 7) 

INTERNAL RESOLUTION P R O C E ~  
&Schedule and evaluate 

Defects+%p&s(REMQVED) based 
on capacity and business impacts to the 
CLECs and BellSouth.(ADDED) 

community via email as the status 
changes until the 
defectkpe&e(R]EMOVED) is 
whed&dimplemented.(ADDED) 

a P r o v i d e  status updates to the CLEC 

Ccp8-23.doc 

required) 

required) 
E-mail and web posting of 
workaround 

0 Cancellation Notification (if 

INPUTS: 
CLEC/ BST input 

OUTPUTS: 
0 Defec t Jkpcks  Release 

Schedule 

4 Bus Days fi 
Low ImDact 

4 Bus Days fc 
Medium and 
Low Irnpact 

- 
wkefffiartts 
zkeffgesr 

Validated 
High and 
Medium 
[mDact defect 
will be 
imnlemented 
within a 4 - 1 
nusiness day 
range. best 
Effort. - 
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High h p c t  
Defects will bl: 
i mpleme n r d  
within a 4-25 

Version 2.0 

best effort. 
Low Impact 
defects will bq 
implemented 
within a 4 - 211 
business day 
range. best 
effort. 
(REMOVE) 

DRAFT 

BCCM 

e#X&k(REMOVED) 

UPDATE RELEASE PACKAGE 
NOTIFICATION 

&Update and distribute release 
notification package via web. 

&All Change Requests that are in the 
approved scheduled release wil l  be 
changed to “S” status for 
“Scheduled”. 

Note: The release notification will be 
published in a timely manner, based on the 
release constraints associated with the 
defedexpedite. 

Ccp8-23.doc 

INPUTS: 
Defect&pixh(RemcIve) 
Feature Information 

OUTPUTS: 
Updated Release Package 

Scheduled Change Request 
Notification 

I Based on 
d W S C  

constraints for 

(maybel- I 
than 30 days). 
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DRAFT 

BCCM MONTHLY STATUS MEETING 
$6. Provide status of Defect. 
&7. Solicit CLEC/ EST inuut. 

I” U TS : 
0 DefectsExncdites Received 

Chanee Request tog 
DefectExpedite Analysis 

0 Workaround (if applicable) 

Monthly or 
when status 
changes, 
whichever 
occurs first. 

%8. UDdate DefectExpedite information as 
needed. 

(BELLSOUTH AGREES TO THIS STEP) 
OUTPUTS: 

Undated status 
Updated Change Request 
Lon 

Meeting minutes 
LNPUTS: BCCM RELEASE MANAGEMENT AND 

IMPLEMENTATION Ongoing 
0 Approved Release Package 

Notification The following release management 
activities will pertain to Type 6 changes: 

4. Lead project manager communicates 
release management project status to 
BCCM for inclusion in Monthly status 
meetings . 

&Once a defecthpe&e(REMOVED) is 
implemented in a release, the status 
will be changed to “I” for Change 
Implemented. 

OUTPUTS: 
Project Release Status 
Implementation Date . Implemented Change 
Request 
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6.0 CHANGE REVIEW - PRIORITIZATION - RELEASE PACKAGE 
DEVELOPMENT AND APPROVAL (Agree to Add) 

Part 1 - Change Review Meeting 

The Change Review meeting provides the forum for reviewing and prioritizing Pending Change 
Requests, generating Candidate Change Requests, submitting Candidate Change Requests for 
sizing, and reviewing the status of all release projects underway. Status update meetings will be 
held monthly and are open to all CLEC's. Meetings will be structured according to category (pre- 
order, order, and maintenance, etc.). Prioritization meetings will be scheduled to coincide with the 
published release schedules. [ For non-system impacting changes, there will be a 5 (five)-business 
day notice for documentation updates.] All additions and changes to BellSouth business rule 
documentation will be provided to CLECs NLT 30 calendar days in advance of the release 
implementation date. The prioritization meeting dates will be communicated when the release 
schedule is published. 

During the Change Review Meeting each originator of a Change Request will be allowed 5 (five) 
minutes to present their Change Request. A question and answer session not to exceed 15 minutes 
will follow this presentation. After all presentations for a particular category are complete, the 
prioritization process will begin. 

The Change Request Log will be distributed 5 - 7 (five to seven) business days prior to the Change 
Review meeting. A valid and complete Change Request must be received 30 business days prior to 
the Change Review Meeting. Change Requests must be accepted and in "Pending" status to be 
placed on the agenda for the next scheduled meeting. 

Note: Status Meetings will occur monthly. Prioritization meetings will be scheduled to e e k i d e  
3 ( A p e e  to remove) occur in March. June, September and 
December (Agree to quarterly meetings) and will include the monthly status meeting agenda 
items. 

Part 2 - Change Review Package 
The Change Review Package will be distributed to all participants 5 - 7 (five to seven) business 
days prior to the Change Review meeting. The package will include the following: 

Meeting Notice 
Agenda 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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Change Request Log (List of Change Requests to be reviewed) 
BellSouth’s estimate of the size and scope of each ChanEe RequestlAgree to accept) 
Schedule of releases and capacity in each(Bel1South can only support providing the 
‘schedule of the releases’) 
Reference to Change Control Process on the BST website (for CLECs not familiar with 
the process, new CLECs or CLECs that choose to participate after the initial rollout) 
Status Reports from each of the active Release Management Project Teams 

Part 3 - Prioritizing Change Requests 

Prior to the Change Review Meeting, each participating CLEC should determine priorities for 
change requests and establish “desired/want” dates. The CLEC should use the Preliminary 
Priority List form as provided via the web. 

Final prioritization will be determined at the Change Review meeting after presentation of the 
Change Requests for each category. 

Prioritization Voting Rules 

CLEC must either be using an interface within a category (i.e. ordering), in the 
testing phase or have a letter of intent on file with the BellSouth Change Control 
Management Team to participate in the voting process 
One vote per CLEC, per category 
No proxy voting 
Each company may bring the number of participants necessary to represent their 
position. If the number of participants grow to be unmanageable, ClilECs and 
BellSouth will revisit the issue of representation to apply some restrictions. 
Forced Ranking (1 to N, with N being the highest) will be used 

~ CLECs may choose to vote “no” on change - requests that may potentidly negatively 
impact its business. If a maioritv of CLEO vote “no” on any certain chanpe request, 
that request will not be implemented. 

- 

CLECs may choose to “defer” on voting on change requests that may negatively 
impact its business. A rating of “defer” will not be counted in the overdl rating. 
Votes will be tallied to determine order of ranking 
Changes will be ranked by category 

0- (Do not delete - BelJSouth prefers that Manual CR’s follow the 
slime prioritization process ixs other CR’s) Documentation chanEes(Agree)-will be 

Joinfly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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prioritized separately; however they will need to be synchronized with the electronic 
interface changes 

d ( A g r e e  to rm") 
In case of a tie, the affected Changes will be re-ranked and prioritized based on the 
re-ranking 
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6 1 2 9 

Example: The top 2 Changes from high to low are E5 and E2, with El and E4 tied for 3d. 

FA 

El and E4 would be re-ranked and prioritized according to the re-ranking. 

2 4 4 10 

1 13 I ’  Po I 

E5 

I E2 14 l 2  l 6  1 l2 I 

5 5 3 13 

E6 1 3 5 9 

Part 4 - Developing and Approving; Release Packages 

Subsequent to the Change Review Meetinn BellSouth and the CLECs will each evaluate and 
analvze the Candidate Chanee Requests in preparation for the Release Packaae Meeting that will 
be held 25 business days later. 

Subsequent to the Change Review Meeting, BellSouth and the CLECs will each evaluate and 
analyze the Candidate Change Requests in preparation for the Release Package Meeting that will 
be held three (3) to four (4) months prior to each major release. 

. . .  
Sizing and sequencing of chanee requests will beqm - be accomplished at 
the Prioritization Meeting. CLECs may take into account the size and scope when 
prioritizing i t e m s . i  
~ ( J 3 e l . I  S ou t h accepts) 
BellSouth will develop several variations of release packages to include all of the 
prioritized requests. 
BellSouth will develop and present two scenarios for the next release. Based on 
goup coiisensus at the Release Package Meeting, the detennination will be made as 
to which scenario should be implemented. BSTKLEC consensus will be used to 
create the Approved Release Package and schedule. 

. .  . 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 
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All Candidate Change Requests will be assigned to as many future releases as. 
necessarv to com~lete the assimment process. 
(BellSouth to propose two (2) scenarios) - 1) Unscheduled change requests will need 
to be. re-prioritized at the next Change Review Meeting along with new pending 
requests to accommodate changes in the Industry's business requirements or 2) 
Prioritize only the new "Pending" CR's since the last Change Review Meeting. 
Rankings will be incorporated into the overall prioritization list. CLECs, based on 
group conseiisus, may request re-ranking of all noa-scheduled CR's. 

Durine the Release Package Meeting BST will present its propose,d release packages. BST and 
CLECs will then vote on the release package or combination of release packages to be 
iniplemented. BSTKLEC consensus will be used to create Approved Release Packape (s) and 
schedules. During this sten if supported bv consensus the group may shift scheduled changes 
among future releases, cancel changes, etc. as necessary to meet changes in business requirements 
or resource availabilitv. (BellSouth cannot support) 
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748.0 INTRODUCTION AND RETIREMENT OF INTERFACES I 
Introduction of New Interfaces 

BellSouth will introduce new interfaces to the CLEC Community as part of the Change Control 
Process-; BellSouth will seek to conform to the notification process for Type 4 (BellSouth Orizinnnted) 
changes as described in this document. In the event that BellSouth is forced to deviate from the Type 4 
(BellSouth Originated) process for new non-impacting interface functionality. BellSouth will notify all 
CLECs of the deviation as promptly as ncrssible. When a new interface request is submitted, BellSouth 
will present information on the new interface and hold an open discussion at the next monthly status 
meeting. L\ LL. . .  

BellSouth will provide specifications on the interface being developed to the CLEC 
Community using the timeframes established in Part 4, Section 2. As new interfaces are 

3 and requested changes will be managed by this process. 

BellSouth will introduce new interfaces to the CLEC Comnmnity as part of the Chcmge Control 
Process. A description of the proposed interface will be submitted to the BCCM. The BCCM 
will add an agenda item to discuss the new interface at the monthly status meeting. BellSouth 
will be given 30-45 minutes to present infomation on the proposed interface. If BellSouth 
requests additional time for the presentation, a separate meeting will be scheduled to review the 
proposed interface. so that, the information can be presented in its entirety. The objective will 
be to identify interest in the new interface 'and obtain input €?om the CLEC community. 
BellSouth will provide specifications on the interface being developed to the CLEC 
community. As new interfaces are deployed, they will be added to the scope of this document, 
its appropriate, based on the use by the CLEC and requested changes will be managed by this 
process. 

deployed, they will be added to the scope of this document ~c 7 .  5- 

Retirement of Interfaces 

As active interfaces are retired, BellSouth will notify the CLECs by submitting a T p e  4 change 
request(Rcniovc) through the Change Control Process and post a CLEC Notification Letter to 
the web six (6) months prior to the retirement of the interface. BellSouth will have the 
discretion to provide shorter notifications (30-60 days) on interfaces that are not actively used 
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andor have low volumes. BellSouth will consider a CLEC’s ability to transition from an 
interface before it is scheduled for retirement. BellSouth will ensure that its transition to 
another interface does not negatively impact a CLIEC’s business. 

BellSouth will only retire interfaces if an interface is not being used, or if BellSouth has a 
replacement for an interface that provides equal or better functionality for the CLEC than the 
existing interface. I 
Retirement of Versions 

When software versions are retired, BellSouth will notify the CLECs by submitting a Type 4 
change request throuph the Change Control Process. Once a change request to retire a version 
of an interface is initjate.dt BeIlSouth will oresent its proposed changes to the C E C s  at the next 
monthly status meeting. BellSouth will make best effort to iointly develop the requirements 
with the CLECs and will, at a minimum, provide requirements and related software. if 
applicable, at least six months in advance of putting the new version into production. 

Retirement of Versions 

When software versions are retired, BeIlSouth will give the CLECs a 120 day notification. 
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8.0 ESCALATION PROCESS 
Guidelines 

The ability to escalate is left to the discretion of the CLEC based on the severity of the 
missed or unaccepted response/resolution. 

Escalations can involve issues related to the Change Control process itself. 

For change requests, the expectation is that escalation should occw only after normal 
Change Control procedures (e.g. communication timelines) have occurred per the Change 
Control agreement. 

Three levels of escalation will be used. 

For Type I issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a one-day 
turnaround for each cycle of escalation. 

For Types 2-5 issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a five-day 
turnaround for each cycle of escalation.@xcludes Expedites) 

For Type 6 High and Medium Impact(See next bdlet)-issues, the escalation process is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a -=-day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of 
escalation. 

For T-ype 6 High Impact issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a two 
(2) day tumaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. For Type 6 Medium 
and Low Impact issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth a five ( 5 )  day 
turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. 

For Type 6 Low Impact and Type 2-5 Expedite Process issues. the escalation process is 
agreed to allow BellSouth a three-day tumaround to provide a status for each cycle of 
escalation.(See next bullet) 

For Types 4-5 Expedite Process issues, the escalation process is agreed to allow BellSouth 
a three (3) day turnaround to provide a status for each cycle of escalation. 

Each level will go through the same Cycle, which is described below. 
I 
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All escalation communications may be optionally distributed by the CLEC to the i n d u s c  
and BellSouth Change Control e-mail unless there is a proprietary issue. I 
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Cycle for Type 1 System Outapes 

Contact List for Escalation - ECS Group - Type I Changes 

If the originator does not receive a call back from the EC Support Group according to the times 
specified in this document, they may escalate according to the following list: 

Escalation 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

3rd Level 

Name and Title 

Dun Tighe 
Manager - EC 
Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Bruce Smith 

Operations Director - 
EC Support Group 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Bill Reid 

Operatiom Assistant 
Vice President 

Interconnection 
Operations 

Ofice Number 

304-532-2233 

2O5-988-7 211 

205-988-1447 

Pager Number 

1-800-946-4646 
PTN 1440050 

1-800-542-3260 

- 

1-800-946-4646 
PIN 1179523 

EmaiI Address 

Don.Tighe@bridge .bells 
outh.com 

I3 TU ce . S mi t h @ bri d ge .bell 
sout h.com 

Bill .C.Reid @ bridge.beIls 
out h .com 

NOTE: If' a call is escalated without frrst attempting to contact the ECS Helpdesk, the caller will be 
referred back to the ECS Helpdesk. 
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Escalation Cycle for Types 2-6 Change Requests 

Item must be formally escalated as an e-mail sent to the appropriate escalation level 
within BellSouth with a copy to the industry and BellSouth Change Control e-mail. 

Subject of e-mail must be CLEC (CEC Name) ESCALATION-CR#, if applicable, Level 
of Escalation, unless it is proprietary. 

Content of e-mail must include: 

- Definition and escalation of item. 

- History of item. 

- Reason for escalation. 

- Desired outcome of CLEC. 

Impact to CLEC of not meeting the desired outcome or item remaining on current come  
of action as previously discussed at the Change Control Meeting for enhancements. 

Contact information for appropriate Level including Name, Title, Phone Number, and E- 
mail ID. 

For escalation Level 2, forward original e-mail and include any additional infomation 
including the reason that the matter could not be resolved at Level 1. 

For escalation Level 3, forward original e-mail and include any additional information 
including the reason that the matter could not be resolved at Levels 1 and 2. 

BellSouth will reply to escalation request with acknowledgement of receipt within 4 hrs 
and begin the escalation process through k v e l  of escalation. 

The escalating CLEC should respond to BellSouth within 5 days as to whether escalation 
will continue or the BellSouth response has been accepted as closure to the item. 

If the BellSouth position suggests a change in the current disposition of the item @e., 
what has already been communicated to the industry), a conference call will be held 
within 1 business day of the BellSouth decision in order to provide industry notification 
with the appropriate executives. 
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BellSouth will publish the outcome of the conference call to the industry via web. . 

If unsatisfied with an outcome, either party can seek appropriate relief. 

Contact List for Escalation - TyDe 2 - 6 Changes 

Type 2-5 Changes(Bc1lSouth agrees)-Within 5 business days of receipt (4 from acknowledgement), I 
BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with 
BellSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 

Type 6 ,  Hic~h and Medium Impact Chances: Within 1 business day of receipt, BellSouth Change 
Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Chanpe Control with BellSouth’s position 
and explanation for that position. 
Type 6 High hipact Changes: Within 2 biisiness days of receipt, BellSouth Change Control appropriate 
executives wifl reply through BellSouth Change Control with BellSouth’s position and explanation for 
that position. T-ype 6 Medium and Low Impact Changes: Within five ( 5 )  business days of receipt. 
BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with 
BellSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 

Tvpe 6 Low Impact and Type 2-5 Expedite Changes: Within 3 business davs of receipt (2 from 
acknowledgement), Bells ou th Change Control appropriate executives will reply through Bell South 
Channe Control with BellSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 
Type 4-5 Expedite Changes: Within three (3) business days of receipt (2 Erom acknowledgment), 
BellSouth Change Control appropriate executives will reply through BellSouth Change Control with 
BellSouth’s position and explanation for that position. 

Jointly Developed by the Change Control Sub-team comprised 

of BellSouth and CLEC Representatives. 
Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 64 of 83 
JMB-R12 



change C O ~ O I  pfocess CLEC Red Line Version / BellSouth Reswnse I 
Version 2.0 Ccp8-23.d~ 

Escalations should be made according to the following list. 

Escalation 
Level 

1st Level 

2nd Level 

3rd Level 

Name and Title 

Valerie Cottingham 

Sales Director 
Change Control 

Process 

Terrie Hudson 
Director 

(for Systems Issues) 

Joy Lofton 
Director 

(for Business 
Rules/Operations 

Issues) 
Doug McDougal 
Senior Director 

(for Systems Issues) 

Dee Freeman-Butler 
Senior Director 

(for Business 
RuledOpera tions 

ISSUeS) 

Office Number 

205-321-2168 

404-927 -75 05 

404-927-3545 

Email Address 

Terrie.Hudson @ bridge. bellsouth.com 

Joy. A.Lofton @ bridrre.be1Isouth .com 

Doug.Mcdouga1 @bridee.bellsouth.com 

Dee.Freeman2 @bridge.bellsouth.com 
I 
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Dispute Resolution Process 

In the event that an issue is not resolved through the Escalation Process as described herein, 
including escalation within each companv to the person with ultimate authority for Chmqe 
Control operations, and the services of a Joint Investigative Team when appropriate, BellSouth 
and the impacted CLEC(s) agree as follows: 

Either party to the dispute mav request mediation through the State Public Service Commission, if 
available. If mediation is requested, both parties shall participate in good faith. 

Either Darty may file a formal comglaint with the State PSC, requesting resolution of the issue, 
without necessity for prior mediation. 

In the event that an issue is not resolved through the Escalation Process as described herein, 
including (1) escalation within each company to the person with ultimate authority for Change 
Control operations. and (2) the semices of a joint investigative team, when appropriate. comprised 
of representatives from BellSouth and the affected CLECs. Resolution of the dispute shall be 
accomplished as set forth below: 

Either BellSoiith or any CLEC afTected by the dispute may request mediation through the 
State Public Service Commission, if available. If mediation is requested, parties shall 
participate in good faith. If the mediation results in the resolution of the dispute, that 
resolution shall apply to aD CLECs affected by the dispute. 
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Without necessity for prior mediation, either BellSouth or any CLEC affected. by the 
dispute may file a formal complaint with the appropriate state regulatory agency, 
requesting resolution of the issue. 
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9.0 CHANGES TO THIS PROCESS 

The current, approved version of this process document will be stored under the component name 
"Ccp.doc" (the date of the latest CCP document will be included in the file name). The 
BellSouth Change Control Manager BCCM (and alternate) will be the only persons authorized to 
update the document version. 

Requests for changes to the Change Control Process may be submitted to the BellSouth Change 
Control Manager (BCCM) using the Change Request form located in the Appendix A. Cosmetic 
changes may be made and published by the BCCM (or alternate) without further review. Other 
changes will be reviewed at the monthly Change Review status meetings follow in^ receipt of the 
reequest, if included in the published meeting agenda. Following this initial review the BCCM 
and a CLEC representative appointed bv the CLECs participating in the review shall prepare an 
official E-mail ballot for distribution. The official ballot will detail the change beinq requested, 
and the significant arguments presented for and against the change durinc the review. The ballot 
will be distributed one week following: the Status Meeting. CLEC's and BellSouth will have one 
week in which to cast their vote. Only ballots transmitted before midnight of ?he due date will be 
counted. Implementation of such chlmges will require a two-thirds affirmative vote for 
approval. L c z c c .  

(BellSouth continuing to Review) 
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10.0 TESTING ENVIRONM%NT 

Requests related to the processes of testing an interfaces will be included in the Change 
Control Process. Chances to BellSouth’s testing environments and supporting processes will 
he submitted through the Change Control Process as a Twe 4 or T m  5 request. The 
requests will follow the guidelines and intervals set forth in the Type 2-5 process fow. 

BellSouth offers Carrier Testing to CLECs in an open proven test environment for 
TeIecommunications Access Gateway (TAG) and Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 
interfaces. The testing opportunities offered are BETA and New Carrier Testing: 

BellSouth wiIl also provide a pre-release testing environment for TAG and ED1 that will be 
available to CLEC’s 30 days prior to the implementation of any new releases. This 
environment will be a whollv separate, non-production environment for d l  preordering and 
ordering interfaces and will mirror the production environment. 

NOTE: BellSouth would prefer to re-evaluate this section after the CLEC Test Environment 
is implemented in 1 St Qtr. 2001. 

BETA testing is offered to those W C s  that express an interest in assisting BellSoutb 
validate a Telecommunications Industry Forum (TCZF) change for the affected interfaces. 
The opportunity for testing is submitted via the BellSouth Account Team and is negotiated 
with the Carrier Testing group. BellSouth opens the test environment for BETA testing after 
“major releases”. CLECs are selected on a “first come, fmt served basis”. 

New Carrier Testing is offered to those CLECs who are transitioning from a manual to an 
electronic environment or from one TCIF issue to another. New Carrier Testing is available 
to all CLECs and is scheduled with the BellSouth Account Team and Carrier Testing group. 

For additional detds on the testing environment, regulations and guidelines, refer to the 
following BellSouth public Internet sites: 

ED1 

www .interconnec tion. bell south .com/markets/lec . html 
Select “Customer Guides” 
Select “Local Exchange Ordering Guides” 
Select “BellSouth ED1 Specifications - TCIF 9” 
Select “Section 7 - ED1 Testing Guidelines for CLECS” 
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1 TAG 

www.interconnection.bellsouth.co“arkets/lec.htnil 
Select “OSS Idormation Center” 
Select “TAG Documentation” 

This site is password protected. You should obtain the password from your Account Team 
representative. 
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11.0 TERMSAND DEFINITIONS 
~ 

A 
Account Team. The Account Teams represent the CLECs and all CLEC interests within BellSouth, that 
is, the Account Team is the CLECs’ advocate within BellSouth. Some of the Account Team functions 
are listed below: 

Contract Negotiations 

Enhanced Billing Options Negotiations 

Customer Education 

Technical Assistance 

General Problem Resolution 

Tariff Interpretation 

- BonaFide Requests (BFR) 
- Production Support 

- Collocation 

- Testing Support 

- Project/Order Coordination 

- Rate Quotations 

ntability. Individual(s) having resp nsibiliq for completing and producing the outputs of 
each sub-process as defined in the Detailed Process Row. 

Acknowledgement Notification. Notification returned to originator by BCCM indicating receipt 
of Change Request. 

Approved Release Package. Calendar of Candidate Change Requests with consensus target 
implementation dates as determined at the Release Package Meeting. 

B 

BellSouth Change Control Manager ( B o .  BellSouth Point of Contact for processing 
Change Requests and defectdexpedites. 

BFR (Bonafide Request). Process used for providing custom products andlor services. 
Bonafide Requests are outside the scope of the Change Control Process and should be referred to 
the appropriate BellSouth Account Team. 
Business Day. A business day is considered any Monday-Friday workday that does not fall on an 
official BellSouth holiday. 
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Business Rules. The logical business requirements associated with the Interfaces referenced in 
this document. Business rules detennine the when and the how to populate data for an hterface. 
Examples of data defined by Business Rules are: 

The five primary transactions sets: 850,855,860,865, and 997 

Data Element Abbreviation and Definition 

Activity Types at the appropriate level (account, line, feature) and the associated Usage 
Type (optional, conditional, required, not applicable, prohibited) 

Conditions/rules associated with each Activity and Usage Type 
0 Dependencies relative to other data elements 

0 Conditions which will be edited within BellSouth’s OSSs 

Valid Value Set 

Data Characteristics 

C 
Cancellation Notification. Notification returned to originator by the BCCM indicating a Change 
Request has been canceled for one of the following reasons: EST cancellation, duplicate request, 
training issue, or failure to respond to clarification. 

Candidate Request List. List of prioritized Change Requests with associated “Need by Dates” as 
determined at an Change Review Meeting. These requests will be submitted for sizing and 
sequencing. 

Candidate Change Request. Change Requests that have been prioritized at an Change Review 
Meeting and are eligible for independent sizing and sequencing by BellSouth and each CLEC. 

Change Request. A formal request submitted on a Change Request Fom, to add new functions, 
defectdexpedites or Enhancements to existing Interfaces (as identified in the scope) in a 
production environment. 

Type 1 - BellSouth System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totdly 
unusable or there is degradation in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. 
Type 2 - Regulatory Change. Any non-Type 1 changes to the interfaces between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems mandated by regulatory or legal 
entities, such as the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), a state 
commissiodauthority or state and federal courts. 
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Type 3 - Industry Standard Change. Any non-Type 1 changes to the interfaces between 
the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems required to bring these interfaces 
in line with newly agreed upon telecommunications industry guidelines. 
Type 4 - BellSouth Initiated Change. Any non-Type 1 changes affecting the interfaces 
between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems which BellSouth 
desires to implement on its own accord. 
Type 5 - CLEC Initiated Change. Any non-Type 1 changes affecting the interfaces 
between the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s operational support systems, which the CLEC 
requests BellSouth to implement. 
Tvpe 2-5 - Expedited Feature Change. Anv Type 2-5 chanpe that either BellSouth or a 
CLEC submits for exception handling in order to achieve a mare rapid implementation. 
Type 4-5 - Expedited Feature Change . Any Type 4-5 change that either BellSouth or a 
CLEC submits for expeditious handling in order to achieve a more rapid implementation. 
Type 6 - CLEC Impacting Defect. Any non-Type 1 change where a BellSouth interface 
used by a CLEC which is in production and is not working in accordance with the 
BellSouth baseline business requirements or is not working in accordance with the 
business rules that BST has published or otherwise provided to the CLECs and is 
impacting a CLECs ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth. This includes 

I 

documentation defects, 1 

&Agree to remove) 

Change Request Status. The status of a Change Request as it flows through the Change Control 
process as described in the Detailed Process Flow. 

A = Appeal. Indicates a cancelled Change Request is being appealed by the originator 
(Step 3). 

C = Request Cancelled. Indicates a Change Request has been canceled due to one of the 
following reasons (Step 3): 

CC = Clarification, Requested clarification not received in allotted time (7 days). 

CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists. 

*(agree to remove) 

CRC = Change Review Complete. Indicates a Change Request has been reviewed at a 
Change Review Meeting, but did not reach the Candidate Request List (Step 5). 
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0 D = Request Purge. Indicates the cancellation of a Change Request that has been pending 
for 12 months and has failed to reach the Candidate Request List (Step 3). 

I = Change Implemented. Indicates a Change Request has been implemented in a release 
(Step 10). 

N = New Change Request. Indicates a Change Request has been received by the BCCM, 
but has not been validated (Step 2). 

P = Pending. Indicates a Change Request has been accepted by the BCCM and scheduled 
for Change Review (Step 3 moving to Step 4). 

PC = Pending Clarification, Indicates a Clarification Notification has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2 or 3). 

PN = Pending N times. Indicates a Change Request reached the Candidate Request List, 
was sized but not scheduled for a release and has cycled through the process N number of 
times. Example: P1 = Znd time through process, P2 = 3d time through process, etc (Step 
8). 

* RC = Candidate Request. Indicates a Change Request has completed the Change Review 
process and been assigned to the Candidate Request List for sizing and sequencing (Step 
5). 

0 S - Request Scheduled. Indicates a Change Request has been scheduled for a release 
(Step 8). 

Change Review Meeting. Meeting held by the Change Review participants to review and 
prioritize pending Change Requests, generate Candidate Change Requests, and submit Candidate 
Change Requests for sizing and sequencing. 

Change Review Package. Package distributed by the BCCM 5 - 7 business days prior to the 
Change Review Meeting. The package includes the Meeting Notice, Agenda, Release 
Management Status Report, Change Request Log, etc. 

Clarification Notification. Notification returned to the originator by the BCCM indicating 
required information has been omitted from the Change Request and must be provided prior to 
acceptance of the Change Request. The Change Request will be cancelled if clarification is not 
received by the date indicated on the Clarification Notification. 

CLEC Affecting Change. Any change that requires the CLEC to modify the way they operate or 
to rewrite system code, 

CLEC Change Control Manager (CCCM). CLEC Point of Contact for processing Change 
Requests. 

CSM. Customer Support Manager which supports resale and facility based CLECs. 
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Cycle Time. The time allotted to complete each step in the Change Control Process prior to 
moving to the next step in the process. 

D 
Defect. Any non-type 1 change where a BellSouth interface used by a CLEC which is in 
production and is not working in accordance with the BellSouth baseline business requirements or 
is not working in accordance with the business rules that BST has published or otherwise provided 
to the CLECs and is impacting a CLECs ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth. This 
includes documentation defects. 
Defect. Any non-type 1 change where a BellSouth interface used by a CLEC which is in 
production and is not working accordance with the BellSouth baseline business requirements. is 
not working in accordance with the business rules that BST has published or otheiwise provided 
to the CLIECs, or is impacting a CLEC's ability to exchange transactions with BellSouth. 

DefectlExpedite Status. ?'he status of a CLEC Impacting Defecfixpedite Change Request as it 
flows through the Change Control process as described in the Detailed Process Flow. 

A = Appeal. Indicates a cancelled Change Request is being appealed by the originator 
(Step 3). 

C = Cancelled. Indicates a Change Request has been canceled due to one of the following 
reasons (Step 3): 

CC = Clarification. Requested clarification not received in allotted time (2 days). 

CD = Duplicate Request. A request for this change already exists. 

0 CT = Training. Requested change already exists, or CLEC training issue. 

0 I = Implemented. Indicates a Defecmxpedite Change Request has been impIemented in 
a release (Step 6). 
N = New DefecUExpedite Change Request. Indicates a Defecaxpedite Change Request 
has been received by the BCCM and the change request form validated for completeness 
(Step 2). 
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e PC = Pending Clarification. Indicates a Clarification Notification has been sent to the 
originator, BCCM awaiting response (Step 2 or 3). 

S = Scheduled for Release. Indicates a DefectExpedite Change Request has been 
scheduled'for a release (Step 6). 

V = Validated DefecVExpedite. Indicates internal analysis has been conducted and it is 
determined that it is a validated defectlexpedite (Step 3). 

W = Workaround Identified. Indicates a workaround has been developed and 
communicated to impacted CLEC community (Step 4). 

E 
Electronic Communications Systems (ECS). ECS is the help desk for reporting system outages 
or degradation in an existing feature/functiondity within an interface. The ECS group works with 
the CLEC community to resolve system outageddegradation in a timely manner. The telephone 
number for the ECS group is 1-888-462-8030. 

Enhancement. Functions which have never been introduced into the system; improving or 
expanding existing functions; required functional changes to system interfaces (user and other 
systems), data, or business rules (processing algorithms - how a process must be performed); any 
change in the User Requirements in a production system, 

Emergency Change. Defect Changes identified as High Impact are emergency changes.(Remove - 
these changes are already addressed ZLS Type I System Outages) 

Exception ChanEe. An exception chanEe request may involve the extension of the noma1 intervals for 
the implementation of a Type 2-5 chawe.(BellSouth supports as an escalation) 

Expedited Feature. An expedited feature is the inability for a CLEC to process certain types of 
orders to BellSouth due to a lack of programmingiimAdem on BellSouth's side of the interface. 
The Change Request for an expedite must provide details of the business impact. 
Expedited Feature. An expedited feature is the inability for CZEC to process certain types of 
LSR's based on the existing functionality to BellSouth's opeiations support systems (OSS's) that 
are in the scope of Change Control. The change request for an expedite must provide details of 
the business impact and will fall into one of two categories: 1) a defect that has been re-classified 

I . 
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as a feature \where the CLEC has determined should be expedited due to impact and 2)  an 
enhimcement to an existing product or service where the CLEC has determined should be 
expedited due to impact. 

High Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions and no electronic 
workaround solution exists. 

Internal Change Management Process. Internal process unique to BellSouth and each 
participating CLEC for managing and controlling Change Requests. 

Low Impact. The failure causes inconvenience or annoyance. 

M 
Medium Impact. The failure causes impairment of critical system functions, though a 
workaround sohtion does exist. 

Need-by-Date. Date used to determine implementation of a Change Request. This date is derived 
at the Change Review Meeting through team consensus. Example: 1Q99 or Release XX. 
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P 
Points of Contact (POC). An individual that functions as the unique entry point for change 
requests on this process. 

Priority. The level of urgency assigned for resource allocation to implement a change. Priority 
may be initially entered by the originator of the Change Request, but may be changed by the 
BCCM with concurrence from the originator or the Review Meeting participants. In addition, 
level of priority is not an indication of the timefiame in which the Change Request wilI be worked. 
It is the originator's label to determine the priority of the request submitted. 

One of four priorities may be assigned: 

1-Urgent. Should be implemented as soon as possible. Resources may be pulled from 
scheduled release efforts to expedite this item. A need-by date will be established during the 
Change Review Meeting. A special release may be required if the next scheduled release 
does not meet the agreed upon need-by date. 

%High. Implement in the next possible scheduled major release, as detennined during the 
Release Package Meeting. 

3-Medium. lmplement in a future scheduled major release. A scheduled release will be 
established during the Release Package Meeting. 

4-Low. Implement in a future scheduled major release only after all other priorities. A 
scheduled release will be established during the Release Package Meeting. 

Project Plan. Document which defines the strategy for Release Management and Implementation, 
including Scope Statement, Communication Plan, Work Breakdown Structure, etc. See Release 
Management Project Plan template, Attachment B-1. 

Proposed Release Package: Proposed set of change requests slated for a release that the BCCM 
presents to the CLEC community during the Release Package Meeting 

Release - Major. Implementation of scheduled Changels) which may or may not impact all 
CLECs; may or may not require CLECs to make changes to their interface and may or may not 
prohibit the use of an interface upon implementation of the Change( s). Application-to-Application 
and Machine-to-Human. 
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Release - Minor. Implementation of scheduled Change@) which do not require coordination 
with the entire CLEC industry, do not require CLECs to make changes to their interface or do not 
prohibit the use of an interface upon implementation of the Change(s). Machine-to-Human. 

Release Package; Package distributed by the BCCM listing the Candidate Change Requests that 
have been targeted for a scheduled release. 

Release Package Notification. Package distributed by the BCCM and used to conduct an initial 
Release Management and Implementation meeting. The package includes the list of participants, 
meeting date, time, Approved Release Package, Defecflxpedite Notification, etc. 

Release Schedule: Schedule that contains the intended dates for implementation of software 
enhancements. This release schedule is created annually. 

Specifications. Detailed, exact document(s) describing enhancement andor defects, business 
processes and documentation changes requested and included with the Change Request as 
additional information. 

System Outage. A System Outage is where the system is totally unusable or there is degradation 
in an existing feature or functionality within the interface. 

V 
Version (Document). Indicates variation of an earlier Change Control process document. Users 
can identify the latest version by the version control number. 
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APPENDIX A - CHANGE CONTROL FORR.IS 

See Attached Forms 
This section identifies the forms to be used during the initial phases of the Change Control process 
accompanied by a brief explanation of their use. Attachments A1 - A-4A contains sample Change 
Control forms and line by line Checklists. 

Change Request Form. Used when submitting a request for a change (Attachment A-1). 

Change Request Form Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the Change 
Request form (Attachment A-1 A). 

Change Request Clarification Response. Used when responding to request for clarification or 
Clarification Notification (Attachment A-2). 

Change Request Clarification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Change Request Clarification Response (Attachment A-2A). 

Acknowledgement Notification. Advises originator of receipt of Change Request by BCCM 
(Attachment A-3). 

Acknowledgement Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-lines instructions for completing the 
Acknowledgement Notification. (Attachment A-3A). 

Cancellation Notification. Advises the originator of cancellation of a Change Request 
(Attachment A-3). 

Cancellation Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Cancellation Notification. (Attachment A-3B). 

Clarification Notification. Advises originator that a Change Request is being held pending receipt 
of additional information (Attachment A-4). 

Clarification Notification Checklist. Provides line-by-line instructions for completing the 
Clarification Notification. (Attachment A-4A). 

Letter of Intent. CLEC provides notice of intent to implement a TCIF compliant interface within 
a specified timeframe. (Attachment A-5). 

1 
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APPENDIX B - RELEASE MlANAGElMENT 

See Attached Forms 
Release Management and Project Implementation is described in Step 10 of the Change Control 
Process. Project Managers are responsible for confirming the release date, developing project plans 
and requirements, providing the WBS, Gantt chart and Executive Summary to the BCCM for input 
to the Change Review Package and ensuring the successful implementation of the release. 

The BST Change Control Manager (BCCM) will distribute the Release Notification Information 
via web. The Notification should contain the following information: 

List of participants (Project Managers from each stakeholder) 

Date(s) for the next Project Manage Release meeting(s) 

Times 

Logistics 

Meeting facilitator and minutes originator (rotated between stakeholders) 

Current Approved Release Package (email attachment) 

Current MaintenanceDefect Notification Information (web posting) 

Draft Release Project Plan - WBS (email attachment created by the Lead Project Manager 
(s) assigned in step 8 of the Change Control Process) 

Lead Project Manager (s) assigned to the Release with reach numbers (s) 

Attachments B1 - B12 contain templates designed to assist the Project Manager(s) in conducting 
project management responsibilities as needed for Release Management and Implementation. 
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APPENDIX C -ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 

See Attached Documents 
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APPENDIX D -BST VERSIONING POLICY FOR INDUSTRY . 

STANDARD ORDERING INTERFACES 

Since August 1998, BellSouth's policy, which is stated in its Statement of Generally Accepted Terms 
(SGAT) and standard interconnection agreement, has been to support two industry standard versions of 
the applicable electronic interfaces at all times. Currently, the ED1 and TAG electronic interfaces are 
maintained this way, because they are the interfaces that require the CLEC to "build" its side of the 
interface to use the new standard. The two industry standard versions of an interface are maintained 
when BellSouth is implementing an entirely new version of an interface based on new industry 
standards, not when BellSouth is simply enhancing an existing interface. Periodically, the standards 
organizations for an interface will issue a new set of standards. After submitting the new standards to 
the CCP to determine how and when they will be implemented, BellSouth will introduce a new version 
of that interface based on the new standards. BellSouth will keep the "old" version of the interface 
based on the old industry standards "up" for those CLECs that have not had enough time to build their 
side of the interface to the new industry standards. BellSouth gives CUCs six (6) months advance 
notice of the implementation of electronic interfaces based on new industry standards. 

When a new industry standard for the interface is issued, the most recent prior industry standard 
version of the interface will be frozen - no changes will be made to the old version of the interface. 
BellSouth will support both the new industry standard version and the old industry standard version 
until the next set of industry standards is issued. Then, BellSouth will support the two most recent 
industry standard versions of the interface. If, for example, version A were based on the current 
industry standards, then following the implementation of version 13 based on the new industry 
standards, BellSouth would freeze version A until the implementation of version C. Upon the 
implementation of the version C of the interface based on the newest industry standards, BellSouth 
would no longer support version A, would freeze version B, and would support both version C and the 
frozen version B until the implementation of next set of the industry standards. 

For example, in March 1998, BellSouth released a new industry standard version of ED1 based on 
TCIF version 7.0. Between March 1998 and January 2000, BellSouth implemented a series of major 
releases (4.0 and 5.0) and a series of "point releases'' (4.1, 4.2, etc. and 5.1,5.2, etc.). The final Ipoint 
release" of ED1 was Release 5.8. h January 2000, BellSouth implemented Release 6.0 of ED1 based 
on TCF 9.0. When this occurred, BellSouth began maintaining Release 5.8 alongside of Release 6.0 
of EDI. 

NOTE: Because LENS is not an industry standard, machine-to-machine interface, LENS is not 
covered under the policy described above. 
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----- Original  Message----- 
From: smurray@rhythms .net  [mailto: smurrayerhythms . n e t ]  
S e n t :  Wednesday, August 23, 2000 4:51 PM 
To: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM 
Subject:  FW: 3 e l l  S o u t h  OSS Issues 

Jill; 

Sorry I had to drop off the call t h i s  morning, 3 understand that t h e r e  
was a vote  take to approve the i n t e r i m  plan. Seems strange t h a t  was ' 

n o t  mentioned in t h e  Agenda. 

Someone participating on t h e  c a l l  this morning asked that I share this 
w i t h  you: 
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----- Original  Message----- 
From: smurrayQrhythms.net [mailto:smuSray@rhyt~s.~e~J 
Sent: Monday, A u g u s t  28 ,  2000 10:02 AM 
To: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com; Annette.Cook@espire.net; 
apatel3@telcordia.~om; BellSouth@quintessent.net; best2@surfsouth,com; 
brian.powers@onepointcom.com; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
c and m@bellsouth.net; cassandrap@networktelephone.net; 
Catherine G r a y e a l l t e l .  com; Cecilia. ortiz@adelphiacom. corn; 
cflanigan@uslec,com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; charxison@mp~wercom.com; 
cheryl@eatel.com; c h r i s g @ p v t - e l . n e t ;  c h r i s t i n e . s h e l t o n @ c c I g t e . c o m ;  
colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com; CPolizzotti@northpoint.net; 
Craig@excelexon.com; Csaig,B.Douglas@MCI.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci,com; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale@btitele,com; DEll io t t@connectsouth .com;  
desjree@communitytel~~hone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dkane@aspiretelecam.com; dlasher@eftia.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.cam; 
donnam@networktelephone.net; donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; 
ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; frankb@cellone-ms.com; Gary@CSII.net; 
generalg@cris.com; georgdaccesscomm.com,! jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
jbritton@phonesfoxal~~cOm; Jdavid4715@aol.~om; ~Doher~y@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snet.ca" jhoze@kmctelecom.cam; jmclau@kmctelecom.com; 
JMMaxwell@Intermedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.com; Williamson, Jill R, 
NCAM; 
Wilson Jr, Jack T ( T o m ) ,  BGM; julie.jacobs@adelphiacom.com; 
Katherine.Hud~er~espi~~.neti kcmper@ef t ia .com;  
kelley.dunne@onepointcorn.c~~; khudson@nextlink.com; 
K i m b e r l y . O . W i l l i a m s @ M C I , c o m ;  kmarsball@telstar.org; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwaxt@covad.com; lchase@covad.com; 
1hall~floridadigital.net; lisa@annax.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; 
Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; naxk@annox.com; Mark.E.Turner@MCI.com; 
marybethkeane@kpmg.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; mer@networkwcs.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; msaxon@Trivergent.com; mt7210l.3momail.sbc.com; 
mubeen@nightfire.com; ngiugno@kpmg.com; Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; 
Pam-Green@dmr.com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
P k i n g h o r n @ ~ z t a l k t e ~ e p h o ~ e . c ~ ~ ~  prehm@nightfire.com; 
prichardson@Triverqent.com; rbennett@floridadigital.net; 
rbuffa@interloop.net; RH3074@momail.sbc.com; 
rhonda.calvext@adelphiacom.com; rlthompson@nextlink.com; 
~ o b e r t @ a L t e r n a t i v e p h o ~ e , c ~ ~ ~  rszczepanski@kpmg.com; 
sand~a.k.evans~mail.sprint.comi Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbawling~caprock.com; shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; 
sharon.xusso@btitele.com; sjenning@nowcormnunications.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@Trivergent.com; smurray@rhythms.net; 
snole@kpmg.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
steve.taff@allegiancetelecom.com; stuartw@networkonecom.com; 
talleylinda@mindspring.com; Tanya.Finney@espire.net; TAYLORJG@LCI.CDM; 
tbrooks@mantiss.con; timk@networktelephone.net; TLA@MAGICNET,NET; 
tmcmtemayer@mantiss.com; Todd@CSII.net; T s e l a n e . R o b e r t s o n @ a l I t e l . c o m ;  
tyra.colbert@wcom.com; vsfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Williamsal@cepb.com; 
wmknapek@3ntermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; woody@albionconnect.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; rb~eckin@telcordiacom.at~.c~~; 
msykes@telcordiacom,att.com; bi l lg@telcord iacom.a t t . com;  
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svc-gate@telcordiacom.att.com; karengrim@mailsprintcom.~tt.COm; 
Tyxa.Rush@wcom.Com; trsmith@Trivergent.com; chaynes@Trivergent.'com; 
ssmith@dset.com; David.Genest@dsl.net; sangelo@bellsouth.n@t; 
sbrown@covad.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; Mark,Mecca@dsl.net; 
Connie@albionconnect.com; tonya.d.woods@mai~.spsint.com; 
MiThorne@birch,com; ASamson@birch.com 
Subject :  RE: 8-23-00 Meeting Minutes - Monthly S t a t u s  C a l l  

r wish to strongly object to imprompto vo te  t h a t  was t a k e n  a t  t h e  end 
of t h e  8/23 meeting, 
meeting,  but  c l ear ly  had t h e r e  been mention of a vote on the agenda, I 
would have stayed on. 

Unfortunately I had to drop to a t t e n d  another  

I don't feel that this was handled in a appropriate manner. 'It c o u l d  
have and s h o u l d  have been made c l e a r  on the agenda that we would be a 
v o t e  would  be t a k e n .  I for one believe t h a t  the vote shou ld  be c a s t  
out and ano the r  c a l l  be scheduled h " m d i a t e 1 y  to address the issues and 
cone rns  of the community. 

Steve Murray 
Rhythms 
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----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: smurray@rhythms.net [mailto:smurray@rhythms.netJ 
Sent: Tuesday, August 2gt 2000 11:48 AM 
To: Change.Control@bridg~.bellsouth.c~m~ Annette,Cook@espire.net; 
apatel3@telcoxdia.com; BellSouth@quintesse~t.net; best2@surfsouth.com; 
brian.powers@onepointcom~com; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
c_and_m@bellsouth,~et; cassandrap@networktelep~~~ne.net; 
Catherine.Gray@allte~.c~m; cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; 
cflanigan~uslec.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; charrison@mpowerc~m.com; 
cheryl@eatel.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; 
colleen.~.sponsel~cr@wcom.c~~; CPolizzotti@northpoi~~-net; 
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCI.cam; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.com; dana.braun@adelphiac~~,~~~; 
Deb~a.Pasquale~bti~e1e.c~~; DElliott@connec~s~uth.com; 
desiree@communitytele~hc~~.c~~; dfoust@deltacum.com; 
dkane@asplretelecom.com; dlashes@eftia.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.com; 
donnam@networkteleph~~~.~e~; donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; Dwight,Scrivener@wcom.com; 
ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; E S i n g l e t o n @ e z t a l k t e l e p h o n e . c o m ;  
evdoty@nextlink.com; frankbecellone-ms.com; Gawy@CSII.net; 
generalg@cris.com; george@accessconun.com; jason.estBp@adelphiacom.com; 
jbsi t ton@phonesforal l .com;-  Jdavid4715@aol,com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@hcte lecom.com;  jmclau@kmctelec~m.com; 
JMMaxwell@Intermedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.com; Williamson, Jill R, 
NCAM; 
Wilson Yr, Jack T (Tom), BGM; julie~jacobs@adelphiacom. com; 
Katherine.Hudler@espire.~et; kcooper@eftia.com; 
kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
K j m b e r l y , O . W i l l i a m s @ M C f . c o m ;  kmarshall@telstar.org; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; Ichase@covad.com; 
Ihall@floridadigital.~et; lisa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; 
Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; mark@annox.com; Mark.E.Turner@MCI.com; 
marybethkeane@kpmg.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.carn; merBnetworkwcs.com; microsun@bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; msaxon@Trivergent.com; mt72l0@momail.sbc.com; 
mubesn@nightfire.corn; ngiugno@kpmg.com; Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; 
Pam-Gxeen@dmr.com; YBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
P k i n g h o r n @ e z t a l k t e l e p h o n e . c o m ;  prehm@nightfire.com; 
~richardson@Triverg~nt.com; rbennett@fl~ridadigital.net; 
rbuffa@interloop.net; RH3074@momail.sbc.com; 
rhonda.calvert@adeSphiacom.com; rlthompsan@nextlink.c~m; 
robert@alternativephone.com; rszczepanski@kpmg.com; 
Sandra. k. evans@mail . s p r i n t .  com; Sandra j f eintetech. corn; 
sbowling@capxock.con; shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sp~i~t.com; 
sharon.russo@btitele,com; sjenning@nowcomunications.com;. 
smason@interloop.n~t; smoore@Trivergent,com; snole@kpmg.com; 
sxobex@kmctelecom.com; SStaplereilcdel~acom.com; 
steve.taff@allegianc~~~l~c~m.com; stuartw@networkonecom.com; 
ta l leyl inda@mindspring.com; T a n y a . F i n n e y @ e s p i r e . n e t ;  TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; 
tbrooks@mantiss.com; timk@networktelephone.net; TLA@MAGICNET.NET; 
tmontemayer@mantiss.com; Todd@CSII.net; Tse lane .Rober t son@al l t e l . can ;  
tyra.colbert@ncom.com; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Williamsal@cepb.com; 
wmknapek@lntermedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; w o ~ d y ~ a l b i o n c o n n e c t . ~ ~ m ~  
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; rbxeckin@telcordiacom,at t .cam; 
msykes@telcordiacom.att.com; b5llg@telcordiacom.att.com; 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 4 of 11 
JM3-Rl3 



svc-gate@telcordiacom.att.com; karengrim@mailsprintC~~.att.com; 
Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; trsmith@Trivergent.com; chaynes@Trivergent.com; 
ssmith@dset.com; David.Genest@dsl.net; sangelo@bellsouth.net; 
sbrown@covad.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; 
Connie@albioneonnect.com; tonya.d.woods@mail.sprint.com; 
MiThorne@birch.com; ASamson@birch.com 
Subjec t :  RE: 8-23-00 Meeting Minutes - Monthly Status C a l l  

Hello, is anyone there. I have not recieved a response from t h e  Change 
Control group on this message 1 sent last week. I have  received 
several calls from other CLEC indicating t h a t  they did not  u n d e r s t a n d  
the v o t e  and felt pressured into voting. 

What: a r e  you going to do?? 

Steve 'Murray 

-- 
I w i s h  to s t r o n g l y  object to imprompto vote t h a t  was taken at t h e  end 
of the 8/23  meeting. Unfortunately 1 had to drop t o  attend another 
meeting, but clearly had there been mention of a v o t e  on t h e  agenda, 1 
would have stayed on. 

1 don't feel  t h a t  this was handled in a appropriate manner. It could 
have and should have been made clear  on the agenda t h a t  w e  would be a 
v o t e  would be t a k e n .  I for one believe that the vote should  be cast 
out and another  call be scheduled immediately to address t h e  i s sues  and 
c o n e r n s  of t h e  community. 

Steve Murray 
Rhythms 
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------ Original Message----- 
From: smurray@rhythms.net [mailto:smurray@rhyt~s.net~ 
Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2000 3 : 5 4  PM 
To:  Change.Control@bridge.bel lsouth.com; A n n s t t e . C o o k @ e s p i r e . n e t ;  
apatel3@telcordia.com; BellSouth@quintessent.net; best2@s~rf~o~th.~om; 
brian.powers@onepointcom.com; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
c-and-m@bellsouth.net; cassandrap@networktelephone.net; 
Catherine.Gray@alltel.com; cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com; 
cflanigan@uslec.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; charrison@mpowercom,com; 
cheryleeatel-com; chrisg@pvtel.net; christine.shelton@cc.gte.com; 
colleen-e.sponseller@wcorn.com; CPolizzotti@northpoint.net; 
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@MCf.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.com; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra.Pasquale@btitele.com; DElliott@cannectsouth.com; . 
desiree@communitytelep~one~com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dkane@aspiretelecom,com; dlasher@eftia.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.com; 
donnam@networktelephone.net; donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcam.com; 
drodrigu@accessone. cc;  Dwight .Scrivener@wcom. com; 
ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; 
epadfield@nextlink.com; ESingleton~eztalktelepbone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.cor; frankb@cellone-ms.com; G a r y Q C S I L n e t ;  
generalg@cris.com; george@accesscoxlm.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
jbritton@phonesforall.com; Jdavid4715@aol,com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC,STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@ce~lularsout~.com; 
~G6833@ctmail.snet,com; jhoze@kmctelecom.com; jmclau@kmct~lecom.com; 
JMMaxwell@Jntermedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.com; Williamson, Ji l l  R, 
NCAM; 
Wilson Jr, J a c k  T (Tom), BGM; julie.jacobs@adelphiacom. com; 
Katherine.Hud3er@espire.net;  kcooper@eftia.com; 
kelley.dunne@onepointcom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
K i m b e r l y , O . W i l l i a m s @ M C l . c a m ;  kmarshal~@telstar.orq; 
kmiller@nor~hpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; Ichase@covad.com; 
l h a l l @ f l o r i d a d i g i t a l , n c t ;  lisa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; 
Lorraine.~atson@wcom.c~mi mark@annox.com; Mark*E.Turn~r@MCI.com; 
marybethkeane@kpmg.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.corn; mer@networkwcs.com; microsun~bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; msaxon@Trivergent.com; mt7230@momail.sbc.com; 
mubeen@nightfire.com; ngiuqno@kpmg.com; Nicole.Mo~rman@adelphiacom.com; 
Pam-Green@dmr,com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.cont; 
Pkinghorn@eztalktelephone.com; prehm@nightfire.com; 
prichardson@Trivergent.com; r b e n n e t t @ f l o r i d a d i g i t a l . n e t ;  
rbuffa@interloop.net; RH30’74@momail.sbc.com; 
rhonda.calvert@ade3phiacom.com; rlthompson@nextlink.com; 
robewt@alternativephone.com; rszczepanski@kpmg.com; 
sandra.k.evans@n\ail.sprint:.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbowling@caprock.com; shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprin~.co~; 
sharon.russo@btitele.com; sjenning@nowcommunications.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@Trivergent.com; smurray@whythms,net; 
snole@kpmg.com; srober@kmctelecom.com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
s teve . ta f f@al leg iance te lecom.com;  stuar~w@networkonecom.com; 
talleylinda@mindspring.com; Tanya.Flnney@espire.net; TAYLORJG@LCl.COM; 

tmontemayer@mantiss,com; Todd@CSIX.net; Tselane.Robertson@alltel.com; 
tyra.colbert@wcom.com; usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Williamsal@cepb.com; 
I.rmknapek@lntermedia.com; wolfsbrgkris-com; woody@albionconnect.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; rbreckin@telcordiacom.att.com; 
msykes@telcordiacom.att.com; billg@telcordiacom.a~t.c~~; 

. tbrooks@mantiss.com; timk@networktelephone.net; TLA@MAGICNET.NET; 
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svc-gate@telcordiacom.at t .com; ka rengr im@mai l sp r in t com.a t t . com;  
Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; trsmith~Trivergent.com; chaynes@Trivewgent.-com; 
ssmith@dset.com; David.Genest@dsl.net; sangelo@bellsauth.net; 
sbxown@covad.coni; gulfcoaSt@dotstar.net; Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; 
Connie~albi~nconnect.com; tonya.d.woods@mail.sprint,com; 
MiThcrne@birch.com; ASamson@birch.com 
Cc: rwilliams@zhythms.ne~; jedavis@rhythms.net; 
elizabeth@technologylaw.com 
Sub jec t :  RE: 3-23-00 Meeting M i n u t e s  - Monthly S t a t u s  C a l l  

To All; 

L e t  me share w i t h  you Valerie's response to my ob jec t ion  of t h e  "vote"  
that was t a k e n  to baseline the Interim CCP processldocumentation at the 
end O f  t h e  8/23 meeting. 

S t e v e ,  

The vote  to make the I n t e r i m  CCP t h e  new b a s e l i n e  was no t  impromptu. 
We understand t h e  o u t s t a n d i n g  issues and concerns of the CLEC 
community. 

Making the Interim CCP t h e  new baseline does not  affect our efforts to 
address your needs. It g i v e s  us our s t a r t i n g  po in t  so t h a t  w e  can 
j o i n t l y  move forward.  

The Defect/Expedite Process is still i n  DRAFT mode w h i l e  w e  address 
specific concerns regarding it, 

Since the Change Review M e e t i n g  in June, X h a v e  indicated t h a t  I would 
ask f o r  t h e  CLECs to consider  the I n t e r i m  document our new baseline. 
This is a w o r k i n g  document, which means t h a t  it w i l l  change, as 
appropriate, to accommodate the CLECs '  and BellSouth's needs. 

My o r i g i n a l  intent was to address this d u r i n g  t h e  J u l y  meeting, but due 
t o  time, I stated that I would delay t h a t  v o t e  u n t i l  our August  
meeting, The July meeting l a s t e d  almost three ( 3 )  hours since we 
reviewed many changes to the I n t e r i m  CCP document. 

I have  a lways  made it very clear t h a t  BellSouth wanted to baseline the 
process. We cont inue  to incorporate many of your suggestions and  w i l l  
continue to do so as we move forward. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

Valerie M. Cottingham 
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Again my concerns are: 

6 Yes votes from a group of o v e r  90 people  on t h e  mailing L i s t ,  
makes for neither a consesus nor a m a j o r i t y .  I feel as 1. was 
deprived of a v o t e  because 1 had no idea there would be a vote. 

If in fact there was to be a vote, why was it not mentioned on 
t h e  Would there n o t  poss ib ly  been more vo tes  if t h e  
vote was announced ahead of schedule .  Va le r i e  says it was not 
i m p r o m t u .  If it was unannounced and/or  unexpected, what was 
it. 

agenda? 

S e v e r a l  members expressed confusion over what they were voting 
on. P l u s  several  members had dropped off the c a l l ,  not knowing a 
vote  was coming. 

V a l e r i e  said t h a t  the v o t e  was delayed due to l a c k  of t i m e .  I suggest  
that it was b e c a u s e  of the v o c a l  opposition to even having a vote 
because so many of us had issues w i t h  the processesI 

As BellSouth and t h e  CLEC comnunity move into an ED1 enviornment, do 
we really want to baseline and use a process t h a t  allows our requests 
s i t  for over  a year? (examples from the CCR Log: New CCR dared 3/1/99, 
a Pending CCR dated  8/12/99,or a Defect dated 4/37). 

Additionally, t h e  Expedited Feature Process we've a l l  asked for is 
still not  complete. In i t ' s  present form it can leave waiting fox 
answer €or up to 30 days. 

The rhetorical assurances  that "We understand the outstanding i s s u e s  
and concerns of the CLEC c o m w n i t y "  w h i l e  trying to maneuver us into 
processes that don't meet our needs. 

I suggest that each of us consider the current performance of t h e  CCP 
process and decide whether w e  are satisfied w i t h  the results .  If not 
let BellSouth know, otherwise it's Bus iness  As Usual. 

If BellSouth wants a fair v o t e ,  t h e y  will offer  the question to each of 
us i n  w r i t i n g  w i t h  a voting op t ion  or at the face to face meeting on 
September 27. 

Think a b o u t  this: 

Why does BellSouth want us to endorse t h e  interim 
document as a new baseline if they say  it's only a "working 
doucment 'I anyhow? 

Would it have a n y t h i n g  to do w i t h  litigation potential? I f  i t ' s  
crily ''a s t a r t i n g  point so we can j o i n t l y  move forward" where  h a v e  
we been before now? 
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----- Original Message----- 
From: Tyra Hush [mailto:Tyra.Hush@wcom.com] 
Sen t :  Wednesday, August 30, 2000 3:15 PM 
To:  Change.Cont~ol~bridge.bellsouth.com; A n n e t t e . C o o k @ e s p i r e . n e t ;  
apatel3@telcordia,com; BellSouth@quintessen~.n~t; best2@surfsouth.com; 
brian.powers@OnePointCom.com; brutter@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
c and_m@bellsouth.net; c a s s a n d r a p @ n e t w o r k t e l e p h o n e . n e t ;  
Catherine.I;ray@alltel corn; Cecilia .ortiz@adelphiacom. com; 
cflanigan@uslec.com; Chapmanwe@cepb.com; charrison~mpowcrcom.com; 
chexyl@eatel.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; chsis~ine.she~ton~cc.gte.com; 
colleen.e.sponseller@wcon.co~.co~; C P o l i z z o t t i @ n o r t h p o i n t . n e t ;  
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@wcom.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.corn; dana.braun@adelphiacom.com; 
Debra .Pasquale@bt i te le .com;  DElLiott@connectsouth,com; 
desiree@communitytelephone.com; dfoust@deltacom.com; 
dkancPaspiretelecom.com; dlasher@eftia.com; DoBeck@MediaOne.com; 
donnam@networktelephone.net; donnas@intetech.com; dpetry@ix.netcom.com; 
drodrigu@accessone.cc; DWjg~t.Scrivenez~ncom.com; 
Ed.r~msden@ce.gte.c~~; 
epadfield@nextlink.co" ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; 
evdoty@nextlink.com; frankb@cellone-ms.com; Gary@CSII.net; 
gensralg@cris.com; george@accesscomm.com; jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; 
jbritton~phonesforall.com; Jdavid4715@aoi.com; JDoherty@accessone.cc; 
JDuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; jeffrey@cellula~south.com; 
JG6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@kmctelecom.com; jmclau@kmctelecom.com; 
3MMaxwell~Int~er~edia.co" jnovo@mpowercom.com; Williamson, J i l l  R, 
NCAM; 
Wilson Jr, Jack T (Torn) ,  BGM; julie.jacobs@adelphiacom.com; 
KathexLne.Hudler@espire ,net ;  kcooper@eftia,com; 
kelley.dunne@OnePointCom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
Kimberly,O.Willia~s@wcom.com; kmarshall@telstap.org; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; Ichase@covad.com; 
l h a l l @ 1 3 o r i d a d i g i t a l . n e t ;  llsa@annox.com; Lminasola@MediaOne.cam; 
Lorraine.Watson@wcom.com; mark@annox.corn; Mark.E.Turner@wcom.com; 
marybethkeane@kpmg.com; matt@albionconnect.com; 
mconqu~st@itcdeltaco"; mex@networkwcs.com; nicrosun@bellsouth.net; 
mmclaughlin@dset.com; msaxon@Trivergent.com; mt7210@momail.sbc.com; 
nubeen@nightfire.com; ngiugno@kpmg.com; Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; 
Pam_Green@dmr+com; PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaOne.com; 
P k i n g h o r n @ e z t a l k t e l e p ~ ~ ~ ~ . c ~ m ;  prehm@nightfire.com; 
prichardson@Txivergent.com; rbennett@floridadigital.net; 
rbuffa@interloop.net; HH3074@momail.sbc.com; 
rhonda.calvert@adelphiacomcom; r l t h o m p s o n @ n e x t l i n k . c o m ;  
roberteal~ernativephone.com; rszczepanski@kpmg.cam; 
sandra .k .evans@mai l . spr jn t .com;  Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbowlinq@caprock.com; shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnett@mail.sprint.com; 
sharon . russo@bt i te le .com;  sjenning@nowcommunications.com; 
smason@interloop.net; smoore@Trivergent.com; smurray@rhythms.net; 
snole@kpmg,com; srober@kmc~elecom-com; SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; 
stcve.taff~allegiance~e~~com.co" stuartw@networkonecom.com; 
talleylinda@mindspring.c~m; Tanya.~inney~espire.net; TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; 

tmontemayer@mantiss.co" Todd@CSfI.net; Tselane.Robertson@alI te l .com; 
tyra.colbert@wcom.com; usfloridaoss@kpmg,com; Williamsal@cepb.com; 
wmknapek@Intesmedia.com; wolfsbrg@cris.com; woody@albionconnect.com; 
Yvette.Brown@espire.net; rbreckin@telcordiacom.att .cmn; 
msykes@telcordiacom.att-com; billg@telcordiacom.att.com; 

. tbrooks@mantiss,com; timk@networktelephone.net; TLA@MAGICNET.NET; 
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svc-gate@telcordiacom.att.com; karengrim@mailspriIltCC)m.att,com; 
trsmith@Trivergent.com; chaynes~Trivergent.com; ssmith@dset.com; 
sangelo@bel~south.n~t; sbrown@covad,com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; 
Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; Connie@albionconnect;com; 
tonya.d.woods@mail.sprint.com; MiThorne@birch.com; ASamson@birch.com; 
Karl .Brosnan@OnePointCom.com 
Cc: patricia.b.woods@wcom.com; Lorra ine  Watson (E-mail); Dwight 
S c r i v e n e r  (E-mail) 
Subject :  RE: BellSouth Response to Steve Murray on CCP Vot ing  Concerns 

B e l l S o u t h  Change Contro l ,  

MCI W o r l d C o m  is requesting t h a t  o u r  v o t e  of rrYesr' to baseline t h e  
Irlterim Change C o n t r o l  Process  be withdrawn, Our representative in 
attendance on the 8/23 status c a l l  was n o t  aware that s h e  was unable to 
represent WorldCom in such a vote. As you are well aware, I Tyra Hush 
am MCI WarldCom's primary contac t  and P a t r i c i a  B .  Woods is the 
secondary contact, therefore w e  are the o n l y  representatives to render 
such  a vote. 

As previously stressed, MCI WorldCom does n o t  a g r e e ' t o  baseline t h e  
document until key issues such as the Defect/Expedited process is 
clearly defined and complete, change request process i n t e r v a l s  are 
shortened, and time i n t e r v a l s  are established fox  outstanding change 
request. 

Sincerely,  

T y r a  Hush 
MC3 WorldCom 

----- Original Message----- 
From: List.Manager@bridge.b~llsou~~.com . 
[mailto:List.Manager@bridge.be3lsouth.c0~~ On Behalf Of 
Change.Control@bridg~.bel~~~uth.com 
Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2000 4:lO PM 
To: Annette.Coak@espire.net; apatel3@telcordFa.com; 

brian,powers@OnePointCom.com.; bruttex@kpmg.com; bszafran@covad.com; 
c_andm@bells~uth.net; cassandrap@networktelephone.net ;  
Cather ine .Gray@a3l te l .com;  cecilia.ortiz@adelphiacom.com.co; 
cflanigan@uslec.com; Chaprnanwe@cepb.com; charrison@mpowerco~.com; 
cheryl@eatel.com; chrisg@pvtel.net; chxistine.shelton@cc.gte.com; 
colleen.e.sponseller@wcom.com; C P o l j z z o t t i @ n ~ r t h p o i n t . n e t ;  
Craig@exceleron.com; Craig.B.Douglas@wcom.com; CSteele@nuitele.com; 
daddymax@netbci.com; dana.braun@adelphiacom,com; 
Debra.Pasq~ale@btitele.com; 
DElliott@connectsouth.~~m; desiree@co~unitytelephone.com; 
dfoust@deltacom.com; dka~~@aspiretelecom.com; dlasher@eftia.com; 

dpetry@ix.netcom.com; drodrigu~accessone.~~; Dwight.Scrivener@wcom.com; 
ed.ramsden@cc.gte.com; epadfield@nextlink.com; 
ESingleton@eztalktelephone.com; evdoty@nextlink.com; f r a n k b e c e l l o n e -  
ms. com; 
Gary@CSII.net; general.g@cris.com; george~accessconun.c~m~ 

* BellSouth@quintessent.net; best2@surfsouth.com; 

I DoBeck@MediaOne.com; donnam@network te l ephone .ne t ;  donnas@intetech.com; 

Docket No, 000731-TP 

Page 10 of 11 
JMB-Rl3 



jason.estep@adelphiacom.com; jbritt~n@phanesforall.corn; 
Jdavid4715@aol. com; 
JDoherty@accessone.cc; JPuffey@PSC.STATE.FL.US; 
jeffrey@cellularsouth.com; 
3G6837@ctmail.snet.com; jhoze@kmctelecom.com; jmclau@kmctelecom.com; 
JMMaxwell@lntemedia.com; jnovo@mpowercom.com; jrwilljamson@att.com; 
JtWilsonZ@att.com; julie.jac~bs~adelphiacom.com; 
Kather ine .Hudler@espi re .ne t ;  kcoaper@eftia.com; 
kelley.dunne@OnePolntCom.com; khudson@nextlink.com; 
Kimberly.O.Williams@wcom.c~m; kmarshall@telstar.org; 
kmiller@northpointcom.com; kschwart@covad.com; lchase@covad.com; 
lhall@floridadigit%l.net; lisa@annox,com; Lminasola@MediaOne.com; 
Lorraine.~CatSon@wcom.com; mark@annox,com; Mark.E.Turner@wcom.com; 
marybethkeanc@kpmg.com; matt~albionconnect.com; 
mconquest@itcdeltacom.com; 
mer@networkwcs.com; m i c r o s u n @ b e l l s o u t h , n e t ;  mmclaughLin@dset.com; 
msaxon@Txivergent.cc; mt7210@momail.sbc.com; mubeen@nightfire.com; 
ngiugno@kpmg.com; Nicole.Moorman@adelphiacom.com; Pam-Green@hr.corn; 
PBarker@aol.com; PBohn@MediaUne,com; Pkingh~rn@eztalktelephone.com; 
prehm@nightfire.con; prichardson@Trivergent.com; 
r b e n n e t t @ f l o r i d a d i g i t a l . n e t ;  xbuffa~interl~op.net; 
RH3074@momail.sbc.com; I .  

rhonda. calvewt@adelphiacom. com; rlthompson@nextlink. com; . 
robext@alternativeph~ne.c~m; ~szczspanski@kpmg.com; 
sandra.k.evans~mail.sprint.com; Sandrajf@intetech.com; 
sbawling@caprock.com; 
shane@eatel.com; sharon.arnet t@mail .spr int .com; 
sharon.russo@btitele.com; 
sjenning@nowcommunications.com; smason@interloop.net; 
smoore@Trivergent.com; 
smuxray@rhythms.net; snole@kpmg.com; srober@kmctelecom.co; 
SStapler@itcdeltacom.com; stevs.taff@allegiancetelecom.c~m; 
stuartw@networkonecom.com; t a l ley l inda@mindspr ing .com;  
Tanya.Finney@espire.nf?t; TAYLORJG@LCI.COM; tbrooks@mantiss.com; 
timk@networktelephone.net; TW@MAGICNET.NET; tmontemayer@mantiss.com; 
Todd@CSII.net; Tselane.Robertson@alltel.com; tyra.colbert@wcom.com; 
usfloridaoss@kpmg.com; Williamsal@cepb.com; wmknapek@Intewmedia.com; 
wolfsbrg@cris.com; woody@albionconnect.com; Yvette.Brown@espire.net; 
rbreckin@telc~rdiacom; msykes@telcordiacorn; billg@telcordiacom; 
svc-qate@telcordiacom; karengrim@mailspri~tcom; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; 
trsmith@Txivergent.com; chaynes@Trivergen~.com; ssmith@dset.com; 
sangelo@bellsouth.net; sbrown@covad.com; gulfcoast@dotstar.net; 
Mark.Mecca@dsl.net; Connie@albionconnect.com; 
tonya.d.woods@mail.sprint.com; 
MiThome@birch.com; ASamson@birch.com; Karl.Brosnan@OnePointCom.com 
S u b j e c t :  ID: B e l l S o u t h  Response to S t e v e  Murray on CCP Voting  
Concerns 

. .  
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Change Control Process 
hfonthly Status Meeting Minutes 

DATE: August 23,2000 

MEETING: Monthly Status Call 

PURPOSE: Review Status of Pending/Approved Change Requests 

AT7ENDEES 
Lorraine Watson - Donna Graham - Mant i s  Valerie Cottingham, BST 
WorldCom 
Sandy Evans, Sprint Malinda Saxon - Steve Hancock, BST 

Jill Williainson - AT&T Cheryl Storey - BST 
Woody Roe, Albion John Duffey, FL PSC 
Con 11 ect 
Steve Murray, Rhythms Mike McLaughlin - dset Brian Rutler, KPMG 
Shamone Stapler, 1.K- John Duffey, FL PSC James Hunter, KPMG 
Deltacom 
Mubeen Saifiillah, Brian Rutter, KPMG RickWoodhouse-KPMG 
N i g h t fi re 
Phyllis Burt - Qujntessent 

Tri vergent 
Dave Genest - ds1,net 
Mark Mecca - dshet 

Kim Gillette - 
. Q u  jntessent 

AGENDA 
Agenda Review status of pendinglapproved Change Requests (including defects), review cument 

Release Management statuses and discuss Interim Change Control Process. 
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Opening 

Reg u la t o ry 
Mandates 

0 ut s i  3 ti d i 11 g 
Action lterns 

0911 3/00 

The BCCM opened the meeting and covered the items we were to accomplish on this conference 
call: 

Review regulatory mandates 

Report of system outages 

& New JssueslAcljon ltems 

Review of outstanding action ikems 

Review status of pendinghpproved Change Requests 
Review status of pending defects 

Review current Release Management statuses 
Open Discussion - Interim Change Control Process 

CROW9 - Change TN Reservation Period to 45 days (pre-ordering functionality) 
FCC Docket # 99200 
Order # FCCOO- 104 
CR0059 was not included in Release 7.0. The deadline for compliance has been extended until 
December 2000. Target date for implementation is 4400. 

Outstanding Action Items from 7/26/00 Monthly Status calk . 

I .  Owner: BeltSouth (OPEN) 
Finalize Expedited Feature Process 
Stuirw To be discussed during today’s meeting, 

2. Owner: AT&T JL WorldCom (OPEN) 
Advise Change Control on how they would Me to pursue UNE via ASR21 change request. 
Status: AT&T ( H I )  advised fo leave this change request open. 

3 ,  Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
CR0040 - Order Tracking Request - provide additional clarification on LNF limitations, 
Status: Information provided to originator on 8/7/00 for review and feedback. AT&T (Jill) advised 
responses were okay. No additional questions as this time. 

4. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Update Release Schedule on CCP Web site and information 011 r h  standardization of the releases. 
Status: 2000 Release Schedule provided to CLEC community on 8/16/00 and posted to the CCP 
web site. BST normaIly bas 2 to 3 major releases a year (January, JuneJuly and November 
timeframes). Point releases are scheduled as needed. 

5. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Provide requirements to CLECs for CROW2 - DFDT & CHC Defect Request 
Stlzius: BellSouth provided business rules to CLECs on 8/1/00. 

6 .  Owner: BellSouth (OPEN) 
Investigate if CLECs can submit a list to the LCSC re: 4 1 I ~ T O ~ S .  

SMUS: CLECs can call the LCSC and ask to speak with Manager to make arrangements. J i l l  
(AT&T) to provide examples of LNP w / M n g .  Jill  questioned if there will be a standard process for 
4 I 1 drops. BST to investigate further. 

7. Owner: BellSouth (CLOSED) 
Address the inclusion of other BST ordering documentation in the 30-day or more advance notice 
(i.e-, ED1 Specifications). 
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New Change 
Requests 
(Types 2-5) 

O W  13100 

$talus: EDI Specifications and Pre-ordering business rules will be included in the 30-day advance 
notice. Currently the TAG API Reference Guide cannot commit to the 30-day advance notice. The 
TAG AP1 Reference Guide provides the technical specs for building the code. The TAG A H  
reference guide is generated as the code i s  created. I f  last minute changes are made, the changes 
must also be made in the guide. 

8. Owner: BetlSoutIi (CLOSED) 
Retirement of Interfaces. CLECs request that Change Control provide tlie notification to give them 
the opportunity to provide input. 
S r m S ;  BelISouth will have all retirement of interface notification come through Change Control. 
Version 1.6 oflnterim CCP has been updated. 

9 .  Owner: Be!lSouth (CLOSED) 
Create a “Cancelied” category on the CCP web site to archive cancelled requests. 
Stnius: Category has been added arid appropriate cancelled change requests have been moved. 

10. Owner: BelISoiith (OPEN) 
Investigate searchlsort capability for CCP web site. 
Smus; Currently BellSouth is investigating the options available for the CCP site and will be 
tentatively targeting this enhancement for the end of September. 

i I .  Owner: CLEC Community (OPEN) 
Review CR0095 - ECTA Attribute Validation and privide feedback to Change ConiroJ. 
Stattrs: AT&T (Ji l l )  advised this i s  working fine as it is today. Will leave CR open for any 
additiopal comments from other CLECs. 

ORD030200-001- UNE via ASR2 1 
Status: AT&T (Jil l )  advised to leave this CR open. 

ORDO32700-001 - Post-FOC Clarification 
Status: Conference call held 8/1 W O O  with originator and BST SME to discuss options. It was 
determined that the pending pre-order CR TAG08 I2990OO 1 {provide CFA information, NC/NCI 
codes) is a possible soIuiion. If CR TAG081 299000 1 cannot be included with Release 8.0, Change 
Coiitrol will provide a date 011 when it can be worked, 

0 1 2  - TAFl FunctionaIity via ECTA Interface 
Sfaim: AT&T advised to kave this request open to continue discussions with BellSouth. 

CROO 18 - USOC Segmentation 
Status: AT&T (Jill) advised this request could be closed. They may re-open at a later time. 

CR0033 - EDI Multiple ReqTyp Enhancement 
StnirrS: Provided BST response on 8/4/00 to originator for review and feedback. Multiple 
REQTYPEs (AB/BB) cannot be supported via EDJ diie to system restrictions as welt as OBF . 
Guidelines. However, we understand that this is being allowed today 011 manually submitted 
LSRs. This is a training issue that will be addressed with tlie centers. We will also work jointly 
with the Account Teams and CSMs in educating the CLECs that for requests types similar to the 
example submitted (one LSR with a Loop w M P  arid a Loop Service page) it would benefit CLECs, 
as well as the centers, in processing LSRS if this was sent as a REQTYPE BB with a Loops 
w/Number Portability Page. 
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CROOS3 - CLEC Ordering Guide - LSOG 4 
Szorus: Pending CIa rification for recommendations on improvements to the BellSouth Business 
Rules-Local Ordering guide. 

CR0065 - Add LENS 6.3 Tutorial 
Status: Originator advised this CR could be placed on “HOLD” until future updates to LENS are 
completed. BST provided additional information fur consideration to originator on 7- 19-00 
regarding a new LENS Web-based course. CLECs should be able to register for this course in the 
September timeframe. 

CR0087 - “C” Order Process for W E - P  
Statas: CR is currently being reviewed for acceptance regarding changing the internal process for 
the migration of RetaiJ or Resale to WE-P. 

CR0091 - Add DFDT to the FOC 
Status: BST response provided to originator 8/9/00. Currently in e s c d a h i  process. BST i s  
recon si dering response. 

CR0093 - Electronic Change Notifications 
Status: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CROQ9S - ECTA - Attribute Validation 
Status: Open for CLEC comments on whether this i s  a feature they would like to see implemented. 

CR0096 - LENS Enhancement- Add New Listings 
Status: Being reviewed for acceptance 

CROl04 - LENS Large Account Inquiry 
Status: Being reviewed far acceptance. 

CROJ 05 - Drop the RES ID to Requirement for xDSL Order 
Status: BST response provided to originator on 8/14/00 for review. 

CRO I06 - Delay Sunset of LSOG2 ,uDSL Ordering via Fax 
Status: BST response provided to originator on 7/26/00 for review. Originator appeal on 7/26/00. 
BST response to appeal 011 811 1/00. LSOG2 sunset period has been extended until 10/01/00. 

CR07 2 1 - Discrepancies in BellSouth Guidelines - CG-LSOR-002 
Stntus: Reclassified as a Type 6 defect change request. 

CROI 27 - Provide Pending Service Order for CSR via TAG 
Statrrs: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CROI 3 1 - Split Billing Requests 
Slatus: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CRO 132 - Fielded Completion Notifications 
Stutsrs: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CROl33 - Migration of UNE-P Notifications 
Status: Being reviewed for acceptance. 
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CK0134 - TN Reservation Display of Switch CLLI 
Sttitus: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CRO I35 - Merging of Accounts 
Sintiis: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CRO 137 - Flow-Through Change Request 
Sintiis: Being reviewed for acceptance. 

CRO 138 - Fielded Completion Notice, 
Srrrtm: Or iginatar advised this CR could be canceled - duplicate of CRDI 32. 

CRO 139 - TAG API Clarification to Crus5 Reference Pre-Order Business Rules 
5"tus: Being reviewed for acceptance 

CRO 140 - Update the Due Date Calculation Intervals in TAG to Match Products/Services Interval 
(Resale) 
Smtus: Being reviewed for acceptance 
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Pending 
Change 
Requests 

are in “Candidate Request (RC)” status. 

ED10812990003 - 41 1 Drops 
0 EDIOS 1 ~ 9 ~ 1 0 0 4  - One LSR to change the main ficcourit number 011 “J” REQTYP 
0 EDIO812990005 - Handling of Remaining Lilies when main account i s  migrating 

TAG0812990001- Provide CFA and NCmCI via TAG Pre-Order 
ED108 129OOO7 - Lift LEANflXATN restrictions 

0 TAG08 1299OOO3- Parsed CSR 
0 ED1121599001 - TN vs. RSAG validation 
e ED102090001 - EIectronjcally Order Routing to OS/DA 

ED1030300-001 - BST Test Environment 
Strrtus: Test Environment is targeted for impIementation 4Q00. 
e CR0002 - Pre-OrdedOrder Business Rule Discrepancies 
8 0 3  - W O N  Business Rules and Error Messages 
Stairrs: Advance copy of WON Business Rules published to CLEC cornmunity 011 8/16/00, Rules 
were originally targeted for publishing in the 812$/00 BBR-LO-update and the 8/29/00 LEO-IG Vol 
1 update, The publishing date for the BBR-LO has been delayed due to the number of changes. A 
Carrier Notification letter will be posted with the new publjsliirig date. It is anticipated that the 
new publishing date will be the week of 8/28/00, 

e 

0 

e CR003O - UNE to WE: Mjgrations . 

a 

CK0014- LENS Screen Change on Change Orders 
CROO15 - LENS - ACT of C -Change Basic Class of Service 
CR0016- Service Inquiry Enhancement for SLI, SL2, DSO, DS1 and lSDN loops 
CR0020 - View Multiple CSRs Simultaneously 
CRb029 - Partial Migration of UNE Loops (ReqTyp A) 

CR003 1 - C11ange Listing Account in LENS 
CR0038 - TOS Field on LSR ReqTyp J (TCIF 9) 
CROo4O - Order Tracking Request 
CR0045 - LENS 6.3 Conversion As Is -Not Stripping Non-Resellable USOCs 
CR0047 - Display Enhanced MernoryCall Access Number in LENS 
CR0078 - Extended Loops via ED1 
CR0085 - W eb-based LSR 

The following change requests are in “Pending” status: 

CR0068 - Pipe-cross USOC 
Status: CR originsl?y subniitted as a defect. The LNPGW is responding to the LSR based on what 
i s  populated on the CSR. LNPGW to implement feature to modify requirements. Target imp date 
TBD. 

Status: CR to be prioritized at the September Change Review Meeting. 
CR0088 -Unbundled Terminating Wire (UNTW) Service Requests via ED1 

CRO 10 1 - Request ED1 PreOrdering 
Stat~ls: CR to be prioritized at the September Change Review Meeting. Docket No. 000731-Tlt 

JMB-RI 4 CRO 1 13 - LENS Inquiry - View Customer Record 
Stutus: CR to be prioritized at the September Change Review Meeting. Page 6 of 14 
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Change 
Req uesfs 

CROI 17 - Update Issue 7 Map Due Date Calculation Tables whformation frqm BST Products & 
Intervals Guide. 
Statris: CR to be prioritized at the September Change Review Meeting. . 

The fullowing Change Requests are scheduled for upcoming releases: 

? 

0 

0 

0 

* 
e 

LSR0623990001 Redirection of UNE LSRs in the LCSC - Targeted for 8/27/00 
CR0059 - Change TN Reservation Period - Targeted for 4400 
CR0077 Subscription Version Cancellations - Targeted for 8/27/00 
CR0092 - DFDT & CHC Defect Request - Targeted for 8/27/00 (ED1 only) 
CR0102 - NUM=TELNO=ACCT is Final Reject - Targeted for Re1 7.1 - 9/16/00 
Ci20109 - GA 912/223/478 NPA Splits - Targeted for Re1 7.2 10/14/00 
CR0112 - Conversion As43 ACT W Defect - Targeted for Rel. 7.1 - 9-16-00 
CROl15 - Partial Pre-Order Query Due Date Calculation - Targeted far Re1 7.1 
9/16/00 
CROll6 - Premise Visit Indicator - Targeted for Re1 7.1 9/16/00 
CROI 18 - Remove Housenumprefix for TAG API 2.2A.10 - Targeted for Re\. 7.1 
9/16/00 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 7 of 14 
JMB-Rl4 
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Implemented 
Change e 

e 

a 

e 

8 

ED108 12990001 Electronic ordering for unbundled XDSL loops - Beta testing 7/29/00 
TAG08 12990002 DSL Capability - Beta testing 7/29/00 
OSSOi 1300-001 I." of G for LENS - Re1 7.0 8/12/00 (bus rules to be posted 8/25) 
CROO62 Open REQrYP Pl2nd TOS of E to Identi@ Centre>: Services (manual) - 711 8/00 
CR0067 Cali Return Invalid with Class of Service USOC UEPRX - Imp. 6/2/00 
CR007I ECCKT data on FOC/CN with CLS or CLF - Re1 7.0 8/12/00 
CR0075 LESOG is clarifying for 1 MBFE in error - Rel 7.0 8/12/00 
CR0074-LESOG is failing to generate port side of order when addirig line - Re1 7.0 
S / I  2/00 
CR0084 - TAG 2.2.0.8 Security Exception Error Defect - lmp. 6/20/00 
CR0090 - EDI/TAG LSR Auto-Clarify - Imp 7/9/00 
CROI 19 - LESOG Anto c\arifying NUM=TELNO-TN not in CRIS - Re1 7.0 811 2/00 
CR0120- SOCS RT60 Invalid NPA N X X  for Routing SUB 001 - Rel. 7.0 8/12/00 
CRO124 - LESOG to Cancel N Bt E) if unsuccessful in generating both - Rel. 7.0 8/12/00. 
CRO 125 - Receiving error message when placiiig order to add VCA & RJ 1 IC in LENS - 
Release 

.. ...... .. . I - . ., - _  * .  . - .... 
. . .  . . . . . . . .  

7 .  - 
J= -. 

. . . .  . . .  : 

. ._ . :-_ : . . . . . . . . .  . . - , .,.: '.-.* . -  - _  . a. . . . .  *-\ . . . . .  :. 
8 .  i'- . . . -;'!-.- 

. . . .  
. , . .  

. . . . . . .  
- 

. . ,  . . .  
. . . . . . . .  . _ .  

L 

The following change requests were canceled between July 26 - August 22: 

CR0046 - EDI Reject Process Modification 
CR0051 - L m S  6.3 - Expand Service Details for Floating FlDS 
CR0052 - WSOP FieId Requirements Regarding ED1 Type Orders 
GR0072 - LEO should puli BAN1 from Svc Order & Return on the FOC/CN 
CR0097 - LENS defect 
CROI 14 - TN Reservation Defect 
CRO 138 - Fielded Completion Notice 

. . . . . . . .  . . .  ..... . . . . .  . . . . .  :. .. :*,*,G ..... : . I, . .  ........ . . .  ...... ..:;,,, I* . ; .  :,..!. ..:- :-. . . . . . . .  '. . _ .  - . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . I  . . .  . I. . . .  
: 

I . .  -. - .. I. . 1:. . 
. .  ~ . - I .  .. - . -  :-.::.:.: 
. .  . - .  . _ .  . . ~ -. I 

I a .  .. I I 1 _ .  _ ,  
.. 
The following defect change requests statuses are provided: 

e CROOQS - YPQTY-WPQTY (lss 7)  ReqType -E Reject Code must be 2 numerics - 
(Pelt acom) 

Status; Open - Currently under appeal. 

CROO 13 - Date SentlCentury Defect (EDI) - (Nextlink) 
Sjatus: Open - Validation response provided on 4-20. Waiting on originator to authorize closure. 

CR0023 - OSS'99 Ordering Guidelines - (AT&T) 
Status; Open -Validation response provided on 5-3-00. AT&T has requested that this remain 
open until all guidelines have been updated. 

CR0024 - Hunt Group Defect on a Separate CSR - (Adelphia) 
$;otus: Open - Validated as a defect and waiting on originator to authorize closure. 

CR0039 - FOC Not Popnlatirlg Order number on Port Order - (BST on behalf of Albion 
Connect) 

Stattrs: Open - Determined to not be a defect. Waiting on originator to atithorize closure. 
I)o&et NO, 00073l-TP 

CCP Monthly Stalus Meeting JMB-R14 8-23msc.doc 
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CR0049 - LENS TNs for each PON on bulk order (BST) 
Status: Open - Pending clarification. 

, . . t ~ l ~ s :  Determined to not be a defect, but wil1 be entered as a fealure to be targeted in a future 
re lease. 

CROOSO - LENS 6.3 - # of Directories for white & yellow (BST) 

CR0066 - Invalid USOC for Bask Class of  SVC Format - CREX7/T” - (AT&T) 
Stfitus; Open - Validated as a documentation defect. Provided a work aid on 8-  10 and will be 
providing additional information on when the documentation wiIl be updated. 

e CR0070 - Ca I1 Forwarding USOC Defect (AT&T) . 
Siatris; Open - BellSouth determined this not to be a defect. The USOC poptikited is not valid 
with the FID provided. The USOC GCE is call forwarding busy line, the CFND FID with RCYC 
is for calf forwarding don’t answer. Waiting on CLEC to inform when request can be closed. 

CR0073 - LEO should pull Ported number & return on FOClCN {BST) 
Status; Determined to be a defect and will be corrected in a fu!ure release TBD. 

CR0074 - TAG is requiring the end user address in enor for ReqTyp E: Act of C (BST) 
Stmus: Determined to be a defect and is targeted for a future release TBD. 

8 CR0079 - TAG IS REQUIlUNG “KNIT” (BellSo~th) 
S‘zmzus: Open - BellSouth determine that this request is not a defect. The system works per 
requiremeiits- Originator has appealed the validation response. 

CR0080 - LESOG is failing to issue Port Loop Combo accurately (BellSouth) 
Status: Verified - Electronic System Support CESS) has determined that this is a defect and will be 
corrected in a future release. 

e CROOS1 - LESOG is populating an incorrect due date interval on SL 1; ACT of A; (ISSUE 
9) (BellSouth) 

SmUs: Open - BellSouth is has determined tliai this is a defect. LSOC is not establishing the 
Standard Due date intervals as five business days per requirements. The fix is targeted for a future 
implementation date. 

CR0082 - LEO IS FAILING TO EDIT FOR LOCQTY (BellSouth) 
Sfnms; Open - BellSouth requested further clarification from originator. 

CR0098 - Re-Calculate Due Date Intervals - (BellSouth) 
Status: Open - BellSouth has determined that this is not a defect, however additional testing is 
being performed. 

CR0099 - ORDER MA’D AND SERVICE ORDER INFO DELETED - (BellSouth) 
S r p m S :  Open - BellSouth has determined that this is not a defect, however the decision i s  being 
made as to whether this will become a feature. 

CRO100 - TAG is failing to accurately calculate due dates on deny and restore (BST) 
Stufus: Determined to not be a defect, however a feature will be opened targeted for a future 
release, 

CCP Monthly Srarus Meeting 
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CRO 107 - Documentation Defect - CIC (AT&T) 
Stcrius; Open - Still under investigation. Once clarified, the necessary update to  the verbiage for 
the CIC field will be input and posted to the Web by no later than 8-3 1-00. 

CROI.08 - Listings over the number of 2 3re not shown 011 LSR or order (BST) 
Siotrix BellSouth determined that this is a defect and is being targeted for a future release TBD. 
hdanual intervention i s  recommended. 

CRO I 10 - LESOG not populating ZNEA & ZNHC on ACT of N or C (BST) 
Sintiis: BellSouth determined that this is not a defect, but recommended that a Feature be opened. 
This feature will be targeted for a future release TBD. 

Strrius: BelJSouth determined that this is not a defect and is waitirig on the originator to authorize 
closure. 

CRO123 - LENS Application Enhancement - (Gulf Coast Cornmunication) 

CRO I26 - LESOG should pull the correct CFN nunibcr for enhanced MMC - @ST) 
status; BellSouth determined that this is 3 defect and will be cbrrccted in a future release TBD, 

CR07 29 - LESOG failing to apply ZRTX to orders - (BST) 
Ss/atirs: BellSouth determined that this is a defect and will be corrected in a future release TBD. 

CROl30 - LESOG not responding to “C” order adding line & features OD ResaJe Accounts 

$ i m s :  BellSouth determined that this is not a defect and is waiting on the originator to autliorjze 
c 1 o su re. 

- (BST) 

CR0136 - Address Validating in  LENS but not in TAG on old RSAG history - (BST) 
$tofus: BellSouth determiiied that this is a defect and will be targeted for a future release TBD. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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System 
Outages 

Release 
Management 
Sfatus 
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Upcoming 
Meetings 

Issues - Interim 
Change Control 
Process 

. . .  . . . . . .  . . -  . . :  . ...- - * , . -  .,’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  - .  . . .  
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. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  -..+y ;: .iy. ~. ;:..~&.$/; , I :, .. . .  . . .  . _ .  
. .  i .  . . .  . . c .  

The following Type 1 System outages have occurred since the last Status Meeting: 
LENS - 6 
EDI- 1 
TAG - 3 
CSOTS - I 
Details of each outage are posted on the Change Control Website at 
www.interconnecti~~.bellsouth .com, 

. .  . . . . .  . . .  . - _ I .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . .... . . . . . .  . - . _ L  - .  . ::.. . - , .  . ‘ I  - _ . I .  -,.. 
. .-. . . . ~. . t .  . . .  I . . ,  . .- . I . . - . . I. -: 

./.. 

I I - . .  

. , % _ _  , - - - .  
. .  I .  

. .  
. -  - 

- . . . a .  . .- 

The target date for LNP Release 5. I is 8/27/00: . 

e LSR0623990001- Redirection of UNE LSRs in the LCSC 
CRU077 - Subscription Version Cancellatjon 
CR0092 - DFDT & CHC (fur ED1 only) 

Tile target date for Release 7,l is 9/J 6/00 (date may change to 9/30100 or 10/7/00 due to Line 
Sharing mandate): 

CRO 1 12 - Cowersion As-1s ACT W Defect 
CRO 1 15 - Partial PreOrder Query DDC 
CROI 16 - Premise Visit Indicator 
CROl18 - Remove HOUSENUMPREFlX from TAG 

The target date for Release 7.2 is 1 O/I 4/00; 
CRO IO9 - GA 9 12/229/478 NPA Split 

The target date for Release 8.0 is 11/11/00: 
The proposed scope for Release 8.0 should be complete within two weeks. A conference call will 
be scheduled to review. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  ’ .I.,.:, .................. .... . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  .... . . .  ... . . . . . .  ........... . . .......... . r : - :  : .I,.-’.-.--...: 1. 

Release 8.0-scope cmferekce call is targeted within the next two weeks. 

. .  
I .  

. .  . ,  b:. .. . . . . . . . . .  . . .  r . .  . , , --.: ...... ::;.; ?..: .. _ - ,  ‘i. . . . . . .  . . . . . .  - .. , .. , .. - 
._ 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. -  , 

. ._ - ) .^ ’.:.‘ :: :‘..a :..- :* :. _ _  ._. ;:.. b . - .  - . .  

The Change Review Meeting (prioritization) is scheduled fur Wednesday, September 27,2000. 
Meeting details were distributed on 8-1 6-00, This will be a face-to-face meeting in Atlanta, GA. 
The meeting will be held at the BellSoutfi Conference Center, 1447 NE Expressway, Atlanta, GA 
30329. “lie meeting will begin at 8130 AM Eastern and last to approximately 3 : O O  PM. 

Please R.S.V.P. with your number o f  attendees to Chan~e.ControJ~hrid~e.bellsouth.com by no 
later than 9/13/00. 

Change Requests must be accepted and in “Pending” status by 9/18/00 to be placed 011 the Change 
Review Meeting agenda for prioritization. 

The Change Review Meeting package wilI be distributed to CLEC community between 9/18-9/20. 

. . . .  . .  . . . .  . . .  ...... . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  .. ; . -<-:. .,,: :. - i 7 
’.!.?! .-- . . . . .  .. . .  . . .. . . .  . ....... . - : , ,  , ? .  . . . . * L ’ , .  .:- ‘. . -  - , : .1 -- . . . . . . . .  .... . . .  . . .  . _  - .  .. 1 . . . .  I .: ._ _ _ .  * . 

* -  
. I  - ‘ . t i  : . 

. - .  
. . I .  

. - .  

1) Changes to CR form - adding the Change Control email address 
BellSouth has updated the RFI.870 (Change Request Form) with the Change Control email 
address. 
2) Section 10 - Testing Environment 
Change Controt recommended the following changes to the Testing Environment section of tht 
‘Interim CCP document: Docket No. 000731-TP 

CCP Montlily Status Meeting JMB-RI4 8-23msc.doc - Page11 o f 1 4  
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09/13/00 

- 4th paragraph, indicate that the testing guidelines are located on the BellSouth web 
site and provide web site address for ED1 and TAG. 
Remove last paragraph regarding BellSouth currently investigating aiid pricing the 
feasibility of a non-production testing environment since this request is targeted 
for 4000 implementation. 

- 

The above was acceptable to the CLEC community. 

3) DefectlExpedited Feature process was reviewed/discussed. Four major changes have been 
made to the draft: (1) Included expedites as Type 6 Change Request, (2) Expanded the 
defect definition (3) Added High, Medium and LOW Impact Levels and (4) Added intervals 
for implementing the High Impact levels. 

Everyone agreed to make the following changes to the draft: 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Include documentation defects in the defect definition. 
Add “no electronic” workaround to High Impact definition 
Step 3 - add decision Step if CR is validated as a High Impact 
Step 3 - 5th buliet - change verbiage to match new defect definition 
Itiitial Release Notification would be 30-day advance notice. Jf changes are made 
to the scope, a revised notification letter will be posted 2 weeks prior to. 
implementation date. If additionaI changes are made to the scope of the release 
wjthin the 2week period, a post-release notification letter will be posted. 

Change Control agreed to address the following concerns raised by the CLEC coinmunity: 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Step 4 - time interval for workaround 
Time interval for implementing a High Impact expedite 
Providing a patch code (as a workaround) for expedites 
Process and M&P changes included in 5 business day advance nolificatioii 

Note: The “draft” DefectExpedite Feature process wil I be incorporated into the Change Control 
Process document and will remain a “draft” as BeilSouth works to address the issues raised by the 
CLECs. 

4) Courtesy copies Carrier Notification Lerters 
BeJISouth explained that BST business decisions that are made due to business drivers for 
efficiencies do not flow through Change Control. This information is posted in the form of 
Carrier Notification Letters and posted to the lnterconnection Web site. Some examples of 
these Carrier Notifications were given: 

New LCSC Fax Numbers 

Updates to the LEO-IG 

Manually submitting LSQG 4 Forms 
Methods for submitting manual Local Service Requests (LSRs) 
Packaging featurcs/services offered at a discounted rate (BellSouth Essentials) 

BellSouth started sending courtesy copies of these types of notifications over the last week. 
The intent js to provide information to the CLEC commirnity prior to it being posted to the 
Web site. 

The CLECs expressed their approval and agreed that coiitinuing to receive this information 
’ Via email through Change Control would be beneficial. 

Docket NO. 000731-TP 
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5) Vote on baseline CCP document. 
Valerie Cottingham explained the joint efforts in achieving the progress we have with the 
lnterim CCP. She mentioned a few of the major improvements that have been made to the 
process since the discussions, with a few CLECs, began in February 2000. Some o f  the 
eid-~aricements that were mentioned are: 

0 

8 

CCP now incorporates defectslexpanded the defect definition 
Notify CLECs of new CRs and other statuses by email and through the new CCP 
Webs i te 
Have monthly status meetings with SME participation, as needed. Will also include 
$ME participation at Change Review Meetings, as needed- 

Incorporated IntroductionlKetirement of Interfaces; wilI allow input from CLECs 

0 

* Forma! escalatkm process 

Valerie emphasized that the Interim prmess is a working document, not a filial document. 
BellSouth is committed to wmking with the CLEC community t o  address the’ir needs and 
Concerns. She asked for a consensus that the Interim process be accepted as the new 
Baseline for building upon. The results of the vote are as follows: 

Woody Roe, Albion-Connect - Yes 
Lorraine Watson - Worldcom - Yes 
Shainone Stapler - ITClDeJtacom - Yes 
Mubeen Saifulllah, Nightfire -Yes  
Donna Graham - Mantiss - Yes  
Malinda Saxoii - Trivergent - Yes 

Ji l l  Williamson - AT&T - No 
Reasons: 
1) AT&T does not agree with the time intervals 
2) AT&T does not think that BST should reject Change Requests 
3) The defecdexpedite process should be finalized 

Sandy Evans - Sprint - No 
Reasons: 
1) Spririt does not agree with the intervals 
2) Sprint does not agree w i t h  the length of time that some change requests have been in the 

process. 

PhylIis Burt - Quintessent - No 
Re a son : 
1) Quintessent does not agree with the intervals 

BellSouth requested examples from Quintessent dealing with not meeting intervals. 

. Since the vote was 6 - 3 in favor with 1 abstention from dsl.net, Change Control will make this 
document the new “baseline” document for the Change Control Process. 

CCP Monllily Stailis Meeling 
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Investigate if there will be a standard process for handling 4 1 ]'drops. (BellSouth) 
Add CROI 10 to CR Log. (BellSouth) 
Send Steve Murray a copy of the CR Log aiid DcfectExpedite draft process that was 
discussed on the call. (BellSouth) 
investigate time intervals for defectlexpedite workaround. (BellSouth) 
Investigate time interval for implementing a High Impact expedite. (BellSouth) 
Determine if BellSouth can provide a code "patch" (as a workaround) for expedites until a 
permanent fix is implemented. (BellSouth) 
Determine if Process and M&f changes are included in the posting o f  notifications of 
docunientat ion updates (non-system changes) 5 days prior to the documentation posting 
date. (B e 11 South) 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

BellSouth Interconnection Ssrvicrr 
Suite 200 
1960 West Ewc hange Place 
Tucker, GA 30084 

AT&T Regional Account term 

770 492-7550 
Fax 770 492-9412 

December 1,2000 

Ms. Denise Berger 
AT&T 
Room 12256 
1200 Peachtree St. NE 
Atranta, GA 30309 

Dear Denise: 

This is in response to your e-mail dated November 21, 2000, requesting BellSouth to 
manually load information regarding another AT&T customer into the Calling Name 
(CNAM) database. 

As you know, BellSouth has offered to provide AT&T and other CLECs with a mechanized 
process for inputting ported numbers information into BellSouth’s CNAM database. 
BellSouth has offered this process at no charge. On October 20, 2000, you received from 
BellSouth the initial form necessary to initiate this process. Four days later, during a 

. conference call between A U T  and BellSouth’s CNAM subject matter experts, AT&T was 
advised that the process could probably be put in place between 4 - 6 weeks after AT&T 
completed and returned all the necessary forms to BellSouth, 

I received the completed initial form from you an November 2, 2000. After making the 
corrections that 1 confirmed with you, I provided the corrected initial form to BellSouth’s 
internal group responsible for CNAM interconnection. The next day, November 3, 
BellSouth contacted AT&T’s designated representative and provided the second form that 
must be completed before BellSouth begins implementing this process. AT&T has yet to 
complete this second form and return it to BeltSouth. 

When BellSouth agreed to enter the Dillard‘s information manually into the BellSouth 
database, it was with the understanding that AT&T would expeditiously pursue the interim 
mechanized solution. Since then, AT&T has continued to acknowledge that it intends to 
pursue the interim mechanized solution. As you know, the interim solution is quicker and 
more efficient that manually inputting data into the CNAM database on a case-by-case 
basis, The process benefits AT&T’s customers by automatically addressing the calling 
name delivery situation. I trust that AT&T is, in fact, diligently pursuing the completion of 
the form that will allow BellSouth to implement this mechanized solution, and I am 
requesting that AT&T return the completed second form to me by December 5, 2000. If 
AT&T cannot return this form to BellSouth by December 5,  please let me know 
immediately. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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In the meantime, BelEouth will manually enter the information for the ported telephone 
number of Dow, Lohnes & AlbeFtson into its CNAM database. BellSouth, however, will not 
manually enter any additional information into its database until AT&T has returned the 
completed forms necessary to allow BellSouth to begin the implementation of the 
mechanized so 1 u tion. 

Sincerely, 

9p.I- 

cc: Greg Teny 
Bob Bickerstaff 
Jan Burriss 

Docket No, 000731-TP 
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I BradburyJ M (Jay) - LGA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 

Subject: 

October 30, 2000 

Berger,Denise C - NCAM 
Monday, October 30,2000 10:45 AM 
Jan. Burrissl @bridge. bellsouth.com 
bob. bickerstaff@bridge.betJsouth.com; Sandra.JonesS@bridge.bellsouth.com; 
Leigh. Wilson@bridge. bellsouth.com 
BeHSouth Reassigning AT&T Ported Numbers 

Jan Burriss 
B e l l S o u t h  Telecommunications, 
1960 West Exchange Place  
Suite 200 
T u c k e r ,  Georgia 30084 

Inc. 

RE: BellSouth Reassigning AT&T Ported Numbers 

Dear Jan: 

The purpose  of this letter is to inform BellSouth that AT&T i s  st i l l  
experiencing problems with B e l l S o u t h  reassigning AT&T ported numbers. 
also asking for your assistance in insuring that B e l l S o u t h  immediately put 
in p lace  the  necessary measures to 

I am 

1. Identify affected AT&T customers 
2. Provide immediate remedy t o  those customers 
3 .  

in the future 
Implement a solution that will prevent this from happening 

Tropical Shipping in Riviera Beach, Flo r ida ,  t h e  first AT&T customer who 
experienced this, has been remedied. 
w e e k  from Sandra Jones, BellSouth discovered that the BellSouth order  
process requires an identification code with ported telephone numbers that 
indicates in the BellSouth databases that the numbers are assigned as ported 
and currently unavailable. 
service, each telephone number within the DID number block must carry the 
identification code. 
problem, t w o  in Florida and one in Georgia. 

According to the memo I received last 

In the case of Direct Inward Dialing ( D I D )  

I now have three other customers affected by the same 

1. C o n i  - 

T h i s  customer originally ported to AT&T in August of 1999. 
T h e  b locks  

. .  ff of numbers assigned to Con- 

Numbers in this block are being reassigned by BellSouth to 

small business customers. 

-- 
residence and 

to d a t e  are 
Numbers identified as reassigned 

There may be 
others. The 

trouble was called in t o  the AT&T Maintenance Center and a 
ticket was opened. 

The AT&T Maintenance Center tried to call in a ticket to the 

Maintenance Center, but was referred to the Account Team 
BellSouth 

instead. 

U 
0 

2 .  

1 



Gardens, FL 33418 

I'm still gathering information on this customer's 

I've identified at present  as having a problem is 
s i t u a t i o n .  The o n l y  number 

I have a third customer identified and as soon as I get information, 1 will 
forward it to you. 

Denise C. Berger 
D i s t r i c t  Manager-Local Supplier Performance 
404 / 8 1 0 - 8 6 4 4  (Voice) 
404 /810-8605  (Fax) 
800 258-0000 ,  P I N  # 2 5 8 9 5 5 8  ( P a g e r )  
deberger@att.com 

2 
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@ 8ELLSOUTH 

November 17,2000 

Ms. Denise BerQer 
AT&T 
Room 12256 
1200 Peachtree St, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Dear Denise: 

This is in response to your e-mail dated October 30, 2000, regarding BellSouth's reassigning 
telephone numbers ported by ATBT. Your e-mail requests that BeltSouth identify the affected 
AT&f end users, provide immediate rfa"dy to those customers and put measures in place to 
prevent further occurrences, To date, five of ATdT's end users' telephone numbers have been 
reassigned to other 8ellSouth customers and those situations have been corrected. 

The information provided to you by Sandra Jones is correct. tn 1999, BellSouth identified the 
problem created by service orders without the identification code on ported numbers. In 
Docomber 1999, BellSouth imptemented an edit in its service order system to ensure that the 
codes are always placed on potting service orders. BellSouth also initiated an intensive effort 
betw6en BeltSouth's Local Carrier Service Center (LCSC) and Netwok organizations to identify 
ported telephone numbers that did not have the appropriate poRed and unavailable 
identification code and to manually apply the needed code. 

BellSouth's Direct Inward Dialing (DID) telephone numbers are not eligible for reassignment to 
new customers for e period of one year. The telephone numbers assigned to A T W s  five end 
users that were reassignad te new BellSouth customers were missed by BeltSouth's efforts to 
identify po~ted telephone numbers without !he ported code. After residing in BellSouth's 
assignment database for a year without the code, the telephone numbers were incorrectly 
a ssigncd. 

BellSouth regrets any problems hat  this situation may have caused ATELT and its end users. 
However, there is no further memanism or feasible process that BeltSouth can follow to identify 
additional DID telephone numbers ported by AT&T that are missing the poRed code in 
Bellsmith's database. All practjeable steps have been taken and the potential impacts have 
been minimized. In the event other AT&T end users' telephone numbers ore incorrectly 
reersigned, BellSouth hes implemented an emergency procedure to expedite a resolution. Two 
LCSC managers have been assigned the primary responsibility for resolution of any end-user 
customer problems associated with this issue. Addittorrally, two service representatives have 
been designated to hendie the specific tasks required by BellSouth to correct the problems. All 
LCSC managers and service representatives have been covered on the problem, end LCSC 
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management believes that this *task farce" appro&l will provide me most expeditious handling 
of any future problems that may occur. The appropriab manager contacts ere as follows; 

Felicie Rainey 770-988-2690 
Pat Hemlin 770-986-2 125 

If we need to discuss this issue further, please feel free to call me at 770 492-7590. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Sandra Jones 
Felicia Reiney 
Pat Hamlin 
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----- Original Message----- 
> From: B e r g e r ,  Denise C, NCAM 
> S e n t :  Wednesday, November 22, 2000 ll:06 AM 
> To: BST-Jan Flint (E-mail) 
> Cc: BST-Jan Burriss (Business Fax); BST-Sandra Jones (E-mail) 
> S u b j e c t :  Another Number Reassignment 
> 
> November 2 2 ,  2000 
> 
> Jan Flint 
> BellSouth Telecommunications 
> 1960 West Exchange Place 
> S u i t e  200  
> Tucker, Georgia 30084 
> 
> RE: Automotive Controls 
> 
> Dear Jan: 

> This message will confirm our conversation earlier this morning. 
> 
> We've had another complaint of customer's having numbers reassigned 
by BellSouth. Automotive Controls, TN 770-409-5092, was ported t o  ATKT 
on July 20, 1999. Yesterday, calls for this customer started 
terminating at a BellSouth residence customer. The BellSouth c u s t o m e r  
stated that he had recently been assigned the number by BellSouth. 

> Please insure that this customer's problem is resolved today. As we 
discussed, if it is not resolved today, then the AT&T customer will 
likely be service impaired through the holiday weekend. I will l o o k  to 
have status from you as to the expected resolution by noon today .  

> Thanks, 

> Denise C. Berger 
> District Manager-Local Supplier Performance 
> 404/810-8644 (Voice) 
> 404/810-8605 (Fax) 
> 800 258-0000, PIN #2589558 (Pager) 
> deberger@att.com 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 
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> ----- Original Message----- 
> From: Berger, Denise C ,  NCAM 
> Sent: Wednesday, November 22, 2000 11:14 AM 
> T o :  BST-Jan B u r r i s s  (E-mail) 
> Subject: FW: Another Number Reassignment 

> Jan, 
> 
> As you can see ,  we continue to have this problem. 
B e l l S o u t h  take t o  p roac t ive ly  f i n d  cus tomer ' s  i n  leopardy b e f o r e  
t h e i r  servlce is disrupted? 

> In your  letter to me dated November 17, 2000, you stated t h a t  " there  
is no further mechanism or feasible process that B e l l S o u t h  can follow 
to identify additional DID telephone numbers ported by AT&T that are 
missing the p o r t e d  code i n  BellSouth's databases." 

> I a m  respectfully requesting t h a t  BellSouth capture a l l  orders placed 
by AT&T prior to December of 1999 to p o r t  DID numbers. This presumably 
will col lect  the universe of orders in jeopardy. I am then r e q u e s t i n g  
that BellSouth go in to i t s  databases on all of t h e s e  orders t o  
de te rmine  which ones have been r e a s s i g n e d  t o  the available number pool  
and m a r k  them a s  p o r t e d  t o  AT&T and therefore unavailable. 
> 
> The l a s t  instance of t h i s  t h a t  was r e f e r r e d  t o  BellSouth took t h e  
majority of one business day t o  resolve. 
BellSouth should take all possible steps to i n s u r e  that no more AT&T 
customers are impaired due t o  this BellSouth problem. 

> I l o o k  forward to your response. 
> 
> Denise C .  Berger 
> Distr ic t  Manager-Local Supplier Performance 
> 404/810-8644 (Vo ice )  
> 4 0 4 / 8 1 0 - 8 6 0 5  (Fax) 
> 8 0 0  258-0000, PIN #2589558 ( P a g e r )  
> deberger@att.com 

> 

What action w i l l  

> 

> 

I t  i s  only right that 

> 
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* @ BEL LSOUTH 

A T & l ~ i I ~ T m r  BellSoUeh Inhrconmstion Sanicms 
Surte 200 
1960 West Exchange Place 
Tucker, GA 3#84 

no 492-7550 
Fax 770 492-9412 

December 4,2000 

Ms. Denise Berger 
AT&T 
Room 12256 
1200 Peachtree St. NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Dear Denise: 

This is in response to your email Of "mmber 22,2000 to Jan Bumss regarding the 
reassignment of numbers and, specifically, your request for BellSouth to capture all orders 
placed by AT&T prior to December 1999 to port Direct Inward Dialing (DID) numbers. 

BellSouth Subject Matter Experts have reviewed your request for BellSouth to capture all 
orders to port DID numbers placed by AT&T prior to December, 1999 and to compare those 
numbers to the BellSouth databases to proactively identify additional 'reassigned" telephone 
numbers. As Jan Burriss stated in her letter to you dated November 17,2000, BellSouth 
implemented an intense telephone number review process in December 1999. This process 
allowed BellSouth to identrfy and correct the majonty of the numbers that tacked the 
appropriate identification code. Unfortunately, as AT&T has experienced, the effort did not 
capture all such numbers. 

To implement a solution, such as you outlined, could take several months of Information 
Technology (IT) development. By the time this is accomplished, the window of opportunity 
for this e m r  will be closed. The edit to identify this emr  was implemented in December 
1999. Therefore, the opportunity for a telephone number incorrectly remaining and available 
for assignment in BellSouth's number assignment database (ATLAS) continues to decline. 
Additionally, the occurrence of the problem relative to the total DID numbers ported is not 
significant. Based on the above, BellSouth will continue to handle these instances on a 
case-by-case basis. 

If you have questions, please call me at 770492-7558. 

Sandra C. Jones 
Sales Director - AT&T Account Team 

CC: GregTerry 
Jan Bumss 
Bob Bickerstaff 
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BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNLCATIONS, I NC. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF RONALD M. PATE 

BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DOCKET NO. 1 IQWU 

November 13,2000 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, YOUR POSITION WITH BELLSOUTH 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. AND YOUR BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Ronald M. Pate. I am employed by BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSo,uth') as a Director, Interconnection 

Services. In this position, I handle certain issues related to local 

interconnection matters, primarily operations support systems ("OSS"). 

My business address is 675 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Georgia 

30375. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE. 

I graduated from Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, Georgia, in 

1973, with a Bachelor of Science Degree. In 1984, I received a Masters of 

Business Adminisbation from Georgia State University. My professional 

career spans over twenty-five years of general management experience in 

operations, logistics management, human resources, sales and marketing. 
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I joined BellSouth in 1987, and have held van'ous positions of increasing 

res ponsibit ity , 

HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY? 

Yes. I have testified before the Public Service Commissions in Alabama, 

Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, South Carolina, the Tennessee Regulatory 

Authority and the North Carolina Utilities Commission. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of my testimony is to address BellSouth's response to issue 

5, tine Sharing and Issue 7, Operations Support Systems (VSS') as 

identified in Georgia Public Service Commission Docket' No. I 19OO-U, 

Second Procedural and Scheduling Order. f wiif also address the FCC'S 

Third Report And Order And Fourth Further Notice Of Proposed 

Rulemaking In CC Docket 96-98 (FCC 99-238); ReIeased November 5, 

1999, (UNE Remand Order) as its relates to BellSouth's OSS including a 

new requirement that BellSouth must provide Competitive Local Exchange 

Carriers (UCLECDs) access to loop make-up data via BellSouth's OSS. 

Additionally, I will address BellSouth's OSS solution to satisfy the FCC's 

Third Report and Order in CC Docket No. 98-147 and Fourth Report and 

Order in CC Docket No. 96-98, released December 9, 1999 (Line Sharing 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Order) requiring that incumbent LECs unbundle the high frequency portion 

of the loop to permit the CLECs to provide xDSL-based sewice by sharing 

the lines with the incumbenfs voiceband service. 

I 

Issue (7) (a) Operations Support Sy8kms (VSSy: What pmorderhg 0nd 

6 ordering functiodities must BellSouth make av8hbie to CLECs to 

7 

8 

support CLECs urd0ring ofxDSL Loops, In what form must 

BellSouth make such functionelties svsilable, and by When must 

10 

11 

12 

(7) (b) Operetiom Suppmt Systems ("osS*): Should BellSouth be 

required to make avchlable to CLE- an Integrated pre-ordeing and 

ardering electronic Interfsce USS, and if so by what date? 

13 

14 

15 

16 

I? A. 

18 

19 

20 information .m 

21 

Q. DID THE FCC'S UNE REMAND ORDER IMPACT 8EtLSOUTH'S OSS 

AS THESE OSS ARE USED BY CLECS? 

The UNE Remand Order did not impact the existing CLEC OSS access 

offered by BellSouth other than to specify at paragraph 426 that "the pre- 

ordering function includes aceess to loop qualification [make-up] 
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WHAT IS BELLSOUTH'S RESPONSE TO THE FCC'S REQUIREMENT 

THAT LOOP MAKE-UP INFORMATION BE AVAILABLE TO CLECS AS 

PART OF THE PRE-ORDERING FUNCTION? 

BellSouth has developed and implemented procedures to provide CLECs 

with detailed loop make-up information via the manual Service Inquiry (SI) 

process. Additionally, BellSouth has under development a detailed 

mechanized Loop Make-up pre-order process that is accessible through 

all current electronic interfaces that support pre-order functions (LENS, 

TAG, and RoboTAGTM). This process wflf be available to any CLEC thatis 

interested in incorporating these procedures into its interconnection 

agreement. BellSouth Witnesses Ms. Caldwell and Ms. Cox address the 

costs and BellSouth's proposed rates associated with the work required to 

14 

15 

16 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE MANUAL LOOP MAKE-UP SI PROCESS. 

I? 

incorporate this process into the pre-ordering function. 

18 A. 

39 

20 

21 

22 

23 

The loop make-up data is defined as the physical characteristics of the 

loop facilities. The data begins at the BellSouth central off ice, is listed in 

sequential order, and ends at the serving distribution terminal. Loop . 

make-up data consists of such information as cable gauge and length, 

bridged taps, load coils, presence of Digital Loop Carrier YDLC"), and 

other equipment that is part of local loop facilities. 
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The CLEC completes the 'Customer Information" Section of the Loop 

Make-up SI form indicating if it wants the loop make-up by telephone 

number or addresdcircuit identifier. The CLEC submits the Loop Make-up 

SI form to the Complex Resale Services Gtoup ('CRSG? or their Account 

Team with a Local Senrice Request ("LSR"). The CRSGlAmunt Team 

forwards the SI form to Beflsouth's Outside Plant Engin8eflng Sewice 

Advocacy Center (''SAC''). The SAC verifies the availability of loop 

facilities. If the Loop Make-up SI indicates the CLEC wants the make-up 

by tefephone number or circuit identifier the SAC wSII retum .a specific 

makeup for the requested telephone /circuit identifier. If the Loop Make 

up SI indicates the CLEC wants the make-up by address, the SAC will 

retum a specific make-up for the requested address. 

The SAC will supply make-up for either suitable copper pair(s) or DLC 

pairs as requested by the CLEC for the requested address, telephone 

number or circuit identifier. I f  either 8 copper pair, or D E ,  but not both 

exists at that addressltelephone number/circuit identifier, the SAC will 

indicate in the 'Comments Section" which is not available at the requested 

addressltelephone number. The following is an example comment for an 

existing DLC makeup where a copper pair does not exist: "Provided DLC 

make-up at above address, no copper pairs exist at this location". Again, 

the loop make-up will be listed in sequential order starting at the central 
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office and ending at the end user terminal. The SAC will retum the 

completed Loop Makerup SI tu the CRSG/Acoount Team. The 

CRSG/Account Team reviews the SI form for completeness and forwards 

the loop make-up SI request along with the LSR to the Local Carrier 

Service Center (“LCSC“) for confirmation of a complete and accurate LSR. 

The CLEC returns the Loop make-up response to the CLEC via electronic 

mail. The LCSC provides a firm Order Confirmation (“FOC”) to the CLEC 

and generates a service order that automatically completes for billing the 

service. 

IS THE MANUAL LOOP MAKE-UP SERVICE INQUIRY MERELY AN 

INTERIM PROCESS UNTIL ELECTRONIC ACCESS IS AVAILABLE? 

NO. The manual Loop Make-up (“LMU”) SI process will continue to be a 

means for obtaining loop make-up information, even after electronic Loop 

Make-up functionality is available. It will be necessary to use this process 

for those situations where the Loop Facilities Assignment Control System 

(WACS“) is not sufficiently populated with the data needed to make a 

decision and thus the electronic LMU query does not meet the CLEC’s 

need. Additionally, this process will remain for those CLECs who choose 

not to deploy the systems ~ ~ k l  for the electronic query for LMU. 

C E C s  may obtain documentation for the current Unbundled Network 

Element (“UNE”) pre-ordering and ordering information pertaining to 
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BellSouth’s manual loop make-up at f3ellSauth’s Website: 

http://www, interconnection. bet tsouth.com/auides/bDobr. html 

CAN YOU ESTIMATE THE QUANTITY OF BELLSOUTH LOOPS THAT 

HAVE DETAILED LOOP INFORMATlON POPULATED WlTHJN LFACS 

THEREBY REDUCING THE NEED FOR A MANUAL SI? 

While 100% of BellSouth’s loops are populated in LFACS with certain 

basic information, not all will have the detailed loop make-up information. 

As a rule, BellSouth has populated detailed loop make-up for its designed 

services which require special engineering and provisioning and often are 

served by mole than one central office or wire center. BellSouth has not 

populated LFACS in the past with detailed loop make-up information for 

nondesigned sewices that require no special provisioning and are served 

by one central &ice or wire center because it did not need the detailed 

toop make-up information on these services. However, in the high- 

populated metropolitan areas where the marketing efforts of CLECs are 

most likely to be concentrated, it is approximated that as much as 80% of 

loop with detailed loop make-up infomation are populated in LFACS. So 

it k only for that remaining small percentage of loops that the manual SI 

process may have to be utilized. And whenever CLECs must use the 

manual SI process for these remaining loops, BellSouth will load the 

resulting loop make-up information In LFACS for future queries. 
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Q. DID THE UNE REMAND ORDER REQUIRE ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO 

BELLSOUTH’S OSS FOR CLEC XDSL SERVICE REQUESTS? 

A. No. The FCC UNE Remand Order did not require access to pre-order and 

ordering functionality associated with xDSL service request be electronic. 

The FCC stated That interface and gateway issues are already captured 

in the nondlscriminatory access mquiremenl of the Local Competitive 

First Report and Order.”‘ The FCC further stated that the *LEC must 

provide the requesting carrier With nondiscriminatory access to the same 

detaifed information about the loop that is available to the incumbent 

LEC? 

Q. IS BELLSOUTH DEVELOPING A MEANS TO PROVIDE CLECS WITH 

’ELECTRONIC ACCESS TO LOOP MAKE-UP INFORMATION AND 

ELECTRONIC ORDERING OF XDSL LOOPS? 

A. Yes. BellSouth is devefoping a comprehensive electronic process for pre- 

ordering and ordering for CLECs via the Telecommunications Access 

Gateway (TAG”), RoboTAG*and Local Exchange Navigation System 

(“LENS”). It provides electronic access to loop make-up information from 

the loop Facilities Assignment and Control System (IILFACS”) and 

I GC Docket 96-98, Paragraph 426, page 193, released November 5,1999 
CC Docket 96-98, Paragraph 427, page 193, released November 5,1999 
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Electronic Data Interchange (“I”) to provide electronic otdering of XDSL 

loops. These enhancements are currently in beta t W n g  with sekcted 

CLECs. Interested CLECs wlll need to conduct System Readiness Testing 

(‘‘SRT) with BellSouth prior to using these new functions when they 

become available in production. If they have not done so already, CLECs 

must also upgrade their TAG interfaces to the TGIF 9.0 version in order to 

test the new functions and then use them in production. CLECs may 

obtain information on the manual and electronic ordering of BeltSouth 

Loop Make-up at the 5elfSouth Website: 

httWinterconnectintion .beltsouth.com/r>roducts/UN~bstlmu.Pdf. 

HOW W?LL BELLSOUTH IMPLEMENT THIS PLAN FOR ELECTRONIC 

ACCESS TO LOOP MAKE-UP INFORMATION AND ELECTRONIC 

ORDERING OF XDSL LOOPS? 

BellSouth is implementing a vendor solution provided by Telcordia 

Technologies, tnc, to provide the OSS necessary for the pre-ordering, 

ordering and provisioning of CLEC xDSL bops. This extensive technical 

solution provides Pre-Existing Licensed Software and Mark8table 

Licensed Software and Services to integrate Licensed Software for CLEC 

xDSL into Bellsbuth’s clperatlons environment. As an example, the 

solution includes the establishment of a new corporate gateway along with 
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I 
a new system architecture for the processing of Local Service Requests 

(“LSFW) for xDSL toops. 

The Corporate gateway establishes a single entry point for processing of 

xDSt requests. It provides a flexible and expandable independent 

gateway that bas security, logging and mapping capabilities, 

The Corporate gateway is configured to provide CORBA interfaces for the 

TAG client APls from the CLECs and an interface for BellSouth’s OSS. 

This allows pre-ordering and ordering functionality utilizing BellSouth’s 

LENS, TAG, and RoboWJag electronic interfaces. ft also provides a 

navigator interface for the Local Service Requests Router (“LSRR”), which 

permits firm ordering functionality utilizing the BellSouth ED1 electronic 

in te dace. 

The new system architecture known as Deiivery Order Manager will 

automate many of the service requests functions. Delivery Order 

Manager can be described as a work ftow sequencing and control 

“engine” that woks with partner applications to accept and process 

seMc0 requests. Delivery Order Manager will manage the accQss to all 

the databases needed to process a request. Some commonly known 

databases for pre-order and order functionality are CRJS, CABS, RSAG, 

ATLAS, and P/SIMS. In addition, Delivery Order Manager will access 

LFACS for queries for loop make-up information. Delivery Order Manager 
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also interfaces with a new Service Order Generator for mechanized 

service order creation allowing flow through of the requests to BellSouth's 

Senrice Order Communications System (YSOCSn). In addition to the 

soflwate requirements and associated software Right-T&Use ("RTU") 

fees, the Telcordia provided solution also provides support services. 

Support services include such items as: 

Ptatform planning and support 

' Installation and system administration support 

Services integration testing 

Training and documentation 

WHAT IS THE CURRENT VALUE OF THE SOFIWARE AND SERVICES 

SCOPE OF WORK THAT WILL BE PERFORMED BY TELCORDIA FOR 

BELLSOUTH IN THE UNE REMAND FOR XDSL? 

The software and service fees total approximately $28,500,000 for the 

pre-ordering and ordering software and services provided by Telcordia 

Technologies, Inc, This includes 3 enhancements to incorporate newly 

identified functionality necessary to provide a full compliment of pre-order 

and order capabilities. 
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BASED ON CURRENT PLANS, WHEN WILL ELECTRONIC PRE- 

ORDER AND ORERING CAPABlttTlES BE AVAILABLE UNDER THE 

TELCORDIA SOLUTION? 

BellSouth currently has the pre-order functionality which includes, loop 

make-up and the xDSL compatible loop firm order functionality in a Beta 

testing environment. The pre-ordering functionality for xDSL is targeted for 

d8plo)”nt into the production environment in mid-to-late November 

2000. BellSouth has encountered some problems that have delayed 

deployment of xDSL fim ordering functionality. BellSouth is working with 

Telcordia to establish dates when these problems will be corrected. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE BENEFITS OF THE TELCORDIA SOLUTION 

FOR CLEC XDSL PRE-ORDERING AND ORDERtNG. 

The Telcordia solution provides CLEC xDSL pre-ordering and ordering 

functionality that is fully integrated, highly extendable and scalable end-to- 

end with maximum reuse of function. Through a strategic supplier 

relationship, BellSouth benefits from expert planning assistance from a 

world-class OSS and technology supplier. Finally, and very important, 

BellSouth and its CLEC customers realize reduced costs from elimination 

of complex product selection and multi-supplier systems integration work. 

12 
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DOES BELLSOUTH PROVIDE ACCESS TO OTHER DATABASES THAT 

MAY BE USEFUL IN OBTAINING PRE-ORERING INFORMATION tN 

CONNECTION WITH THE PROVISIONING OF CLEC XDSL SERVICE? 

Yes. BellSouth provides information from its Loop Qualification System 

("LQS"). LQS was designed as a tool for Network Service Providers, the 

purchasers of BellSouth's tariffed industrial dass ADSL ofFering (as 

opposed to BellSouth's business class ADSL offering) to determine 

whether a particular service location is qualified for BellSouth's industrial 

class ADSL offering based on BellSouth's defined technical parameters. 

In other words, by entering a telephone number, LQS provides !he user 

with a qualified "yedno" response based on the technical parameters of 

BellSouth's industrial class ADSL offering. LQS does not provide ioop 

make-up information as contemplated by the FCC's xDSL requirement. 

Subsequent to the FCC's UNE Remand order, LQS was made availabIe 

for use by CLECs on an interim basis until the mechanized ioop make-up 

interface is deployed, However, the purpose of LQS did not change with 

providing access to CLECs - it remains a tool designed to provide a 

response to the inquirer if the location is qualified for 5eflSouth's ADSL 

service. Once again, LQS does not provide the level of detailed 

informafion in order that a CLEC may make an independent judgment 

about whether the bop Is capable of supporting advanced services 

equipment the CLEC intends to insta?l. 

1 
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2 Q. 

3 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I 1  Q. 

12 

13 

14 A. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

79 

20 

21 

22 

23 

HOW DOES A CLEC OBTAIN ACCESS TO LQS? 

A CLEC may contact Its BellSouth account team to obtain information on 

gaining access to-LQS. The account team will assist with the appropriate 

documentation necessary to obtain a password and resulting access to 

LQS. CLECs may obtain a Loup Qualification System DLWCLEC Job 

Aid via the BelfSouth Website: 

htt~://www, in terconnection.belIsouth.com/rJuides/bpobr. html 

YOU HAVE REFERRED TO BOTH BELLSOUTH INDUSTRIAL CLASS 

ADSL AND BUSINESS CLASS ADSL. PLEASE DIFFERENTIATE. 

My reference to BellSouth's industrial class ADSL is describing a low 

speed service, downstream data rate up to 1.5 Mbps and upstream data 

rate up to 256 Kbps. The cost structure for this offering does not support 

special actions by BellSouth to either condition an existing toop or to 

provide a new loop in order to make ADSL work at a given location. The 

1.5 Mbps x 256 Kbps offering, referred to as industrial senrice, is a "best 

effort", tow cost, mass market offering. 

My reference to BellSouth's business ctass ADSL is describing a high- 

speed sewice with data rates of: 

14 
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2 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

I0 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

384Kbpsx384Kbps 

768 Kbps x 512 Kbps 

1.5- 1.8 Mbps x 512 - 768 Kbps 

2 - 4  Mbps x 640-896 Kbp~ 

4 - 6 Mbps x 640- 896 Kbp~  

I92 Kbps x 192 Kbps. 

The business class offering will provide network performance Jevets to be 

obtained in BelISouth’s nehrvork and loop conditioning to provide a desired 

class of service including symmetric and asymmetric data rates. 

The BellSouth business class ADSL is the comparable service to CLEC 

loops requiring loop make-up in this docket because performance levels 

for both are guaranteed. 

WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF THE LOOP fNFORMATlON CONTAINED 

WITHIN LQS? 

The database of record for bop make-up information is LFACS. Thus, the 

source af loop information in LQS is LFACS. However, LQS also utilizes 

the additional software systems described below: 

IS 
Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 15 of 20 
JMB-R17 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

0 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

13 
., 

14 Q. 

15 

t6 

Loop Engineering information System (“LEIS”) - An umbrella system 

with several modules, one of which is LEAD. 

Loop Engineering Assignment Data (XEAD”) - LEAD is a snapshot of 

the LFACS database. It receives current data once a month for all wire 

centers. LEAD is completely updated each month. 

Hands-Off Assignment Logic - (“HAL‘) HAL is a BellSouth developed 

software system designed to pull information from LFACS and join 

transactions that can not be performed by LFACS, including 

assignment of most service orders, among which includes 

assignments on ADSL facilities. 

IS DIRECT ACCESS TO LFACS OR LEWLEAD REQUIRED IN ORDER 

TO PROVIDE CLECS WITH DETAILED INFORMATION ABOUT THE 

LOOP? 

I? 

18 A. 

19 

20 

No. BellSouth’s obligation fs to provide requesting carriers the same 

underlying information that BellSouth has in any of its own databases or 

other internal records? BellSouth’s mechanized OSS interface and 

21 manual interface provides a means to submit either a mechanized LMU 

22 pre-order query or a manual LMU Service Inquiry (%In> to LFACS and 

CC Docket 96-98, paragraph 427, page 193, released November 5, I999 

16 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

receive a response. In the case of LEISUXD, accms may be obtained 

by CLECs for LQS which provides a ’’ydno’’ qualified response. 

lssue (5) (b) Une Sb8rhg: Haw and under what rtrtes, terms, and condlflons 

5 

6 

? Q. 

8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 Q. 

14 

15 

I6 

17 A. 

18 

j 9  

20 

21 

22 Q. 

23 

I 

should line shafhg be pmvided? 

WHAT PORTION OF THIS ISSUE ARE YOU ADDRESSING? 

I will discuss BellSouth’s implementation of line sharing as it relates to 

BellSouth’s QSS and BellSouth’s associated cost of implementation. The 

issue relating to Line Sharing rates will be addressed by Ms. Cindy Cox. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH’S APPROACH 70 DEVELOPING 

OSS FUNCTIONALITY THAT WILL ELECTRONICALLY PROCESS LINE 

SHARING SERVICE REQUESTS. 

The vendor solution provided by Telcordia Technologies, Inc. previously 

described for CLEC xDSL pre-ordeting and ordering functionality also has 

a mOdUl8 to provide the OSS necessary for the pre-ordering, ordering and 

provisioning of Line Sharing senrice. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE BENEFITS OF THE TELCORDIA SOLUTION 

FOR LINE SHARING TO BELLSOUTH AND ITS CLEC CUSTOMERS. 
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2 A. 

3 

4 

5 
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7 

8 

9 

I O  

11 

12 Q. 

13 

14 

15 

I6 A. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

In addition to those benefits previously described, the Tetcordia solution 

offers electronic processing of tine Sharing service requests allowing 

flow-through within BellSouth’s OSS. This includes the ability to inventory 

and assign BellSouth facilities and splitters at the pre-specified CLEC 

meet points. These capabilities provided by the Telcordia solution 

translate into reliable, fast and accurate processing of CLEC Line Sharing 

service requests. It provides state-of-the-art technology with the ability to 

process the anticipated volumes of requests in a cost-effective manner 

and tu build future applications and functionalities. 

IS THE SCOPE OF WORK THAT IS TO BE PROVIDED BY TELCORDIA 

EXCLUSIVELY FOR CLEC QSS CAPABIUTIES ASSOCIATED WITH 

THE CLEC XDSL AND LINE SHARING? 

No. The majority of the work done in this effort is for OSS capabilities 

associated with CLEC xDSL and Line Sharing orders; however, Telcordia 

is performing additional work on Electronic Access Ordering (UEAO) 

functionality. EA0 will provide ASR pre-order functionality for address 

validations and Connecting Facrlity Assignment (“CFA”) Inquiries. 

Approximately $3.2 million is committed for licensed software Right-to-Use 

fees associated with EAO. 

18 
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1 Q. 

2 

3 

4 

WHAT IS THE CURRENT VALUE OF THE SOFNVARE AND SERVICES 

SCOPE OF WORK THAT WILL BE PERFORMED BY TELCORDIA FOR 

BEUSOUTH IN THE LINE SHARING EFFORT? 

. 5 A. The software and sentice fees total approxhately $41,000,000 for the 

6 

7 

Line Sharing software and services provided by Telcordia Technologies, 

lnc. This does not include the approximate $3,200,000 for software fees 

8 

9 

described previously for EA0 functionality. 

10 Q. BASED ON CURRENT PLANS WHEN WILL ELECTRONIC PRE- 

11 

12 THE TELCORDlA SOLUTION? 

ORDERtNG AND ORDERING CAPABILITIES BE AVAILABLE UNDER 

13 

14 A. 

I 5  

16 

17 

18 

19 

As previously stated with the pre-ordering of xDSL, the deployment for 

pre-ordering of Line Sharing is planned for mid-to-late November 2000. 

Firm Order Line Sharing utilaking the vendor supplied solution by Tetcordia 

does not yet have a firm deployment schedule established. In cooperation 

with the CLEC Line Sharing collaborative teams, BellSouth has 

implemented an interim solution in the existing OSS utilizing the Local 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Exchange Service Order Generator (USOG”) to allow mechanized firm 

ordering of CO-based BellSouth-owned splitter tin0 Sharing. This interim 

solution was implemented for the production environment on September 

30,2000. This interim solution wiff be supplemented and replaced utilizing 

19 Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 19 of 20 
JMB-R17 



1 the Telcordia solution in mid-to-late 2001. BellSouth plans to also offer 

2 mechanized firm order of CO-based CLEC owned splitter Line Sharing 

3 and Remote Line Sharing. These products are being developed jointly in 

4 the tine Sharing Collaborative teams and wllf be mechanized as they are 

5 developed. 

6 

7 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

8 

9 A. Yes. 
10 

11 
12 
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a EXCEPTION 9 
BellSouth OSS Testing Evaluation 

November 14,2000 

EXCEPTION REPORT 

An exception has been identified as a result of test activities associated with the initial 
interview of Bell South personnel for CLEC Training (PPR4). 

Exception : 

BellSouth does not have documented procedures for CLEC training management 
practices and program administration. (PPR4) 

Background: 

The BellSouth Sturt-Up Guide’ states: 

BellSouth offers training courses to CLECs to help them interface efficiently with 
BellSouth. The classes are designed to aid the CLEC’s understanding of the 
CLECEkllSouth relationship and the procedures and services involved. 

BellSouth Professional Training Services personnel2 state: 

The objective of the CLEC Training f u n d o n  is to provide quality training in 
order for CLECs to be able to process orders manually andor  to utilize the 
Operational Support System (OSS). 

Issue: 

During interviews with members of BellSouth Professional Training Services, KPMG 
Consulting found that BellSouth does not have documentation for the following items: 

1. Descriptions of the roles and responsibilities of the Senior Manager in charge of 
Professional Training Services and the Professional Training Services 
Coordinator. 

2. Procedures defining the scope and objectives of the training process. 

3. Procedures for accepting CLEC input regarding training c u ~ i c u l u ~ n .  

4. Procedures for publishing information about training opportunities. 

’ The Bell-South Start-Up Guide is located at 
http://www.interconection.bellsouth.co~n~guideslactivation’pdf~startup2.pdf, Version I . I ,  7/27/2000, 
Section 9.0, page 97. 

Initial Interview of Professional Training Services personnel conducted 9120/2000. 

FLA Exception 9 (PPR4).doc 

KPMG Consulting LLC 
1111412000 
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EXCEPTION 9 
BellSouth OSS Testing Evaluation 

5 .  Procedures for addressing errors and exceptions in training events and materials. 

6. Procedures to monitor and ensure the quality of training, which include: 

a. Surveying training recipients on the effectiveness of training. 

b. Responding to feedback about training quality. 

c. Monitoring instructor performance. 

7.  Procedures to track utilization and attendance of training tools and foruitns. 

8. Procedures to ensure that training offerings are scalable in response to additional 
demand. 

Without clear and complete documentation of operating procedures, BellSouth cannot 
ensure consistency and repeatability of the training process. 

Impact: 

CLECs may experience inc.onsisteiit levels of training or training support from BellSouth 
Professjonal Training Services. The lack of a consistent and repeatable process could 
impede the ability of CLECs to effectively train their staff and ultirnately impact the 
quality of service provided to their customers. 

FLA Exception 9 (PPR4).doc 

KPMG Consulting LLC 
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FLORtDA OSS BELLSOUTH’S RESPONSE TO EXCEPTION 9 

FL OSS TEST 
Exception #9 

December 5,2000 

EXCEPTION REPORT 

An exception has been identified as a result of test activities associated with the initial 
interview of BellSouth perso~inel for CLEC Training (PPR4). 

Exception: 

BcllSouth docs not have documented procedures for CLEC training management 
practices arid program administration. (PPH4) 

Background: 

The BellSouth Start- Up Guide’ states: 

BellSouth offers training courses to CLECs to help them interface efficiently with 
BellSouth. The classes are designed to aid the CLEC’s understanding of the 
CLEC!BellSouth relationship and the procedures and services involved. 

BellSouth Professional Training Services personnel2 state: 

The objective of the CLEC Training function is to provide quality training in 
order for CLECs to be able to process orders manually and/or to utilize the 
Operational Support System (OSS). 

Issue: 

During interviews with members of BellSouth Professional Training Services, KPMG 
Consulting found that BeIlSouth does not have documentation for the following items: 

1. Descriptions of the roles and responsibilities of the Senior Manager in charge of 
Professional Training Services and the Professional Training Services 
Coordinator. 

2. Procedures defining the scope and objectives of the training process. 

’ The Bell-South Start-up Guide is located at 
h ttp : //ww. interconnect ion . b e I I s 0 ut h . c o ndgu i d e s/ac t i va t i o d p  d E’s t a mp2. p d f, V e I’S i on 1 .1, 7 /2 7 12 0 0 0, 
Section 9.0, page 97. 

Initial Interview of Professional Training Services personnel conducted 9/20/2000. 

FLA BellSouth Response to Exception 9.doc Page I of 2 Docket No. 000731-TP 
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FLORIDA OSS BELLSOUTH’S RESPONSE TO EXCEPTION 9 

3. Procedures for accepting CLEC input regarding training curriculum. 

4. Procedures for publishing information about training opportunities. 

5. Procedures for addressing errors and exceptions in training events and materials. 

6. Procedures to monitor and ensure the quality of training, which include: 

a. Suiveying training recipients on the effectiveness of training. 

b. Responding to feedback about training quality. 

c. Monitoring instructor performance. 

7. Procedures to track utilization and attendance of training tools and fonms. 

8, Procedures to ensure that training offerings are scalable in response to additional 
demand. 

Without clear and complete documentation of operating procedures, BellSouth cannot 
ensure consistelicy and repeatability of the training process. 

Impact: 

CLECs may experience inconsistent levels of training or training support from Bc11South 
Professional Training Services. The lack of a consistent and repeatable process could 
impede the ability of CLECs to effectively train their staff and ultimately impact the 
quality of service provided to their customers. 

BellSouth Response: 

We have established Methods and Procedures for all of the above items stated. These 
M&Ps are provided as a separate document. 

FLA BellSouth Response to Exception 9.doc Page 2 of 2 Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Documentation Procedures for CLEC Training 
Management Practices 

I 

; . --step - ,  - 

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 

7 

8 

1 

- <  
< , *  I ,  ..l -." . e-,.,,:.. . L .Actibfi ; -.  ::.. '...:: . 1 ' , 

, . . .I > - _., 
.. , - . -  

_ _ _ .  .--. :-..'-l.. 
_ "  

.. . 
. - ,  - .  . -  

. .  
_ .  

Hiring all Instructional Designers and Trainers for CLEC 
training. 
Tracking and measuring all revenue and expense for 
Professional training Services. 
Measuring return on investment. 
Measuring demand for classes and filling that demand. 
- Measuring results of pre and posttests. 
Taking CLEC input and making sure that suggestions and 
improvements are implemented in the training classes. 
Tracking instructor evaluations and pre and post tests via 
Access. 
As new procedures and software are implemented Training 
Coordinator ensures that training material is modified 
accordingly or new classes are added to acconmmdate for the 
new procedures. 
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Question: Scope and objectives of the training process 
/ .  . , .  . 1,. .-.,-:.:-:, _ / .  - 8 

. .. ._ . , , .  , .".': , ._ . , . I . -. i..'. : .. Actjbn ' '  i.' _.. ' 
. -  .~ ';';, z - :  . . . I ^- .  , . 

. /  . .  , . . ; . . . .  : .- 
I I .  _ " ,  - - 

I 1 relationship and the procedures and services involved. 

1 

2 

3 

To provide quality training in order for CLECs to be able to 
process orders manuaIly andlor utilize the Operational 
Support System (OSS). 
Train all CLECs who we identi@ in the market place to help 
them be able to interface efficiently with BellSouth. 
Aid the CLEC's understanding of the CLEC/BellSouth 

' 

7 

I Question: Procedures for accepting CLEC input regarding the training 

competitor in the market place. 
Share BellSouth knowledge and know how with the CLEC 

1 

L 
CLEC Infonim-CLECs asked to fill out cards asking for their 
ideas on improvements and for suggestions on classes we 
need to add or modify. 
Instructor evaluations are given at the end of each training 
class asking CLECs to rate the class on specific measures and 
give their input on pre-determined questions. These 
evaluations are read by instructors and Senior Manager and 
results are put into a database. 
Ongoing Return on Investment studies are conducted where 
CLECs are called by phone and asked for their opinions and 
input. 
Attendance at several CLEC trade shows to provide 
information on our program as we33 as receive information for 
improvements and new ideas for the CLEC conunnnity. 
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1111 CLEC classes are published on the web. This includes 
class description, available dates, and pricing. 
Literature is produced that describes each class in detail 
stating specific course objectives, time frames, and pricing. 
CLEC Inforum is done twice a year to educate CLECs on 

-- 

Question: Procedures for addressing errors and exceptions in training events 
and materials 

4 

5 
6 

I 1 

The web is kept current with class offerings and web-based 
c I a sses. 
Send out flyers when new classes are established. 
Interviews and articles are done in our CLEC auarterlv. 

L 
2 

L 
Instructional Designers make any necessaiy changes to the 
training material including correcting errors and making 
updates. 
SME's review all documentation before it is put into training 
material and taught in the classroom. 
Regulatory issues and any requests for future directives are 
many times fielded by the Training Coordinator who then 
passes them on to the proper instructor or if needed the 
Manager of Professional Services 
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Question: Procedures for monitoring and ensuring the quality of training 

surveying training recipients on the effectiveness of training 
responding to feedback about training quality 

which include: 

nionitorjn 
. , Ste , . I . .  ;- 

1 
P 

2 

~ 

3 

4 

5 

instructor performance 

and instructor are handed out at the end of each class. These 
are then read by instructor and keyed into a database. 
Pre and posttests are given at the beginning and end of each 
class to specifically measure the amount of participant 
learning that occurred. These pre and posttests are then 
averaged for each class and average pre and posttest measures 
are tracked in our database. 
Training Coordinator can tell by these pre and posttest score 
averages for each class if there are problems that need to be 
addressed. If these scores are not consistent with past 
averages instructor evaIuations are looked at even inore 
closely to help determine what the problem is so it can be 
c on-ec t e d. 
Pre and posttests along with instructor/class evaluations 
greatly aid in heIping us make decisions about what new 
developments and new customer markets need to be 
addressed in training. They also help us deternillie if training 
i s  meeting the CLECs needs in the field. 
Training coordinator occasionally sits in on the classroom and 

- 

measures effectiveness of materials and trainer. 
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2 

Question: Procedures to track utilization of training tools and attendance 
at forums 

1 

2 

3 

4 

~ 

5 

Information for registration is found on the web and the 
CLEC then calls the Training Administrator to register for 
their desired class. 
If there are not enough students signed up for a dass or if a 
class has to be cancelled, these participants are called 
personally and reassigned to another class date. 
Iristructor receives a print out of all that signed up for their 
particular class. Instructor takes attendance and the actual 
attendee's names are sent back to the training c,nordinator. 
At the CLEC Inforurn participants are requested to give 
feedback on classes they would like to see offered or any 
feedback or suggestions for improvement that they would like 
to see implemented. Attendance at these inforums is kept and 
CLECs are invited back for subseauent ones in the future. 
As on January 1,2001, TAFX, LENS, and CLEC Basic will be 
offered via the web. For these specific classes, CLECs can 
register and complete courses via the web and not be required 
to interact with our Training Coordinator. 

I Question: Procedures to ensure that training offerings are scalable in 

I 

i 
The number of requests determines demand. For instance, at 
the CLEC Tnforum we get feedback requesting us to focus on 
the development of specific areas. 
Instructors receive feedback in the classroom and while 
suitcasing classes at customer locations. Decisions for new 
development are many times based on this feedback 
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> Change Control Statuses >> 

Implemented Change Requests 1999 - 2000 

-1: Products 8 Services 

1: Network Information 
I 

y.1 Notifications 

f News 8 Events 
I 

'! Markets 

I' Training 
i 
1 

Date Title 

December 2000 
12/18/2000 CR0236 - Incorrect Calculation of D u e  Date Intervals for PIC/LPIC 

12/18/2000 CRO226 - Calculate Correct D u e  Date Intervals 

12/18/2000 CR0193 - TAG Hardware/Software upgrade to  UNIX 11.0 Platform 

12/12/2000 CRO211 - Different Information displayed on TAG than LENS 

12/12/2000 CR0194 - Missing Interval Guide for Port/Loop Combos 

12/11/2000 CR0216 - NPORD Date for FOC (Issue 7) 

12/11/2000 CR0230 - NPORD Defect 

12/11/2000 CR0219 - Due Date Intervals for LNP with l o o p  (REQTYP BB) 

12/11/2000 CR0091 - Add DFDT to  the FOC 

12/11/2000 CR0068 - Pipe Cross WSOC 

12/08/2000 CR0131 - Split Billing Requests 

November 2000 
11/21/2000 CR0224 - Invalid error message on REQTVP M for Line class of Svc 

I l /~ l ,zooo CR0234 - Documentation error on 2 wire UNE-P Bus/Res/PBX 
document 

11/20/2000 CR0204 - LESOG Not Processing REQTYP 38/ACT=A Correctly 

11/20/2000 CR0203 - LESOG Should Allow Manual Handling Instead of Auto- 
Clarifying 

11/20/2000 CR0045 - Strip Non-Resellable USOCs 

11/20/2000 ED1020900-001 - Electronically Order Routing to OS/DA 

11/14/2000 CR0162 - OTN Defect Issue 7 

1 l/14/2000 CR0148 - LESOG not recognizing disposition of addl/foreign listing 

11/14/2000 CR0136 - Address validating in LENS but not in TAG - Old RSAG 

11/14/2000 CR0126 - LESOG not pulling the correct CFN number for enhanced 
MMC 

13/14/2000 CR0108 - Listings over the number of  2 not shown on LSR or order 

11/14/2000 CR0073 - LEO not pulling Potted Number on FOC/CN 

11/14/2000 CR0024 - LOCNUM = HT = TN not found o n  CSR or LSR 

October 2000 
Docket No. 000731-TP 
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10/27/2000 CR0191 - Suppress the premise visit indicator 

10/27/2000 CR0188 - Release 7.1 Caused Defects 
JMB-R19 

0 

10/26/2000 CR0205 - Listing Order Defect 

10/23/2000 CROlSO - Add NPT Data Element to the ESDQ Query 

10/23/2000 CR0147 - Seasonal Suspend 

12/20/2000 



10/16/2000 CR0187 - LESOG should recognize street directional for  vafidation 

10/16/2000 CR0167 - Incorrect Circuit # on FOC 

10/16/2000 CR0163 - LESOG should not bring over FIDS on line USOCs 

10/16/2000 CR0109 - GA 912/229/478 NPA Splits 

lO/l0/2000 CR0134 - TN Reservation Display of Switch CLLI 

10/10/2000 CRO106 - Delay Sunset of LSOG 2 XDSL Ordering via Fax 

10/06/2000 TAG01 1700_001 - Migration As Specified for  OS599 

10/06/2000 CR0125 - Change order to  add a VCA and W11C in LENS 

10/06/2000 CR0124 - LESOG t o  cancel N&D i f  unsuccessful in generating both 

10/06/2000 CROlO2 - NUM = TELNO = ACCT is Final Reject 

10/06/2000 CR0089 - TN Reservation via LENS 

10/06/2000 CR0081 - LESOG Populating incorrect due date interval 

10/09/2000 CR0061 - Implement NC Overlay for 704/980 

10/09/2000 CR0060 - Implement Kentucky NPA Split (606/859) 

10/02/2000 CR0153 - Electronic Ordering of CO Based Line Sharing 

10/02/2000 CR0129 - LESOG Failing to  apply ZRTI to  Orders 

30/02/2000 CR0118 - Remove Housenumprefix for TAG API 2.2.0.10 

10/02/2000 CR0116 - Premise Visit Indicator 

10/02/2000 CR0115 - Partial Pre-Order Query Due Date Calculation 

10/02/2000 CR0112 - Conversion As Is-ACT W Defect 

10/02/2000 CR0159 - Documentation Discrepancies in BBR-LO Issue 9G 

10/02/2000 CR0117 - Update TAG Issue 7 Map Due Date Calculation Tables 

August 2000 
08/29/2000 CR0092 - DFDT & CHC 

08/29/2000 CR0077 - Subscription Version Cancellations 

08/29/1999 LSR0623990001 - Workflow Mechanization 

08/22/2000 CROl19 - LESOG Auto-Clarifying NUM=TELNO=TN not in CRIS 

08/22/2000 CR0047 - Display Enhanced MemoryCall Access Number in LENS 

08/16/2000 ED10812990001 - ED1 Ordering for Unbundled xDSL Loops 

08/16/2000 TAG0812990002 - Pre-Order Loop Inquiry 

08/14/2000 CR0076 - Generate Port Side of Order when Adding Line 

08/14/2000 CR0075 - LESOG is Clarifying for l M B F E  in Error 

08/14/2000 CR0071 - ECCKT data on FOC/CN 

08/14/2000 OSSOl1300-001 - Migration as Specified for OSS99 

08/07/2000 CR0084 - TAG 2.2.0.8 Security Exception Error Defect 

08/03/2000 CR0062 - ReqTyp P/TOS 2nd Char of E 

July 2000 
07/28/2000 CR0067 - Call Return Invalid wi th Class of Service USOC UEPRX 

07/12/2000 CR0022 - Flow Through Matrix 

June 2000 
06/17/2000 CR0060 - Implement Kentucky NPA Split (606 /859)  Docket No. 000731-TP 
06/16/2000 CR0084 - TAG Unknown Security Exception Types JRZB-RI9 

May 2000 Page 10 of 29 

12/20/2000 



05/23/2000 CR0054 - Versioning Defect 5.23.00 

05/07/2000 CR0006 - Y P Q W  WPQIY 

April 2000 
04/30/2000 CR0007 - VER Field on Relected LSRs for LNP 

04/29/2000 CR0019 - ECCKT Defect 

04/18/2000 CR0024 - Hunt Group Defect on a Separate CSR 

04/18/2000 CROOll - LENS Directory Defect 

04/15/2000 CR0026 - NC Code not populating on Tag Loop Order 

March 2000 
03/23/2000 CR0004 - Line Class of Service 

03/01/2000 CROOOl - Room Field Defect 

February 2000 

I999 
02/03/2000 ALL020900-002 6 - Character Yellow Page Heading (YPH) Code 

12/1999 TAG0907990001 - TAG Pre-Order Doc Enhancements 

08/12/1999 LE0812990001 - Error Code List Note Modification 

home about us resources forms customer support help 

Copyright 2000 BellSouth. Al l  Rights Reserved. Legal Authorizations and Notices - 
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Notifications 2000 Change Requests 
News 8 Events 

Markets 

Train in g 

Date Title 

December 
12/18/2000 

12/18/2000 

12/ 18/2 000 

12/18/2000 

12/18/2000 

12/18/2000 

12/14/2000 

12/ l4/2000 

12/12/2000 

12/12/2000 

12/12/2000 

12/12/2000 

12/12/2000 

12/12/2000 

12/12/2000 

12/12/2000 

1 21 12/2 000 

12/12/2000 

12/3 1/2000 

12/11/2000 

12/11/2000 

12/11/2000 

12/11/2000 

12/08/2000 

12/08/2000 

12/05/2000 

12/05/2000 

12/04/2000 

12/04/2000 

CR0247 

CR0246 

CR0245 

CR0229 
tOC 

CR0225 

CR0215 

CR0244 

CR0243 

CR0221 

CR0242 

CR0241 

CR0240 

CR0239 

CR0238 

CR0237 

CR0236 

CR0233 

Reduce Due Date Interval from 5 t o  4 days for SL1 in TAG 

LENS/TAG - Ability t o  view resold/UNE-P CSRs 

LENS/TAG/EDI Manual vs Mechanized Notification 

Enhance Address Validation in LENS/TAG to Allow Creating New 

Notes Added to  the LACT Field in the BBR 

U N E  to UNE Bulk Migrations 

Establish Standard Call Center Measurements 7 Reports for  L C S C  

Class of Service 

Allow User To Populate LQTY in Lens 

Invalid TNs on CSR Defect 

CN returned on incorrect LSR version 

L E N S  Line Class of Service Defect 

LENS Quality of Service Defect 

Provide Separate E-Mail Notification Lists for System Outages 

Modify Due Date calculation mod to process RECTYP M as UNE 

Incorrect calculation of Due Date intervals for PIC/LPIC 

RORD field in LEO listed as unused 

TAG8120003 - Parsed CSR 

CR0218 - ED1 Map Change for Error Text 

CR0201  - Extension of the retirement of  TAG 3.1.1.1 

CR0186 - Interactive Agent TCIP/SSL 

CR0177 - Support Value="D" for Response Type Request (RTR) TAG 

CR0143 - Notification - MDR (Mechanized Disaster Reports) 

CR0015 - ACT of C - Change Basic Class of Service 

CR0014 - Change L E N S  Screen-"Number of Features t o  Add/Change/Delete" 

CR0183 - TAG to display TTRA in IDENT Section for Number Pooling 

CR0014 - Change LENS Screen on Features/Services Section 

CR0235 - Notification to CLECS When A Number Has Been Posted in Error 

CR0234 - Connect Direct Fix Docket NO. 000731-TP 
JMB-Rl9 
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12/04/2000 CR0232 - Alteration to  Business Rules 

12/04/2000 CR0183 - TAG display the l T R A  in unfielded IDENT Section 

I2/01/2000 CR0228 - Provide Business Rules for REQTYP M and E, ACrPlP T 

November 
11/27/2000 CRO223 - LENS ACT of V Defect 

11/21/2000 CRO227 - Stop auto-clarifying on REQTYP M from Resale acct w/MAN FID 

11/21/2000 CR0226 - Calculate Correct Due Date Intervals 

11/21/2000 CRO223 - LENS ACT of V Defect 

11/20/2000 CR0222 - Unknown USOCS 

11/20/2000 CR0209 - Changes to  CCP User Registration Form 

11/20/2000 CR0078 - Extended Loops (EELS) 

11/20/2000 CR0003 - RPON Flow-Through & Electronic Reject 

11/20/2000 ED11215990001 - TN vs RSAG Validation 

11/16/2000 CR0207 - Extension of TAG 3.1.1.1 Sunset Date 

11/13/2000 CR0218 - ED1 Map Change for Error Text 

11/13/2000 EDI030300-001 - CLEC Test Environment 

11/10/2000 CR0184 - Lens-Ability to  View Resold CSR's 

11/08/2000 CR0213 - LENS/LCSC discrepancies on Directory Listings 

f 1/08/2000 CRO2l l  - Different information displayed on TAG than LENS 

11/08/2000 CR0210 - LENS generating an error on LNA=G when OTN is poputated 

11/08/2000 CK0208 - TAG 2.2.x not processing Digital Loop Orders 

11/08/2000 ED11215990001 - TN vs RSAG Validation 

11/07/2000 CR0176 - Allow PIC & LPIC to  be Submitted as "No Change" 

3 1/07/2000 TAG0812990001 - Provide CFA via Pre-Order 

11/06/2000 CR0201 - Extension of the Release of TAG 3.1.1.1 

11/06/2000 CR0196 - Allow Changes in Directory Deliveries - LENS99 

October 
10/27/2000 CR0190 - RSAG Address vs. CSR Address 

10/27/2000 CR0130 - LESOG not responding to "C" order adding line & features 

10/27/2000 CROllO - LESOG not populating ZNEA & ZNHC on ACT of N or  C 

10/27/2000 CR0050 - LENS 6.3 - # of directories for white & yellow pages 

10/27/2000 CR0181 - Add Grid Values for Disconnect Nbr Field in TAG 

10/27/20OO CR0180 - API Reference Guide Recommendations-CLEC Notif 

10/27/2000 CR0179 - TAG Navigator to  CORBA Bridge 

10/27/2000 CR0178 - Provide Solicitated Notifications in TAG 

10/26/2000 CR0206 - LNP Qualifier Defect 

10/24/2000 CR0040 - Order Tracking Request 

10/24/2000 CR0038 - TOS Field on ReqTyp 3 

10/24/2000 CR0029 - Partial Migration of UNE Loops 

10/24/2000 CR0016 - SI Enhancement for SL1, SL2, DSO, DS1 and E D N  

10/24/2000 CROOO2 - Pre-Order/Order Business Rule Discrepancies 

10/24/2000 ED10812990007 - Use of LEAN/LEATN Fields 

10/24/2000 ED10812990004 - Change Main Account Number 

~ o c k e t  No. 000731-TP 

Page 13 of 29 
10/24/2000 ED10812990005 - Handling of Remaining Service JMB-Rlg 

10/23/2000 CR0194 - Missing Interval  Guide for Port/Loop Combos (UNE-P) 
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10/23/2000 

10/23/2000 

10/16/2000 

1 O/ 16/2 000 

1 o/ 12/2 000 
1 o/ 3 0/2000 

10/09/2000 

10/06/2000 

10/05/2000 

f0/05/2000 

10/05/2000 

10/05/2000 

1 O/ 0 5/ 2000 

10/05/2000 

10/05/2000 

10/05/2000 

10/05/2000 

10/04/2000 

1 0/0 3/2 000 

10/03/2000 

10/03/2000 

CR0151 - Error Code Defect 

CR0135 - Merging of Accounts 

CR0165 - Discrepancies in BellSouth Guidetines - LNUM Field on Loop 
Service Page 

CR0143 - Notification of Mechanized Disaster Reports 

CRO198 - Increase Transaction Size Limit 

CR0197 - Remove LOCNUM from LNA Charts in the BBR-LO 

CR0104 - Lens Large Account Inquiry 

CROOZO - View Multiple CSRs Simultaneously 

CR0139 - Update TAG API to  Better Relate to  Pre-Order Rules 

CR0053 - Improvements to  the BBR-LO 

CR0160 - Flow Through for ReqTyp BB, ACT P & Q for Loop w/LNP 

CR0149 - Modify & Resend FOCs & Clarifrcations 

CR0137 - Flow Through for ReqTyp CB, A C T  P & Q for LNP 

CR0096 - LENS Enhancement - Add New Listings 

CR0088 - Mech of Unbundled Network Terminating Wire (UNTW) 

CR0085 - Web-based LSR 

CR0031 - Ability t o  Change Listing Account in LENS 

CR0171 - Baseline Change Control Document 

CR0127 - Provide Pending Service Order for CSR via TAG 

CROfl3 - LENS Inquiry - View Customer Record 

CROlOl - ED1 Pre-Ordering 

September 
09/28/2000 CROl52 - Electronic Ordering of Payphone Service Orders 

09/28/2000 CR0146 - Defautt the Listed TN 

09/28/2000 CR0145 - Remove a Tn  from a LENS LSR 

09/28/2000 CR0144 - Add LSR Codes in LENS 

09/26/2000 CR0166 - Cable ID Defect 

09/25/2000 CR0169 - Number Conservation Rules for Number Pooling 

09/25/2000 CR0030 - UNE t o  UNE Migrations 

09/18/2000 CR0158 - Already pending error message on LSRs 

09/18/2000 CR0157 - Need to handle HTG USOCs for all calling plans on Port/Loop 
Combos 

09/12/2000 CR0132 - Fielded Completion 

09/07/2000 CR0133 - Migration OF UNE-P 

09/07/2000 CR0105 - Drop the RES ID Requirement For xDSL Order 

09/04/2000 CR0154 - Missing Completion Notices Defect 

August 
o ~ ~ 2 s ~ 2 0 0 0  CR0142 - Remove business reference for RCFRE, RCFRF, RCFRG, RCFRN in 

Docket No. 000731-TP LEO-IG 

JMB-Rlg 
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08/17/2000 CR0128 - Loop/Port Combo for Res/Bus Lines 

08/09/2000 CR0080 - LESOG Failing to  issue Port Loop Combo correctly 

July 
07/28/2000 CROlOO - TAG Failing t o  accurately calculate Due Dates on Deny/Restor 

07/28/2000 CROlll - UNE Cannot Generate Class of Svc. USOC Error 

h t tp : //uww. inter come c ti on. be 11 south . com/m ark e t s/l ec/c c p-1 ive/c c p-c cm-2 0 0 0 c r . h t ml 12/20/2000 



07/17/2000 CR0099 - Order  MA'd and Service O r d e r  Info Deleted 

07/17/2000 CR0098 - Re-Calculate Due Date Intervals 

June 
06/29/2000 CROOl2 - TAFl Functionality via ECTA Interface 

06/27/2000 ORD030200-001 - UNE VIA A S R 2 l  

06/20/2000 CR0079 - TAG Requiring INIT on ReqType A 

06/20/2000 CR0074 - TAG Requiring e n d u s e r  address in error 

May 
05/19/2000 CR0049 ~ LENS TNs o n  Bulk Orders 

April 

January 

home . about u s  resources  forms customer support  help 
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Interconnection 

I Products 8 Services 

I Network Information 

Notifications 

i News 8 Events 

Markets 

1 Training 
I 
i 

> Cancelled Change Requests >> 

~ ~ 

December 2000 
22/18/2000 '30156 - Connect:Direct Request 

12/12/2000 CR0065 - LENS 6.3 Tutorial 

12/11/2000 CR0217 - CSR With 888 USOC 

November 2000 
11/27/2000 CR0231 - Inabil ity t o  view order statuses for UNE-P Conversions in CSOTS 

11/16/2000 CR0192 - Pre-Order/Firm Order Data f lement  Inconsistencies-TCIF 9 

11/15/2000 CR0059 - 45 day TN Reservation 

11/14/2000 CR0212 - Response on Size Limitation Limit 

11/14/2000 CRO202 - Sup t o  Cancel Defect Request 

11/14/2000 CR0185 - TAG/COF Lead Project Mgr Role Change Request 

11/14/2000 CR0175 - TAG CLEC Test Environment Application Support 

11/14/2000 CR0174 - CR LOG - Reference to  Application and Release Number 

11/14/2000 CR0173 - Tables in BBR-LO Ref Applicability to TAG Releases 

11/14/2000 CR0023 - 055'99 Ordering Guidelines 

11/14/2000 CR0008 - YPQW/WPQrY (Iss 7) REQTYP E Reject Code must be 2 numerics 

October 2000 
10/27/2000 

l0/25/2000 

10/16/2000 

10/16/2000 

1 O/ 1 6/2 00 0 

1 O/ 16/2 00 0 

1 O/ 16/2000 

1 O/ 1 6/2 000 

10/16/2000 

1 o/ 10/2000 

10/09/2000 

10/09/2000 

10/09/20 00 

10/06/2000 

10/06/2000 

10/06/2000 

10/06/2000 

1 O/  06/2 00 0 

CR0093 - Electronic Change Notifications 

CR0095 - ECTA-Attribute Validation 

CR0123 - LENS Application Enhancement 

CR0107 - Documentation Defect 

CR0070 - Call Forwarding USOC Defect 

CR0066 - Invalid USOC for Basic Class of Service / CREX7/TN 

CR0051 - LENS application defect 

CR0039 - FOC not populating order number on Port Order 

CR0018 - USOC Segmentation Request 

CR0087 - "C" Order Process for UNE-P 

CR0138 - Fielded Completion Notices 

CR0027 - Displaying Directory Information on FOC 

CR0044 - LENS Application Enhancement 
Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 16 of 29 
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ORD032700-001 - Post-FOC Clarification 

CR0155 - Ringmaster Defect 

CROl2 l  - Discrepancies in BellSouth Guidelines - CG LSOR-002 

CROl2O - SOCS RT60 Invalid NPA NXX for Routing Sub 001 

CR0114 - TN Reservation Defect 

http://~~.interconnectjon.bellsouth.com/markets/lec/ccp_live/ccp - can-cha-reqhtml 12/20/2000 



U 

30/06/2000 CR0103 - 
10/06/2000 CR0097 - 

10/06/2000 CR0072 - 
10/06/2000 CR0013 - 
10/06/2000 CR0056 - 

Disconnect of Port Loop Combo going into RECYCLE 

LENS Defect 

LEO not pulling BAN1 from the SO 

Date Sent/Century Defect (EDI) 

Invalid Sup, Subscription version defect 

September 2000 
09/1 l/2000 CR0033 - ED1 Multiple ReqTyp Enhancement 

09/07/2000 CR0140 - Update the Due Date Calculation Tables 

August 2000 
08/04/2000 CR0046 - ED1 Reject Process Modification 

08/01/2000 CROO.52 - WSOP Field Requirements 

July 2000 
07/28/2000 

0 7/ 2 8/2 000 

07/28/2000 

07/ 2 8/ 2 0 00 

07/28/2000 

07/ 2 8/ 2000 

07/2 8/2 000 

07/2 8/2 0 0 0 

07/28/2000 

07/28/2000 

07/ 2 8/2 000 

07/2 8/2 00 0 

07/28/2000 

07/28/2000 

07/28/2000 

07/2 8/2 000 

07/2 8/20 00 

07/28/2000 

07/2 8/ 20 00 

07/28/2000 

07/ 2 8/2 000 

07/28/2000 

07/28/2000 

07/28/2000 

0 7/2 8/20 00 

07/28/2000 

07/28/2000 

07/28/2000 

ED10812990002 - Pre-Order Digital Loop Qual. ED1 & TAG 

ED10812990006 - Mechanization of XDSL Loops 

SOT011200-001 - Remarks Section Added to Svc. Order Tracking System 

TAC030900~001  - LNA of V Functionality - Pre OSS'99 

EDI030200-001 - Modify Line Activities to Align with Industry Guidelines 

CR0005 - 
CR0009 - 

CROOlO - 
CR0017 - 
CR0025 - 
CR0028 - 

(30032 - 

CR0034 - 
CR0035 - 
CR0036 * 

CR0037 - 

CR0041 - 
CR0042 - 
CR0043 - 
CR0048 - 

CR0057 - 
CR0058 - 
CR0063 - 

CR0069 - 
CR0083 - 
CR0086 - 
CR0094 - 
CR0103 - 

TAG Pre-Order Test 

Expand CLLI Code in the AVQ in TAG Pre-Order 

TAG Pre-Order unstable results 

Invalid TOS 

Clarification on ATN Usage Rules 

LS02 & LSOG 4 Differences 

TR Reservation 

Act. Code "T" (EUMI Fjeld) 

O n e  Page Sup for DD Changes 

Transfer of Call Options - INP REQTYP B 

Introduction of AIN Internet Call Waiting 

Documentation of Interface Changes and Releases 

Open IWBAN Field on the EU Form 

Conversion As-Is Error - Invalid USOC 

Fields that cannot be changed on a Supp. 

ED1 Issue 9 PON Cancelled on Port/Loop Combo 

Fraud Management Process 

Memory Call-Forwarding Number 

Reserving Telephone Numbers 

Customer Service Record Error Message 

EELS via ASR 

TAGGOlSVAL REFNUM=CFA FORMAT INVALID 

Disconnect of Port/Loop Combo into RECYCLE 

home about us resources forms customer support help 

Docket NO. 000731-TP 
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@ BELLSOUTH 

DATE: 

MEETING: 

PURPOSE: 

Change Control Process 
Release 8.0 Package Meeting 

September 18,2000 

Release 8.0 Package Meeting 

Review Proposed Release 8.0 Scope 

ATTENDEES 
Lomine Watson - 
WoridCom 
Sandy Evans, Sprint 
Jill Williamson - AT&T 
Woody Roe, Albion 
Connect 
Steve Murray, Rhythms 
Shamone Stapler, ITC- 
Deltacom 
Mary Conquest, ITC - 
Del tacom 
Brenda Files - BST 

Kevin McCall - BST 

AGENDA 

Agenda 

Peggy Rehm - Nightfire 

Rae Dupanv - Mpower 
Eric Lee - KPMG 
Cassandra Daniels - BST 
Mary Ruffin - BST 
Tyra Hush - WorldCom 

Frank Burkhalter - 
Ce Ilular XL 
Kim Gillette - 
Quin tessmt 
Brenda Jones. BST 

Valerie Cottingham - BST 
Steve Hancock - BST 
Cheryl Storey - BST 
Kimberly Cochran - KPMG 

Brian Rutter - KPMG 
James Hunter .- KPMG 

Rick Woodhouse - KPMG 

Bill Wahl - KPMG 

Kate Cooper - Eftia 

Discuss Release 8.0 scope, Identify Release Managers and discuss disposition of non- 
scheduled change requests 

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 1 of 4 
JMB-R20 
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. .  . . .  ! Proposed 
1 Release 8.0 & 
8.1 Scope 

Opening ‘ I  

0 9 m o  

The BCCM opened the meeting and covered the items we wefe to accomplish on this conference 
call: 

IdentifL Release Managers 
Discuss scope for Release 8.0, which is targeted for 11/18/00 

Discuss disposition of non-scheduled change requests 
Purpose of 9/27 Change Review Meeting 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  . . . . . .  .I . . . .  
. . 

. .  - .: 
-. .” . . -  . . . _  I ’  * . - .  

. ; . .  , 

A t  the 6/28/00 Change Review ‘Meeting, pending change requests were ranked to obtain input for 
Release 8.0. The final ranking was provided to BellSouth IT to perform analysis, impact, sizing 
and estimating activities. Based on capacity and resources, the following proposed release 8.0 
scope was developed and distributed to the CLEC community: 

Release 8.0 - Target Implementation Date 1 111 8/00 

CR003O - UNE to UNE Migrations 
ED102090O-00 1 - Electronically Order Routing to OS/DA 
CR0045 - Conversion As Is - Strip Non-Resellable USOCs 
CROOI 5 - ACT of C - Change Basic Class of Service 
CROOl4 - For Change Orders, Change Verbiage on LENS Screen to Read “Number of Features to 
AdcVDelete” vs “Number of Features to Add” 

Release 8. I Target Impiementation Date 12/9/00 Docket: No. 000731-TP 
JMB-R20 

ED1030300-001 CLEC Test Environment Page 2 of 4 

Change Control advised that this is not the final scope for Release 8.0. BellSouth is still pursing 
the inclusion of additional features in the scope and should have this information by no later than 
Thursday, September 2 1. 

The BellSouth Release Manareers for Release 8.0 are Brenda Jones and Kevin McCall. 

Ordering Category: 

Rank # I - CLEC Test Environment - Targeted for Release 8.1 oil 12/9/00 
Rank # 2 - UNE to UNE Migrations - Targeted for Release 8.0 on 1 1/18/00 
Rank # 3 - Extended Loops - to be included with other 3 19 products targeted for implementation 

late 2001. Change Control is further investigating if EELS can be worked prior to the 
other 3 19 products. 

Rank # 4 - 4 1 I Drops - The process for handling 41 I drops will be documented. If a listing drops 
out of 41 IDA, CLEC should call the LCSC to report the drop. The LCSC retrieves the 
LSR to investigate cause of error. I f  determined to be a BST error, it is corrected 
immediately, no additional paperwork is required. If CLEC error, CLEC will need to 
resubmit LSR. The process for handling 41 1 drops is in parity with our retail 
operations. Jil l  (ATBtT) mentioned that she was also requesting an electronic means to 
submit 41 1 drops in lieu of calling or sending in a spreadsheet (batch). Change Control 
is in the process of investigating a standard process for CLECs to use to report 41 1 
drops in batch, if they do not want to call the LCSC. 

Rank # 5 - WON Business Rules & Electronic Reject - Further defined WON business rules 
were provided in the 8/3 1/00 BelISouth Business Rules-Local Ordering (BBR-LO) 
update. The CR for WON (CR0003) was recently modified to also indude the 
functionality of flow-through for RPON’d orders. This is  currently being evaluated to 

CCP Wtut 8.0 Package Mating 9~18vpm.doc 
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determine if it can be included in Release 8.0 scope. 
Rank # 6 - TN vs RSAG Validation - This CR requests BST to reiax address validation edits for 

Changes, Conversions, Suspends, Restores. For non-LNP orders, edits have been 
relaxed. For LNP orders, the end user information is needed to ensure the end user is 
within the Toll Message Rate Center (TMRC). Change Control is currently in the 
process of investigating questions regarding this request from AT&T- The LNP 
questions should be addressed by the S M E  at the 9/27 meeting. 

Rank # 7 - Order Tracking Request - still being considered for Release 8.0 scope. 
Rank # 8 - Electronic Order Routing to OSDA - Targeted for Release 8.0 on 1 111 8/00. 
Tyra (WorldCom) questioned the process for requesting OSIDA routing for other CLECs. Jill 
(AT&T) and Tyra (WorIdCom) stated this functionality should not have to be prioritized again for 
other CLECs. Change Coiitrol advised that in the case of selective routing, each individual 
customer must go through CCP and the process of setting up what they want and how they want it, 
including whether they want to order it manually versus electronically. Because of the unique 
characteristics built into what each customer actually may order, that is why it is done on a case-by 
case basis. Change Control to address (see Action Items). 
Rank # 9 - Handling of Remaining Service - stilt being considered for Release 8.0 scope 
Rank # 10 - Partial Migration of UNE Loops - still being considered for Release 8.0 scope 

The following Change Requests were added to the proposed Release 8.0 scope because they are 
not labor intensive: 

Rank # 15 - ACT of C - Change Basic Class of Service in LENS 
Rank # 16 - Conversion As Is - Strip Non-ReselJable USOCs 
Rank # 18 - Change Verbiage on LENS Screen 

The foIlowing summary was provided by Change Control regarding the 6/28/00 Ranking for the 
Pre-Order i ng Category: 

Rank # 1 - Parsed CSR - will begin jointly addressing at Z 0/3/00 conference call. Based on the 
complexity of CLEC requirements, Parsed CSR could possibIy be implemented with Release 10.0 
in May 2001. 
Rank # 2 - Provide CFA & NCNCI Codes - need new TAG platform before this CR can be 
worked. 
Rank # 3 - SI Enhancement for SLl, SL2, DSO, DSI and lSDN - need new TAG platform before 
this CR can be worked. 
Rank # 4 - View Multiple CSRs Simultaneously - need new TAG platform before this CR can be 
worked, 
Rank # 5 - DispIay Enhanced MemoryCall Access Number - Implemented with Release 7.0 on 
8/12/00. 

A TAG representative will participate in the 9/27/00 Change Review Meeting. BellSouth indicatec 
that Release Management would represent iT at the Change Review Meeting on 9/27/00. 

09/22/00 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
JMB-R20 
Page 3 of 4 
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Docu mentation ‘T 
. .  

Disposition of 
Non- 
Scheduled 
Change 

Rank # 1 - Pre-OrddOrder Field Discrepancies - (under the Documentation category on the 
6/28/00 Ranking List-however, this CR will also require a coding change) - still being coasiderec 
for Release 8.0 scope. 

Change Control questioned if the CLECs wanted to change the process of how non-scheduled 
change requests are handled. The former EICCP and the current CCP state that non-scheduled 
items go back to Ste 4 as Input to the Next Change Review Meeting. The process also reflects thc 

Request List, was sized but not scheduled for a release and has cycled through the process N 
number of times. 

. . . .  ... . . . . . .  . . .  . .  .. . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  :-..--*. I ..:. .._ ; . . . - I - ,  -: . .  . . . . . . . . .  . : . I .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  . :  . . . .  - . . a * _  . . . . . .  - _ _  ....- ....... . . . .  a ” - . ’ -  ;&. :.-.*- - . - -75 -  ..:I * .  . 
- .  

. . . . .  
. . _” .  ...:,. 2 . ” .  - . . .  . .. . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  

.._. - . - . : . . : :  . .” -_  .” . - . -.. - ~ 
-. . .  I- 

“PN” status (P l=2n B time through process). “PN” indicates a CR has reached the Candidate 

It was suggested by the CLECs that BellSouth provide the IT work effort for each change request 
and then the determination could be made as to the disposition of each non-scheduled change 
request. 

BST committed to have the work effort for IT from Encore by Friday, September 22. 

CLECs also suggested that BST implement more frequent refeases. . 

the end of September and the 1st week of October. A conference call will be held to review the 
user recluirements with the CLEC communitv. 

to prioritize requests for Release 9.0 in January, 200 1 ,  but also for Release 10 targeted for the end 
of May, 2001 Release 9.0 is going to include the Number Pooling mandate, which will be 
fbnneling through Change Control. Thus, system capacity may be limited. 

The Change Review Package will be distributed to the CLEC community on September 20. An 
amendment will be sent on September 22 after the Release 8.0 conference call. 

22 at 1O:OO AM Eastern. The conference bridge is 205/969-4215 access code 9276. - 
I. Owner - BellSouth 
OS/DA Routing - Determine process for other CLECs to utilize if interested in selective routing. 

2. Owner - BellSouth 
Coding changes - 30 days not sufficient time for CLECs to make coding changes, need the 
business rules sooner. 30 days is sufticient for M&P changes only. Depends on size of release as 
to amount of advance notice needed. 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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----- Original Message----- 
From: Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Change.Control@bridge.bellsouth.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2000 5 : 4 8  PM 
To: bhamilton@idstelcom.com; bwellman@idstelcom.com; 
david.burley@wcom.com; generalg@cris.com; Jane.Hunter@mail.sprint.com; 
Mae.Means@mail.sprint.com; rlthompson@xo.com; ronald.l.thompson@xo.com; 
sangelo@bellsouth.net; SLively@trivergent.com; Tyra.Hush@wcom.com; 
wolfsbrg@cris.com 
S u b j e c t :  Ten ta t ive  Parsed CSR Implementation Schedule 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
JMB-R21 
Page 1 of 3 



Tentative.txt 
Parsed CSR Sub Team,  

Attached is the tentative implementation schedule for the Parsed 
C S R  change request. 
possible. 

We are working to bet te r  the dates if at all 

We p l a n  to have the responses to the outstanding action items to 
you by no later than Friday, December 8. 

Just a reminder to l e t  us know by Wednesday, December 6 if you 
concur with the updated requirements we distributed on 11/21 or 
if you have any questions/comments. The final CLEC Parsed CSR 
requirements will be shared with the CLEC community for feedback 
once the Sub Team has completed their review. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks,  

Cheryl S t o r e y  
Change Control Team 
205-321-2113 

Page 1 Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 2 of 3 
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@ BELLSOUTH 
TENTATIVE PARSED CSR 

IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE 

12/22/2000 
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1 Bradbury,J M (Jay) - LGA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

jrwilliamson@att. com 
Friday, June 30, 2000 1253 PM 
sr271 lib@lga.att.com; bradbury@att.com 
FW: Mechanization Project 

MECH DOC 

----- O r i g i n a l  Message----- 
From: Mcallorum, K P ( K e v i n ) ,  NCAM 
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2000 9:ll AM 
To: Williamson, J i l l  R, NCAM 
S u b l e c t :  FW: Mechanization P r o j e c t  

----- Original Message----- 
From: Beverly.Sheltonwilliams@br-dge.bellsouth.com 
[mailto:Beverly.Sheltonwilliams@bridge.bel~south.com~ 
S e n t :  Friday, June 09, 2000 3 : 2 0  PM 
To: Mcallorum, K P (Kevin) , NCAM 
Cc: Cheryl.Rlchardson@bridge.bellsouth.com 
S u b j e c t :  Mechanization Project 

Kevin, 

Please  f i n d  a t t a c h e d  a copy of the minutes from today's mechanizatlon 
meeting. 

If any changes or additions need to be made, please do so by cob on T u e s d a y ,  
June 1 3 .  

Beverly 

1 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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BellSouth AT&T Account Team/AT&T Mechanization Meeting 
June 9.2000 

Attendees: 

Kevin McAllorum- AT&T 
Cheryl fichardson - BellSouth - AT&T Account Tam 
Beverly Shelton-Williams- BellSouth - AT&T Account Team 

Today's meeting was designed to discuss the joint mechanization project between 
BellSouth's AT&T Account Team and AT&T. For the purpose of this project the sub- 
team will primarily focus on those components associated with the analysis. design. and 
vaIidation phase. 

Kevin will provide a copy of the updated project pian to the Account Team by close of 
business on Monday. June 12. 

Beverly will provide a copy of the flow through matrix for Issue 9 to AT&T by close of 
business on Friday, June 16. 

Docket No. 000731 -TP 
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Bradbury,J M (Jay) - LGA 

From: jrwilliamson@att.com 
Sent: 
To: sr271 lib@tga.att.com; bradbury@att.com 

Friday, June 30,2000 1253 PM 

Subject: Fw. 

f lowThrough 

Project mpp 

> ----- Origlnal Message----- 
> From: Mcallorum, K F ( K e v i n ) ,  NCAM 
> S e n t :  Monday, June 12, 2000 10:51 AM 
> To: Willlamson, J i l l  R, NCAM 
> S u b j e c t :  
> 
> <<FlowThrough P r o j e c t  .mpp>> 
> Updatea p r o j e c t  plan. 
> 
> Kevin P McAllorum 
> OSS Manager 
> AT&T Local Service and Access Management 
> ( 4 0 4 )  810-6923 
> 1-800-258-0000 Pin # 2589095  
> kmcallorum@att.com 
> 
> 

1 
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BradburyJ M (Jay) - LGA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

jrwilliamson@att.com 
Friday, June 30,2000 1257 PM 
gpterry@att.com; edwardgibbs@att.com; crafton@att. com; sr27 1 li b@lga. att. com, 
bradbury@att.com; eppsteiner@att.com; bettybarrett@att.com; mrule@att.com; 
ktimmons@att.com; grady@att.com; katherinegrabil@att.com; mlacy@att.com; 
bseigler@att.com; vctate@att.com 
FW: Flow Through Matrix 

Importance: High 

REOACSFT PPT 

All, 

Attached is BellSouth's flow-through matrix for 0.5.5'99 (Issue 9 ) .  We will 
use this document to begin facilitating t h e  flow-through of additional orde r  
types w i t h  BellSouth. If you have any  questions, please let us know.  

Jill 

----- Original Message----- 
From: Bever ly .She l tonwi l l i ams@br idge .be l l sou th . com 
[mailto:Beverly.Sheltonwilliams@bridge.bel~south.com] 
S e n t :  F r i d a y ,  June 30, 2000 1 0 : 2 9  AM 
To: Williamson, Jill R, NCAM; Mcallorum, K P (Kevin), NCAM 
Subjec t :  Flow Through Matrix 
Importance: High 

Jill and Kevin, 

Please  f i n d  a t t a c h e d  a copy of the f l o w  through matrix. 

Beverly 

1 
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Bradbury,J M (Jay) - LGA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

jwiliiamson @ a t  com 
Monday, August 02, 1999 12142 PM 
augier@att.com; bradbury@att.com; sr271 lib@lga.att.com 
FW: BST Mechanization Project 

!!!I 
systems mechamzallon 

As FYI 

> From: Williamson, J i l l  R, NCAM 
> Sent: Monday, August 02, 1999 9 : 5 8  AM 
> To: 
> Timothy E (Tim), NLSOP; H i l l ,  James S (Jim), NCAM 
> S u b j e c t :  BST Mechanization Project 
> 
> I ' m  working w i t h  B e l l S o u t h  t o  improve on the mechanization and f l o w  
> t h r o u g h  of orders and have  developed a matrix to categorize orders. 
> a t t a c h e d  sheet is my f i r s t  draft and I'd l i k e  your input p r i o r  to my 
> sharlng it with BellSouth. 

> I ' v e  attempted to capture all of the types of orders we send or w i l l  send 
> to BellSouth post OSS'99. 
> corrections or additions you can make would be h e l p f u l .  
> your feedback as soon as possible. 

> Jill 
> <<systems mechanization>> 

Seigler, Bernadette M, NLSOP; Lacy, Michael L, LSOP LSBM; Tweedle, 

The 

> 

I'd l i k e  to get as detailed as possible, so any 
I'd appreciate 

> 

> 

1 
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AT&T 5ELLSOUTH MECHANlZATlON PROJECT 

Fully CLEC CLEC Manual; CLEC Manual; 
Electronic Electronic; Could be Sent Cannot be Sent 

BST Partially Electronically Electronically 
Mechanized 

Directory Listing Orders 
New Directory Listing 1 
Change Main Listing 2 A 

Add Additional Listing 
Delete Additional tistina 

1 
1 ~- - ~ Y 

Delete Listing Account 
Delete and Add Additional Listing 

ILNP Orders I 1 I I 1 

1 

- I 

Port a block of 20 DID numbers 
Port <I= 50 TNs 
Port > 50 TNs 

1 

Full Migration of a BST Account 
Partial Migration of a BST Account 
r I 

1 
1 

LNP wlDirectory Listing Orders 

Port <i= 50 TNs wlsimple DL 
Port a b!ock of 20 DID numbers w/simple DL 

I 

Port > 50 TNs w/simDle DL I I I I I 

1 

r 1 1 

Full Migration of a BST Account w/simple DL 1 1 
Partial Migration of a BST Account wlsimple DL 
Port a block of 20 DID numbers w/comptex DL 
Port </= 50 TNs w/complex DL 
Port > 50 TNs wicomplex DL 
Full Migration of a BST Account wkomplex DL 
Partial Migration of a BST Account wlcomplex DL 

I 

hNP Orders I I I I 1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 A 

Port a block of 20 DID numbers 
Port e/= 50 TNs 
Port > 50 TNs 
Full Migration of a BST Account 
Partial Migration of a BST Account 

ILoop Orders I 1 1 I 1 
I 

> 14 SLl Loops 
<= 14 S U  Loops 
>14 SL2 Loops 
<= 14 DSO Loom 

I I 

> I4  DSO Loops 
<= 14 DSI Loops 
>14 DS1 LOODS IC= 14 lSDN BRI L o o ~ s  

I I I I 
I I I I I 

1’14 lSDN BRI LOOPS 
I I I f 

1 I I I 1 
I I I I I 

systems mechanization.xls 
Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Fully 
Electronic 

Loop Orders with LNP 
e= 14 SL1 LOOPS w/LNP 

CLEC CLEC Manual; 
Electronic; Could be Sent 

BST Partially Electronically 
Mec han ked 

CL€C Manuat; 
Cannot be Sent 
Electronically 

> 14 SL1 Loops w/LNP 
<= 14 SL2 Loops w/LNP 
>I4 SL2 Loops w/LNP 
<= 14 DSO Loops w/LNP 
>14 DSO Loops w/LNP 
<= 14 DSI LOOPS w/LNP 
> I4  DS1 Loops w/LNP 
== 14 ISDN BRI Loops w/LNP 
> I 4  lSDN BRI Loops w/LNP 

I I 

I 

Loop Orders with LNP and Directory Listings 
<= 14 SL1 Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
> I 4  SL1 Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
<= 14 SL2 Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
>I4 SL2 Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
<= 14 DSO Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
4 4  DSO Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
<= 14 DS1 Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
> I4  DS1 Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
<= 14 ISDN BRI Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
>I4 iSDN BRI Loops w/LNP and simple DL 
<= 14 SL1 Loops w/LNP and complex DL 
> 14 SL1 Loops wlLNP and complex DL 
<= 14 SL2 Loops w/LNP and complex DL 
>I4 513 Loops w/LNP and complex DL 
c= 14 DSO Loops w/LNP and complex DL 
>14 DSO Loops w/LNP and complex DL 
<= 14 DSI Loops w/LNP and complex DL 
=-14 DS1 LOOPS w/LNP and comdex DL 

Other 
RPON'd Orders 
LNP Port from <=4 non-complex BST accounts to one 
AT&T account 
LNP Port from >4 non-complex BST accounts to one 
AT&T account 
LNP Port from >1 complex BST account to one AT&T 
account 
1NP Port from many BST accounts to one ATBT account 

I I I I 

<= 14 ISDN BRI Loops w/LNP and comPlex DL I I I I I 

2+ 

1 

2+ 

2+ 
2+ 

systems mechanization.xls 
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Please define the fallowing tams: 

Complex Order: An order fat a ccnnplac scryicc. 

"Project Mansgod": The act of fiandting a project. 

. -  
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an mr-fiet order nor to flow through, e g quantity, partial migrations, ctc ? If so, please 
provide all such reasons See the mcrfrix 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

PLACE : Dobbs Building,  Raleigh, N o r t h  C a r o l i n a  

DATE: August 2, 2000 

TIME IN SESSION: 9:00 a . m .  - 1:05 p . m .  

BEFORE: Chair Jo Anne Sanford, Presiding 
Commissioner Ralph A. Hunt 
Commissioner Judy Hunt 
Commissioner William R. Pittman 
Commissioner J. Richard Conder 
Commissioner Robert V.  Owens, 
Commissioner Sam J. Ervin, IV 

Jr . 

m THE MATTER OF: 
Docket Number P-140, Sub 73 

and Docket  Number P-646, Sub 7 .  

ATbT Communications and TCG of the Carolina's 
Arbitration w i t h  BellSouth Telecommunications. 

VOLUME 4 

A P P E A R A N C E S :  

FOR AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, XNC.: 

J i m  Lamoureux, Senior Attorney 
Suzanne Ockleberry 
1200 Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

Marsha E. Rule, Senior Attorney  
101 North Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Margaret Rhodes 
McKenna b Cuneo 
1900 K Street 
Washington, DC 20006 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

0 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

APPEARANCES CONTINUED 

FOR BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.: 

Edward L. Rankin, 111, General Counsel 
Post O f f i c e  Box 30188 
Charlotte, North Carolina 23230 

Doug Lackey 
Kip Edenfield 
675 West Peachtree Street, N.E. #4300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30375 

FOR THE U S I N G  AND CONSUMING PUBLIC: 

Lucy E. Edmondson, S t a f f  Attorney 
Public Staff  - N.C. U t i l i t i e s  Commission 
Post Office Box 24520 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27626-0520 

22 

23 

24 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

I N D E X  O F  E X A M I N A T I O N S  

ALPHONSO J. VARNER (Continued Examination) 
Cross (Ms. Ockleberry) 
Cross (Ms. Edmondson) 

DAVID P. SCOLLARD 
P r e f i l e d  Testimony 
Direct (Mr .  Rankin) 
Cross (Ms. Ockleberry) 
Cross (Ms. Edmondson) 

RONALD M. PATE 
Prefiled Testimony 
Direct (Mr. Edenfield) 
Cross (Ms. Rule) 
Cross (Ms. Edmondson) 
Redirect (Mr. Edenfield) 

W. KEITH MILLNER 
Prefiled Testimony 
Direct (Mr. Edenfield) 
Cross (Mr. Lamoureux) 

E X H I B I T S  I D E N T I F I E D  

16 
Exhibit DPS-1 

17 Exhibits RMP-1 through RMP-18 
Pate Cross Exhibit 1 

18 Fate Cross Exhibit 2 
Pate Cross Exhibit 3 

19 Exhibits WKM-1 through WKM-7 

20 

21 E X H I B I T S  A D M I T T E D  

22 
Exhibits AJV-1 t h r o u g h  AJV-3 

Fate Cross Exhibits 1 and 2 

Exhibits WIG!-1 through WKM-7 

23 Exhibit DPS-1 

24 Exhibits RMP-1 through RMP-18 

PAGE 

4 
8 

21 
33 
37 
40 

43 
150 
159 
233 
242 

249 
317 
324 

PAGE 
33 
150 
173  
1 7 7  
178 
317 

PAGE 
19 
4 2  

24 8 
247 
34 2 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 4  

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

didn't make assumptions, you a c t u a l l y  had the actual  

data, it's a different result. He doesn't have full 

knowledge of t h i s  information. 

Q. And the significance of that different r e s u l t  is 

what? 

A. Is I see no significance in Mr. Bradbury's 

analysis. 

Q. I guess I don't understand why you took the time 

to debunk it then. 

A.  Because M r l  Bradbury took the t i m e - t o  put it in 

his deposition or -- excuse me, not his deposition, h i s  

testimony, and I had to respond to it. 

Q. I'd l i k e  to direct your a t t e n t i o n  to, I guess, a 

customer service assistant sitting in front of the ROS 

interface. 

A. Okay. Excuse me one second. I'm going to t r y  to 

get myself a little organized up here. L e t  me 

straighten up the desk here. 

Q. Surec take all the time you need. 1'11 do the 

same. 

A. Thank you. I'm ready. 

Q. Can you -- while the customer service assistant is 

s i t t i n g  in f r o n t  of ROS, can you t e l l  me any service 

t h a t  that BellSouth representative can't t y p e  in 

NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION Docket No. 000731-TP 
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1 information and get an order out the other end, any 

2 

3 information for? 

service or element that  t h e y  can't use ROS to enter 

A. 

cannot t y p e  in in a sales  service order SOCS acceptable 

I am not aware of any service element t h a t  t h e y  4 

5 

6 format. 

7 Q. Okay. And they can do t h a t  even for complex 

orders, correct? a 

9 A. Yes, j u s t  like DOE is u t i l i z e d  in the LCSC. 

10 Q. That's assuming that all the appropriate manual 

11 

12 A. Yes. 

w o r k  has been done, r i g h t ?  

13 Q. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 don't I? 

And perhaps beating a dead horse here, if I'm the 

customer service rep, I'm sitting in f r o n t  of ROS, I've 

entered i n  t he  i n f o m a t i o n  and the order comes out in 

SOCS, I have available to me other databases t h a t  have 

been populated by the one act of entering information, 

19 A. Y e s ,  you do, just  l i k e  the CLECs do. They have 

20 access to the same databases. 

21 Q. 

22 BellSouth does, do they? 

B u t  they don't have it in their own databases l i k e  

23 A .  No, they're responsible for their databases. 

24 Q. So they would have to m a k e  an additional e n t r y  
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Page 608  

BEFORE THE GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  I 
In the Matter of: 

AT&T’S Petition for Arbitration of : 

Rates, Terms and Conditions with : Docket No. 11853-U BellSouth Telecommunications 

- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  

Hearing Room 507 
47 Trinity Avenue 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Tuesday, October 31, 2 0 0 0  

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing 

pursuant to adjournment at 2 : 0 3  p . m ,  

BEFORE : 

ROBERT DURDEN, Chairman 
DAVID BURGESS, Vice Chairman 
LAUREN ”BUBBA” MCDONALD, Commissioner 
ROBERT BAKER, Commissioner 

* * *  

Docket No. 000731-TP 

Page 1 of 30 
JMB-R26 

Brandenburg & Hasty 

231 Fairview Road 
Ellenwood, Georgla 30294 



Page 609 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of AT&T Communications of the Southern 
States, Inc. : 

SUZANNE OCKLEBERRY, Attorney 
JAMES LAMOUREUX, Attorney 
MARSHA RULE, Attorney 
AT&T Communications of the Southern States, 
1200 Peachtree Street, Suite 8100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

I n c .  

On behalf of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.: 

DOUGLAS LACKEY, Attorney 
BENNETT ROSS, Attorney 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
125 Perimeter Center West, 
Atlanta, Georgia 30346 

Room 3 7 6  

On behalf of Consumers' Utility Counsel: 

JIM HURT, Attorney 
KEALIN CULBREATH, Attorney 
Consumers' Utility Counsel Division 
2 MLK Jr. Drive, Suite 356 
Plaza Level, East Tower 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

On behalf of the Commission Adversary Staff: 

THOMAS BOND, Attorney 
Special Assistant Attorney General 
State Law Department 
40 Capitol Square 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
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I N D E X  1 
DIRECT CROSS REDIRECT RECROSS 

David L .  Talbott 
612 -- 7 2 1  -- By Mr. Lamoureaux 

-- By Mr. Lackey -- 676 -1 

By Mw. Ross 727 -- 
Alphonso J. Varner 

-- -- 

1 Keith Milner 
By M r .  Lackey 
By MY. Lamoureux 

Ronald M. Pate 
By Mr. Lackey 
By Ms. Rule 

EXHIBITS : 

AT&T : 

947  
-- 

FOR IDENTIFICATION IN EVIDENCE 

47 through 61 - Talbott Exhibits 
62 through 64 - Talbott Exhibits 

65 - CLEC Information Package 

66 - LA-I1 Order Excerpt 

BellSouth: 

4 and 5 

6 - D i a g r a m  

7 ,  8 Diagrams 

9 through 12 - Varner Exhibits 

13 - Varner Summary 

14 through 21 - Milner Exhibits 

22 - Milner Exhibit 

6 6 9  7 2 6  

7 2 1  726 

940  947 

1 1 0 9  1 1 1 2  

6 1 1  

6 8 1  725 

692 725 

728 729 

8 0 4  804 

809  9 5 0  

887  950 

1083 1111 

-- 
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3 

4 

2 l  
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Cross examination of Mr. Talbott is proceeding. 

VICE CHAIRMAN BURGESS: 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: 

MR. ROSS: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: 

No, he’s got to presented. 

He has to be sworn. 

Oh, he‘s just now coming up? 

Well, go ahead and call him 

then. 

MR. ROSS: Just one housekeeping matter, Mr. 

Chairman. 

evidence BellSouth Exhibits 4 and 5 and we’d ask that that 

be done at this time. 

I believe BellSouth forgot to introduce into 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Any objection? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Admitted without objection. 

(The documents, heretofore marked 

as BellSouth Exhibits 4 and 5, 

received in evidence.) 

were 

MR. LAMOUREUX: AT&T calls as i t s  next witness 

Dave Talbott. 

dhereupon, 

DAVID TALBOTT 
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gateway interface. What AT&T really wants is entirely n e w  

non-industry standard machine-to-machine maintenance and 

repair interface. This simply isn‘t required. Through 

TAFI, BellSouth provides AT&T access to the same system used 

by BellSouth’s own retail units. AT&T’s representatives who 

use TAFI see the same screens, can perform the same 

functions and have absolutely nondiscriminatory access to 

BellSouth’s maintenance and repair system. 

What AT&T complains about is that it can‘t be 

integrated into AT&T’s back o f f i c e  systems. That may well 

be true, but as t h e  FCC has said in Texas and New York, that 

is not necessary as long as AT&T has the same access to 

BellSouth’s maintenance and repair system as does BellSouth 

retail units. And it does. 

If AT&T actually wants a machine-to-machine 

interface f o r  maintenance and repair, it can ask for one, as 

long as it is willing to pay for the development of such a 

system, it can have one. Instead, AT&T is simply asking 

this Commission to provide AT&T with more than it is 

entitled to, and to provide the service at no cost to AT&T. 

If it can get away with that kind of approach, I suppose it 

makes good business sense. But in this case, parity doesn’t 

require such a systems. If AT&T wants it, it should pay for 

it. 

Thank you, this concludes my summary. 
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CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q Good afternoon, Mr. Fate. 

A Good afternoon. 

Q I’m Marsha Rule and we’ve met before, haven’t we, 

Mr. Pate? 

A Yes. 

Q I recognize that the hour is late, so I will 

I’ve g o t  a couple of endeavor not to keep y’all very long. 

questions for you about change control, Mr. Pate -- 

A Certainly. 

Q -- Issue 41. This Commission has actually been a 

leader i n  the  region on the  issue of change control, hasn’t 

it? 

A Yes, they have. 

Q And, in fac t ,  the o r i g i n a l  change management 

process was established by BellSouth in connection with t h i s  

:omission’s guidance, wasn‘t it? 

A The Commission w a s  very active back several years 

- -  well not years, but months -- roll over years -- yes. 
Q So you would agree, wouldn’t you, that the 

lomission certainly has the expertise and t he  historic 

mowledge to review the current change control process t o  

tetermine if it should be modified as AT&T requests? 

A Well now, I don’t know that I agree with that. 
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I'm not saying -- not the expertise in the Commission, 

any means. While they've given some guidance from their 

understanding of what the need is, I think the expertise 

l i e s  with BellSouth and the CLECs. 

by 

Q Have you reviewed Mr. Bradbury's rebuttal Exhibit 

Number 3 that shows all the changes to the change control 

process that AT&T is requesting? 

A Yes, I have. 

Q And do you understand t h a t  AT&T isn't asking 

BellSouth to adopt this exhibit, or asking the Commission to 

adopt the exhibit and write it in stone, but to adopt it as 

part of the ongoing change control process? 

A I'm not quite sure that I understood it that w a y .  

The way I heard M r .  Bradbury state it was he wanted the  

Commission to order us to do these. 

much adopted in stone. I haven't heard, or did not p i c k  out 

in his testimony where he was referring that this would just 

be a starting point. 

To me, that's pretty 

Q Now you've described the change control process as 

collaborative, haven't you? 

A Y e s ,  I have. 

Q And changes to BellSouth's business rules are 

supposed to go through the collaborative change control 

?recess, aren ' t they? 

A That's as currently defined, yes. 
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Q Okay. Now BellSouth recently released some 

business rule changes that didn't go through the process, is 

that correct? 

A Which ones are you referring to? 

Q Issue 9-G of BellSouth's business rule changes. 

A I think there were some that did no t  get the 

proper coverage, I would agree. 

Q And s o m e  of those business rule changes required 

CLECs to do some coding on the  CLEC side of the interface in 

order  to continue passing orders, is that correct? 

A I have not personally reviewed it but, subject to 

check, I'll accept that. 

Q And are you aware that the CLECs have explained to 

Bellsouth that they didn't have enough notice o r  time to do 

the coding that would be required? 

A That's what I've heard, yes, that specific one 

that you're referring to. 

Q And BellSouth released Issue 9-G of the changes in 

any event, didn't it? 

A That's what happens -- to my understanding, that's 

correct- However, let m e  just clarify that this has been an 

evolving process, evolving from not j u s t  a standpoint of t he  

documentation, but also evolving from BellSouth in 

developing its internal processes to support the process. 

So while what you say has happened in that case, there may 
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be other instances where we didn't follow it as well as it 

is currently documented today. It hasn't always been 

clearly documented that way. And our internal processes 

have been refined, and we are committed to the -- to the 

process. 

Q What's the current version number of the change 

control process? 

A 2 . 0 .  

Q When was that adopted as 2 . 0 ?  

A August -- I think it -- I've forgot the exact 

date. August 23rd or something along that time frame. 

Q And when was Issue 9-G of the business rule 

changes released? 

A I'm not sure. 

Q It was well after August, wasn't it? 

A I'm not sure, 

Q Now, if I understand your testimony, one of t,ie 

reasons that you object to this Commission making a 

determination about AT&T's request for changes to the change 

control process is that only AT&T and BellSouth are involved 

in the docket, correct? 

A Only in this docket as an arbitration, 

zorrect. 

Okay. So you believe it would be more 

€or this Commission to make these issues part of 

Q 

that 's 

appropriate 

its ongoing 
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OSS docket? 

A No, I really don't. What I thank would be more 

appropriate is for the Commission to send the guidance back 

t o  the body itself, a forum -- industry forum to work 

through these issues. And if they cannot actually resolve - 

- once you fine tune to those few issues that we just can't 

see eye to eye, there's a process built in there for 

internal escalation within BellSouth, and if that's not 

sufficient, then to take it in the form of an issue to the 

appropriate commission. 

VICE CHAIRMAN BURGESS: Let me ask  a question. 

One of the concerns -- I j u s t  have a general concern about 

making changes to the process documented in the arbitration 

cases. I read this document during the day, and one of the 

things that I noticed in the section regarding changes of 

processes, it doesn't include anything about arbitration 

being a vehicle to make changes or not make changes. 

guess in my mind, one of the concerns I would have is, if 

another party filed arbitration -- say the Commission 

adopted this agreement, there's nothing in this agreement 

that I see that would prohibit another party from seeking to 

arbitrate the same issue, saying we've got some problems 

with the process, the change management process, and coming 

back here and making those changes in the context of an 

arbitration case. I guess one of the questions is, if the 

So I 
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Commission were to adopt these changes, should there be some 

verbiage in this document that would provide one method to 

change of process is arbitration? 

Mr. Pate, just hypothetically, if the Commission were to 

adopt this document, would it be necessary to include as a 

vehicle for prospective change future arbitrations? 

I ask  you that question, 

THE WITNESS: Well that‘s absolutely the question, 

Commissioner. To me, from my personal view, arbitration is 

still not the appropriate forum, because arbitration really 

exists between BellSouth and one particular individual CLEC. 

And as much as CLECs work jointly in some areas, I don’t 

think any of them are going to give proxy to another CLEC in 

arbitration to state their issues around something that 

impacts them all. H o w e v e r ,  nothing prevents them from 

joining in terms of trying to ask the Commission to give a 

general docket or a complaint, things of that nature, if 

they agree to whatever they’re filing. And to me, that‘s 

what we’re trying to say in the process, 

it to the Commission through a formal proceeding, not an 

arbitration proceeding. 

whatever if they have an issue in dispute we cannot resolve 

mong ourselves. 

that you can take 

It could be a complaint filed or 

BY MS. RULE: 

Mr. Pate, do you agree that this Commission does Q 
nave authority to order changes in the change control 
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process? 

A This Commission has the authority to order 

anything that it thinks is appropriate. That’s for this 

Commission to decide. 

Q Turning to Issue 42. Do you understand that AT&T 

is asking  in this case f o r  the  ability t o  submit electronic 

orders for all services and elements? 

A Y e s .  

Q And you would agree, wouldn’t you, that electronic 

ordering is cheaper and faster, generally speaking, than 

manual ordering? 

A Generally speaking. There‘s only a couple 

exceptions. 

volume for that particular transaction. 

two of something a year, it‘s not going to be cheaper to go 

through the process of the dollars associated w i t h  

developing that code and maintaining that code. I n  that 

case, because there’s so few, you probably really are 

cheaper to have someone manually do it. 

One would be where you just don’t have the 

If you did one or 

Q Okay. So generally you agree with me with that 

exception? 

A Yes. 

Q And generally speaking again, electronic ordering 

and processing is less prone to error, isn’t it? 

A Yes and no. I mean, you’re still prone to the 
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errors of entry, but then all the mechanization takes place 

after that and obviously it’s less prone. 
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BellSouth has already gone ahead and automated 

resale electronically and it will be processed 

electronically, correct? 

A Yes. I mean, to state it clearly, 82 percent, 

based on last month’s order volume, was submitted . 

electronically -- BellSouth. 

electronic -- excuse me, all the LSR submissions. 

Eighty-two percent of all the 

And most of those were for resale, weren’t they? Q 
A Certainly. I mean, that’s your highest volume, in 

resale, certainly. 

Q Now, if I understand your testimony correctly -- 

i n  your written testimony, you say that electronic 

processing of most other services -- f o r  which electronic 

ordering and processing isn‘t available for CLECs right now. 

is that You’re saying it’s a l s o  not available to BellSouth, 

correct? 

A I‘m not quite following you. 1 apologize. Do you 

have a particular place to refer me or j u s t  restate the 

question for me. 

some ordering and processing for CLECs, hasn’t it? 
4 /  
5 

6 

A Yes, most definitely. 

Q For example, CLECs can order residential POTS 

2 5  I Sure. Let‘s take a look at page 110 of your Q 
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testimony, beginning on line 3. 

A 110, line 3? 

Q There's a sentence that begins on line 3. It 

starts out because. 

A Y e s ,  I've read that. 

Q Could you read that, please? 

A 

Q Yes. 

Do you want me to read the sentence? I'm sorry. 

A Okay. The sentence that starts on line 3 of 110 

of my testimony reads, 

are in place f o r  both CLEC and BellSouth retail orders, the 

processes are competitively neutral, which is exactly what 

both the Act and FCC require". 

"Because t h e  same manual processes 

Okay. Now you also explain in your testimony that 

MultiServe is an example of a service that you say BellSouth 

has not automated for itself, correct? 

Q 

A Yes 

Q And while you've got your testimony, could you 

turn to your Exhibits 15 and 16, please. 

Commissioners, I have copies of those exhibits for 

you, so you don't have to flip through your documents. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay, fine. 

3Y MS. RULE: 

Q Now Exhibit 15, which is not -- unfortunately is 

lot indicated on this document, is labeled CLP, Complex 
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Services, Multiserve, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And that means CLP, and that's a North Carolina 

designation for competitive local provider, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And the next document, which is your exhibit 16, 

is labeled BST Retail: Complex Services, MultiServe, 

correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And in these two documents, you say that you 

compare the multiserve ordering process f o r  BellSouth retail 

and for the CLECs, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And we ta lked about these same documents in North 

Zarolina, didn't we? 

A Yes, we did. 

Q Let's take a look at the diagram for BellSouth 

r e t a i l  first. 

:hat says shade indicates manual processing. 

There's a notation at the bottom of the page 

A Yes. 

Q S o  all these boxes that are shaded means that 

:here are manual steps involved and they are not electronic 

:or BellSouth, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Over on the right-hand side of t h e  page there are 
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two boxes that are unshaded. Could you tell me what t h e  top 

of that two boxes represent? 

A Are you referring to the box that reads CSA-order 

e n t r y  into ROS? 

Q Yes, si r .  

A ROS is the regional ordering system. That’s the 

BellSouth system where we submit our service orders for o u r  

business transactions. The CSA is the customer service 

assistant that actually enters the order .  Then you can see 

the  line is indicating it’s going to the service order  

communication systems, SOCS. That’s where that order, once 

entered in the SOCS-compatible format, is transmitted there 

f o r  further provisioning by the down-stream systems. 

Q And those aren’t shaded, so that means that’s an 

electronic process on this schedule, correct? 

A That means it’s an electronic transmission of a 

SOCS-compatible formatted service order to SOCS. 

Q Okay. Could you turn to Exhibit 15, t he  CLEC 

complex service order. 

A I ’m there. 

Q Okay. And the t w o  unshaded boxes are more in t he  

middle of the page here. What do those indicate? 

A The one in the middle, t h e  first one, reads CSA - 
order entry into DOE. So there’s still a customer service 

assistant entering into the d i r ec t  order entry, which is the 
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system we used in the local  carrier service center for 

entering the orders that are submitted to us that we get 

manually. You can see the line indicating to the same 

system, which is the common point, the service order 

communications system, SOCS, for once again, further 

downstream provisioning processing. 

Q Okay. But in each case, it’s a BellSouth customer 

service representative who is doing the ordering i n t o  the 

system, is t h a t  correct? 

A That is correct. It’s designed that w a y .  

Q Okay. Now when the customer service 

representative enters the order into ROS on the BellSouth 

chart, it has an electronic record of the order, correct? 

I‘m not quite clear what you mean by electronic A 

record. 

Q Well, I guess one way to put it would be that -- 

or to ask you whether the order entry into ROS by the 

BellSouth customer service representative creates any 

information in any other BellSouth back-end system. 

A What it creates is a service order that’s 

transmitted to the SOCS for further provisioning. 

Q Well, let’s say -- does it a l s o  update the 

customer service information records? 

A That order itself that’s created in ROS does not. 

That’s part  of the provisioning process. 
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Q Does the customer service representative have to 

enter it separately into the customer service information 

records, or is that record created as part  of the same 

order/entry process? 

A The information that you're upda t ing  into the 

customer service record is a result of the provisioning 

process. It is a result of when that order is submitted and 

when it's provisioned by the various fu r the r  downstream 

systems when the order is actually completed. That gets it 

updated i n t o  the customer records information. 

Q Well if you'll give me a moment, Mr. Pate, I'm 

going to look in to North Carolina transcript, because I 

believe you agreed with me that there was an order/entry -- 

one-time order/entry that updated some o t h e r  data bases. 

So, I guess the question I would ask you is, have you 

changed your answer? 

A No, I haven't changed any answer from North 

Carolina, so I'm obviously not hearing the question the 

same. 

Q I'll let Mr. Bradbury look that up. 

Okay, let's look at the CLP, complex services 

chart, again. Again, t h i s  is a Bel lSouth  customer service 

representative entering information into DOE, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Does that electronic entry create any billing 
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record entries for the CLEC? 

A It only creates the billing record when we bill 

the CLEC. 

they bill their customers, no that would be a part of their 

systems . 

The CLECs, if you're referring to how they bill 

Q And the CLEC's customer service information 

records aren't updated either by the act of that order- 

entry, are they? 

A Definitely not. That's not how it's designed nor 

a requirement that I'm aware of. 

Okay. On the other hand, BellSouth gets to order Q 
-- or enter the order information once into the ROS system 

snd that information is then accessible in other parts of 

3ellSouth's back-end systems, isn't it? 

A That information is actually placed in whatever 

3ppropriate systems is a r e s u l t  of that provisioning of 

3ellSouth, if that's what you mean by it's available, yes. 

Q Okay. As a result of that one order entry 

rocess? 

A As a result of a representative from BellSouth 

lntering a service order, like it's always been, then the 

ystem is going to process that and update whatever 

ppropriate systems are for us to serve that customer. 

-hat's our system's design, what we refer to as the Legacy 

systems . 
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Q So as a result of BellSouth’s system design and 

the w a y  BellSouth has chosen to set up the systems for 

CLECs, if the CLEC wants to have the same information in its 

back-end systems, it’ll have to go through a separate order- 

entry or information-entry process, won‘t it? 

A Only f o r  that that’s manually submitted is it 

going to have to do so. You k n o w ,  a big issue with the  FCC 

is being able to give you orders tha t  are integratable, and 

that you can get some information back and integrate your 

system. But you’re responsible for that part of your system 

that’s going to do that integration. 

Q Well, I would rather not get into the FCC orders. 

Do you understand that what AT&” is asking for is basically 

to be able to have its customer service representative t y p e  

the information into a system that will allow electronic 

ordering, j u s t  as BellSouth has, and allow its internal or 

back-end systems to be populated j u s t  as BellSouth does? 

A No, actually I don’t understand it that way. 

Based on what your request was, was the ability to submit 

all of your orders electronically. I’ve never read anything 

into this at all about you being able to ge t  any information 

back to update your systems. 

input it and get it to flow through is the t w o  issues -- 

sub-issues that you’ve discussed t h e r e .  So I have not 

interpreted it that way. 

It’s being able t o  g e t  i t  -- 
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COMMISSIONER BAKER: Mr. Pate, what are the 

drawbacks, technically o r  f i n a n c i a l l y ,  to complying with the  

request AT&T has made? I mean, as for cos t ,  j u s t  give me 

your best educated guess. 

THE WITNESS: Certainly. Well they have two 

issues. Now the first issue is to be able to submit 

everything electronically, and their concern, as I 

understand it is, that we actually had t h e  opportunity to do 

such since our systems are designed that way under SOC- 

compatible format. For a CLEC to do t h a t ,  though, we're 

dealing with a local service request format, an industry 

standard national format. That we have to take that and 

actually convert it .  You have to develop coding to convert 

that LSR format to a SOCs format so our systems can process 

it. That is rather challenging f o r  the very complex orders 

to do so. 

do that, make that translation in all of these cases.  

That's the issue from just t he  ability to submit it 

electronically. 

We haven't been able to develop that code, how to 

One way they could do i t ,  i f  they had o u r  exact 

same system, which there are many reasons probably w h y  they 

would not want to. One, it's not an industry standard. It 

would only work f o r  BellSouth's region. I haven't found 

anybody frankly that's made the offer that's willing to go 

through that investment as a CLEC, to train their personnel 
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to use a system just for that purpose. Plus, some of these 

systems won't do -- like a -- may not do all the 

transactions that they would have a need for i n  terms -- 

they would have to have -- my sinuses are kicking in here -- 

to try to explain this. They may have to have more than one 

system to be able to do r e s i d e n t i a l  versus business the way 

it's designed. For example, if they used our R&S system, 

that's only designed to do residential. 

And to get to the other i s sue  i s  the flowing 

through of everything. I 've  really kind of touched on it 

already in that translations piece. That's the main 

component associated with that and we haven't been able to 

develop that coding. We have -- I'm not  saying that you 

can't do it for everything, but the ones where we're down to 

now are extremely complex orders. We haven't figured o u t  

how to do it and some of those are of a volume nature t h a t  I 

discussed earlier. You m a y  no t  want to do it. You don't 

enough of them. 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: But just to give me an idea, 

it sounds like this is an expensive, complicated process, is 

that right? 

THE WITNESS: Oh, most definitely. I mean, it's 

going to be very expensive just to figure out the coding, 

much less put it a l l  in place and then maintain it on and 

on-going basis as things may change here. I mean, these are 
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things that you’re talking about developing without any type 

of industry standards to assist in that process. Those m a y  

still evolve. Not t ha t  we wait on industry standards, 

sometimes we try t o  be the leader of those. This is not an 

easy effort. I k n o w  this Commission has looked at through 

the performance docket, to try to put a team o u t  there to 

assess, to improve these things. And if that’s what this 

Commission orders in that, you k n o w ,  we’re going to be 

obviously leading that effort trying to do that. But we’re 

already trying to do that now and it’s a challenge. 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: Well would -- just 
hypothetically, what if a CLEC, or a group of CLECs said we 

will make the financial commitment to go hire, I don‘t know, 

a computer consultant, a software consultant to make this 

work? I mean, if Bell -- if they were willing to do that, 

spend their own money to develop the system, BellSouth 

checked it out, it works,  it’s not going to crash your 

system, something like that might be acceptable? 

THE WITNESS: I would be definitely willing to 

entertain that. No one has come forth, obviously, with that 

type of offer, but we definitely would be receptive to 

sitting down and viewing what they would like to do in that 

respect. 

COMMISSIONER BAKER: Well what about if you just 

said well, we estimate the  cost will be X and we’ll divide 
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it ou t  among all the CLECs and this is your proportionate 

share, would you do it? 

THE WITNESS: Well, I think actually that kind of 

happens in OSS recovery, but I'm not the cost expert when 

you think of it from t ha t  standpoint. 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q A follow-up question, Mr. Pate. For  every 

business service that BellSouth offers its retail customers, 

a customer service representative will sit down and enter an 

order into ROS, correct? 

A Yes, that's correct. 

Q And then that  order  is electronically sent to SOCS 

where a service order is produced, correct? 

A Well, y e s ,  but let me make sure I clarify that 

point. I mean, these things don't happen by osmosis. 

You've got to enter this stuff somewhere. My technical term 

s t u f f ,  this service order -- the systems that we've designed 

is to en te r  it in that SOCS-compatible format. The issue 

we're talking about here is taking an LSR format and making 

that translations, which could end up in several SOCS 

orders.  That's complex. That's not easy to do. It's that 

translation, the coding and the impact of that that's at 

issue. 

Q And that's exactly what AT&T wants, isn't it? 

A Yes. I can understand why you would want it. I'm 
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just telling you that that‘s not  something simple t o  do. We 

haven’t been able to figure out how to do it, even though if 

you look at our results from the amount of orders that w a s  

submitted a year ago, this same time frame electronically 

was 49 percent. 

percent. 

progress in a year’s time. 

As I‘ve already said, today it is 82 

I think we’ve made some pretty durned good 

Q And that 80-some percent referred to resale 

orders, did it not? 

A No, no, it refers to all orders -- 

Q The bulk of which -- 

A -- of which the bulk are resale.  If you take a 

look at the numbers and look particularly a t  t h e  unbundled 

network elements, it has grown significantly this year as a 

result of our efforts. 

Q Okay. Turning your attention to maintenance and 

repair. 

all types of services, can it? 

TAFI can’t he used for maintenance and repair of 

A No, it’s for basically POTS services. 

Q Okay. So that leaves o u t  unbundled loops and 

switching and transport among other things? 

A Yes. 

Okay. And EFTA doesn’t allow CLEC customers to -- Q 
or customer service representatives to correct all the  

service problems that they could  correct if they were using 
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CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Is there any objection to that? 

I can‘t imagine that there would be. 
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A 1 don’t quite follow your question. Try me again. 

1 apologize. 

admitted without objection. 

MS. RULE: Well there might be an easier w a y  to do 

In order to avoid asking you any questions about the 

22 

10 

11 

12 

13 

marked for identification aas AT&T 

14 

15 

FCC‘s order, what I would like to do, Commissioners, 

as an exhibit an excerpt of the FCC’s Louisiana 2 order, 

you to take official notice of the order and j u s t  let the 

order speak for itself and then I‘m done. 

is mark 

ask 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: 

(Laughter.) 

That is a marvelous idea. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: We will take administrative 

notice of it and allow you to introduce it. 

MS. RULE: And I believe that would be Exhibit 

Number 6 6  - 

I MR. LACKEY: No, sir. 

l9 i CHAIRMAN DURDEN: And I’m correct. S o  it’s 
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TAFI and EFTA speak for itself and I ha re no more questions. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay. And, of course, 1'11 

remind you that if you want to make any commentary about it 

or any argument based on it, just put it in the brief. 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q Mr. Lackey has a request which I'm happy to 

fulfil, and that is about your North Carolina testimony. 

Unfortunately, I have only one copy of it. 

MR. LACKEY: Show it to him. 

BY MS. RULE: 

Q On page 205 of the North Carolina transcript, let 

me direct your attention to -- beginning on page -- o r  line 

18 through the next page. 

(The witness reviews t he  document.) 

A Okay, I've read it. 

Q And do you recall now agreeing with me that once 

the CSA enters the order into ROS, BellSouth has an 

electronic record of the order? 

A Yeah, it seems to be the same way you asked the 

question. 

But from the standpoint that it's electronically created and 

transmitted from a transmission to SOCS, 

further provisioning, I think that's the framework that 

we're talking about in North Carolina, and I still agree 

with that. 

My brain is not working as good I can tell you. 

and then SOCS does 
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Q And you answered yes, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And you agreed that the electronic record could 

then populate various databases such as billing records? 

A As part  of the  overall provisioning process, all 

of that gets populated. It‘s electronically done. It’s a 

mechanized process unless something falls out as part of the  

provisioning process, then someone may have manual 

intervention. They correct, do whatever it is. Then much 

of it is done electronically going forward. 

Q And you agree that it can populate customer 

service information records and maintenance and repair 

databases? 

A Oh, yes, certainly. Yeah, that’s part of the 

?recess. 

MS. RULE: Thank you. 

M R .  LACKEY: No redirect. I would like to move 

Zxhibits 23 through 3 9 .  

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Any objection? 

(No response ) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: They’re admitted without 

)b j ection . 
(The documents heretofore marked as 

BellSouth Exhibits 23 through 39, 

were received in evidence.) 
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ould move 66. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: The witness is excused. 

(Witness excused.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Any objection? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: It's admitted without objection. 

(The document heretofore marked as 

AT&T Exhibit Number 66 was received 

in evidence. ) 

Do we have any other housekeeping matters? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: I believe the procedural and 

scheduling order sets forth -- does it not set forth a 

briefing schedule? 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: The problem, M r .  Chairman, would 

so I don't 3e, we moved direct testimony o u t  several times, 

zhink it actually comports with the time period because 

ve've moved the hearing. That was changed also. 

gill five 

you would 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay. Well w e  need to set a -- 
days be long enough? 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: No, Commissioner. 

MR. LACKEY: Mr. Ross is writing t h e  brief. If 

like it tomorrow it's okay with me. 

(Laughter.) 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Well, how long will it take you 
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to get a brief done? 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: We don't even have the transcript 

yet. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Well they'll get you t he  

transcript PDQ. 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: I'll give you 10 days, 10 

If we could have 10 days? 

calendar days from today. 

MS. OCKLEBERRY: C a n  we negotiate 10 business 

days ? 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Let the record reflect that Mr. 

Lackey is showing facial expressions indicating great 

zonsternation. 

De filed? 

I thought you said your brief w a s  ready to 

MR. LACKEY: No, I said M r .  Ross had t o  write it 

and it could be tomorrow. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Okay. He doesn't need a 

;ranscript to do his. I'm sorry, I'm -- 

MR. LACKEY: We're tired. 

CHAIRMAN DURDEN: Yeah, we're all tired. Let the 

,ecord reflect that I'm -- these pitiful attempts at levity 

re mine. 

How long, two weeks? Do we have a deadline that 

we're going to run up against? 

against a deadline. 

I don't want t o  run up 
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1 would be something that's actually 
impacting operational performance, causing us 
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to not beable to process an order as 
quickly as we should, as accurately as we 
should. 

their job is essentially 8 Severity 1. 
Do you know if there is a time 

frame, a target time frame for solving 
Severity 1 problems? 

Generally I think the target time 
frame is 24 hours. 

At the end of that 24 hours, if 
it all works as planned, what should happen? 

The software would be updated in 
the next maintenance period, which hopefuily 
woutd be after midnight the next day. They 
wouldn't upgrade software during production 
environment. 

Would you repeat the last part? 
They would not upgrade sohare 

during the day, during production. They 
would upgrade software at night, put it 
through a test process on test platforms and 
ensure they didn't create another anomaly 

Anything that impedes them doing 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 
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within the software before putting it on the 
production boxes, 
Q. You mentioned the next maintenance 

period. How often do maintenance periods 
occur? 
A. Every night. 
Q. What happens during maintenance? 
A. Tables are updated, bug fixes are 

tested and implemented. 
Q. That's Severity 1. What are the 

other severity levels? 
A. I can't give you the definitions, 

but there obviously are less severe 
situations than SEV 2, SEV 3. I can't 
define them for you. 

Do you know who could? 
Sure. Our IT organization can 

define those. 
Possible name? Do you have a 

name for me? 
1 can't tell you the best name on 

the systems, I'll be honest. I've only been 
on the job for a week. I can give you 
some names but I'm not sure I would - 

MR. EDENFIELD: Let's not guess. 

Q. 
A, 

Q. 
A. 
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If you can answer, you'can. If you can't, 
don't. 
Q. (By Ms. Rule) Do you know who 

the head of the IT organization is? 
A. From the perspective of local 

systems or the head of BellSouth Corporate 
IT? 
Q. Local systems. 
A. You're looking for an officer 

level name or non-officer level name? 
Q. Not necessarily officer level. 

Somebody who could define for me what the 
various severity levels are. 

THE WITNESS: Can we give a name? 
MR. EDENFIELD: If ybu know 

someone who can give the severity levels. 
A, My key interface into the IT 

organization is Susan Baughman, 

Q. I imagine from your job 
description, you're very familiar with the 
operation of the LCSC? 
A. Fairly familiar. 
Q. You've described some processes 

where an LCSC service rep will lease an 

B- A-U-G-H-M-A-N, 
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order to a downstream system. One of the 
things we're very interested in, obviously, 
is flowthrough. Do you have a flowthrough 
definition that's used to describe service 
orders that come into the LCSC and go out of 
them, what constitutes flowthrough for you? 

A couple of different definitions 
of flowthrough. I'm not sure there's 8 
definition. But generally flowthrough 
describes an order that flows through our 
systems through the Service Order Control 
System, or SOCS, without being touched by a 
service rep. In other words, it came in 
electronically generally and flows through 
those systems. 

However, we also have flowthrough 
on orders that come in by fax and paper 
because we get tremendous numbers of fax and 
paper orders, particularly from smaller CLECs. 
So we attribute flowthrough to once the 
service rep builds the order and reteases the 
order to the downstream systems, it flows 
without erroring out. So there are different 
definitions. 

So basically, though, it sounds 

A. 

Q. 

5 (Pages 14 to 17) 
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like the difference in the definition is 
where you start it off? 

So if we're starting off an 
electronic order, the point at which you 
begin to judge whether it flows through is 
before it even comes to the LCSC, correct? 

The point at which you begin to 
determine flowthrough is when it leaves the 
CLEC hands, correct? 

No. I wouIdn't agree with that. 
If You could correct me. 
I would say that when it hits our 

mainframe. If it doesn't fatally reject, 
because fields are missing, then it could 
flowthrough. But the order can come in from 
your ED1 system into our ED1 receiver, and 
it could be rejected due to fields being 
missing. Obviously it wouldn't flow through. 
We would never see that. Tlmt would be a 
system-to-system interface. We wouldn't 
attribute it leaving your system; we would 
attribute it beginning at the receiver of our 
systems. 

A. That's right. 
Q. 

MS. RULE: Strike that. 
Q. 

A. 
Q. 
A. 
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Q. You mentioned that for 
flowthrough, for orders received via fax or 
on paper, that the service rep builds the 
order and releases it to downstream systems, 
correct? 
A. That% right. 
Q. 

A. 

Can you define for me what you 

A local service request comes in, 
mean by the service rep building an order? 

an LSR., local service request. That order 
can be faxed in or be delivered by ovemight 
mail. The service rep's responsibility is to 
turn that into a true service order that 
meets the BellSouth definitions of service 
order. FieId sizes, number of fields, what 
has to be populated, what's option, et 
cetera. They would use a service order 
generated program to build that order. 

If it's an LNP order, they would 
use the LNP gateway. I f  it's not an LNP 
orders, they would use one of two systems: 
DOE, Direct Order Entry System, or SONGS. 
don't know what that stands for. Service 
Order Negotiation System, 1 think. 

They would use one of those to 
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assist us. So one of those'three systems 
would be built. Those are service order 
generators. That's the purpose of those 
systems. 

has been built? 
Q. 

A. 
Q. 

A. 

So when would YOU say the order 

At completion of that activity. 
What happens after the order has 

been built on the service order generator? 
It's handed off to the Service 

Order Control System, SOCS. More edits are 
applied to it, and SOCS is a conduit to 
multiple other downstream systems, particularly 
network provisioning systems, in order to get 
the order actually provisioned in the 
network, and it's ti front end to our billing 
systems. Front end to provisioning systems, 
various provisioning systems, and front end 
to billing systems. Those are the next 
steps. 
Q. So.3 1 understand you correctly, 

paper comes in, LCSC service rep builds order 
on the service order generator, whichever one 
is applicable to that particutat order, 
releases the order to SOCS, more edits are 
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applied. If it passes those edits, it's 
then released to downstream provisioning 
systems? 

When does the order become 
assignable? When does it achieve assignable 
status? 

I'm not sure what you mean by 
assignable. 

Are you familiar with BellSouth's 
processes for building orders for its own 
customers, it's own retail customers? 

From SOCS down, it's the same 
process, but I'm not really familiar to talk 
to you about routine process, if those are 
the same systems. 

When the order leaves the service 
order generator, does anything happen to it 
between the t h e  it leaves the service order 
generator and the time it leaves SOCS except 
those edits you described to me? 

Hopefully not. The objective is 
that it's perfect. 

Can you tell me how flowthrough 

A. Correct. 
Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. No, 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
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0-3. Fiow-Through Error Analysis 

An analysis of each error type (by error code) that was experienced by the LSRs that did not flow through and reach a 
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designate by various interfaces whether it 
can be submitted using that electronic 
interface. 

+ Q. So, as a CLP, I should be able 
to look at this table and determine which 
types of the services and products that 1 
want to order for my customers, can only be 
ordered manually. Correct? 

As well as electronically, yes. 
So if 1 look in the fifth column 

A. 
Q. 

headed, Planned Fallout for Manual Handling, 
and I compare that information with the 
various EDI, TAG, LENS '99 and LENS columns, 
J can tell whether 3 can order a product 
electronically, but it will encounter design 
manual fallout? 
A. Yes. 
Q. This document also shows me what 

products and services that I might order that 
would encounter manual fallout for reasons 
other than by design? 

I guess I'm trying to understand 
the question. Manual fallout is supposed to 
be only by design. So I'm confused by the 
question. 

A. 
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Q. 
A. Yes. 
Q. 

A. 

Does fallout for manual handling 
mean they have errors in them, too? 

Are there any areas that an order 
might fall out for manual handing, even 
though it cou td be submitted electronically? 

None come to mind. It's either 
planned fallout flow through or there's an 
error that results in that falling out. I f  
there's some other situation, I don't recall. 

(Whereupon a discussion ensued off 
the record.) 

(By Ms. Rule) The second column 
is beaded F/T. Is that supposed to be a 
list that describes whether or not items will 
flow through? 
A. Yes. 
Q. If you look at footnote 5,  which 

is under the first entry in that column, 
what does -- can you explain to me what 
footnote 5 means? 

Let me read this, please. 

Footnote 5 is identifying some 
situations where orders could manually fall 

Q. 

A. 
Q. Sure. 
A. 
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out. Does trigger a couple throughout where 
ones designed to flow through could actually 
fall out as in footnote 5. For example, let 
me find here for clarification purposes - 
well, you go by the first one, expedite from 
a CLEC, so an order that they have expedited 
request -- that's been designed for flow 
through by the nature they expedited it -- 
it's going to have to fall out. So we can 
manually process it in order to try to meet 
their request. So you understand exactly from 
what I was saying earlier, there are 
situations such as foot note 5. 

Seems to me, looking at footnote 
5, and that flow through column, that 
footnote 5 is actually complying to all the 
yeses in that column, inside ofthat first 
no. Do you agree? I'm wondering if it's a 
typo* 

A. 1 see from your approach, the . 
person who authored this, I see from the way 
you're looking at it now, the confusion it 
could create. To see if there might be a 
better way -- more likely, it wouId be up 
there, besides the FT itself, 

Q. 
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Q. 

A. 

So it appears to say to you, 
also, footnote 5, general application, that 
first entry under the flow through column? 

Yes. The other footnotes appear 
across the top in the columns. So I'm 
thinking, maybe, as you indicated, it's just 
a typo, but I will be dealing with that and 
finding out. 

So if I understand you correctly, 
though, footnote 5 is a tist of conditions 
that will result in design manual fallout, 
even though an item is ordered electronically 
and was otherwise eligible for flow through; 
correct? 

Let: me go back and refresh my 
memory. 

I think that's the intent, because 
it starts off, Also, this may be better for 
all services to indicate yes. 

So if I'm understanding this 
correctly, go back to the flow through 
column, everything that says "yes" should be 
yes, unless one of the conditions listed in 
this footnote 5 apply, in which case they , 

Q. 

A, 

Q. Okay. 
A. 

Q. 

I 1  (Pages 38 to 41) 
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will fall out for manual handling? 
As a result of this discussion, 

I'm having the same inclination. I would 
like to reserve the right to talk to the 
author of this report. 1 understand what 
they're intending to say. I've seen the 
report many times and looked at this document 
many times. It's never hit me the way it's 
hitting me now. 

Just to walk through an example, 
the second product, entry two, wire analog 
port, said, yes, it should flow through? 

But if I understand footnote 5 
correctly, it should flow through, unless one 
of these 12 or 13 things listed in footnote 
5 are present, in which case it will fall 
out? 

A. That is the way I interpret it, 
too. 

Q. There's another question we had 
about footnote 5. It says - the very last 
sentence says, AI1 but the last one are 
unique to CLEC. What does that mean? 

Well, I need to talk to the 

A. 

Q. 

A. Correct. 
Q. 

A. 
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author on that as well. They were trying to 
categorize these as unique; and, frankly, 
they're not all unique, but most are unique. 
1 think that's an area where we can go back 
and look, but the majority of these are 
unique to CLEC environment. 
Q. Now, do you mean they don't occur 

in BellSouth retail orders? 
A, The way they're trying to describe 

it here. 
Q. Are BellSouth retail orders ever 

expedited? 
A. Yes. 
Q. That one wouldn't be unique? 
A. No. The way they iabeled it 

here, the author may have been trying to 
categorize that about -- there's something 
unique about that. 

BellSouth have special pricing plans? 
Yes, but this is trying to deaf 

with a CLEC is taking over from a conversion 
standpoint. That has a special pricing plan. 
So that's unique from that standpoint. You 
have to deal it with: Are you going to 

Q. Special pricing plans; does 

A. 
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assume that special pricing plan? Are you 
going to pay? There's things that have to 
be deatt with. That's what's unique about 
it, 

Of course, it's dificult to get 
every little thing down here, when we're 
using our best effort to explain it without 
having a voluminous document. 

Q. Are you familiar with the 
BellSouth's flow through matrix for OSS 199? 
The first page is an E-mail. Do you see 
that? 

A. Yes. 
Q. 

employee? 
A. That's correct. 
Q. 

transmittal where it was sent to Ms. 
Williamson. 
A, 
from Beverly Shelton Williams. 
Q. Who is she? 
A. 

serves AT&T, 
Q. 

Ms. Williamson is an AT&T 

Look down on the original 

Starts with -- Original message 

A member of the account team that 

She was a BellSouth employee? 
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A. Yes. 
Q. So it appears from this e-mail 

that Beverly Shelton Williams forwarded a 
copy of the document to Jill  Williamson, an 
AT&T employee; correct? 

tell me if you know what it is. 

representing this is the document attached to 
the e-mail? 

A. That's correct. 
Q. Take a look at that document and 

MR. EDENFIELD: Are you 

MS. RULE: Yes, I am. 
THE WITNESS: I don't know who 

developed the document at BellSouth, but it's 
talking about the requisition type, and 
activations is the first page that defines 
the issue 9 version, part o f  OSS99, which 
refers to a release that was made in, 
actually, December or January past year time 
frame, final production in January. Has 
attached to it the combinations of the cables 
that you can use with flow through purposes 
as we11 as a series of pages that have 
comments, 
Q. (By Ms. Rule) Would you please 
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Bradbury,J M (Jay) - LGA 

A From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Importance : 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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jrwilliamson@att.com 
Friday, October 20, 2000 1 2 4 3  PM 
gpterry@att.com; bradbury@att.com; sharonnorris@att.com; eppsteiner@att.com; 
campbekj@att.com; belangda@att.com; smorrow@broadband.att.com; 
do bec k@ broad band .att.com; m a n  non@att. com; wate rsre@att.com; bcstu rdevant@att. com; 
deberger@att.com; waldbads@att.com 
FW: Order Backlog 

High 

----- Original Message----- 
From: Williamson, J i l l  R, NCAM 
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2000 12:30 PM 
To: ' J a n  M. Burriss' 
Cc: 'Sandra C. Jones' 
Subject: Order Backlog 
Importance: High 

Jan, 

I've received c a l l s  from several of our workcenters this week around an 
apparent backlog of orders at the LCSC. I spoke with Sandra earlier t h i s  
week and found t h a t  the LCSC is backlogged due to the addition of the 
Broadband orders in the Atlanta LCSC. 

We have orders  that were sent a week ago that have yet to receive a 
response. When we call the LCSC to get the orders turned around, they 
will only accept two PONS per c a l l .  Thus o u r  workcenter must spend a 
great deal of time calling the LCSC j u s t  to get a response on the orde r s .  

I called Ron Moore t oday  to request that he accept a list of the PONS to 
be worked instead of us calling back two PONS at a time (Broadband has 36 
orders backlogged). I'm waiting on Ron's response. Additionally, I don't 
understand why B e l l S o u t h  is having this problem when it knew the volume of 
orders it would be transitioning from Birmingham to Atlanta. I'd 
appreciate your providing me with a plan to remedy the current backlog and 
BellSouth's plan to correct the issue going forward. I ' d  appreciate a 
response by close of business today.  

Sincerely, 

J i l l  Williamson 
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Bradburv.3 M 1Jav) - LGA 

i From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

jrwilliamson@att.com 
Monday, November 06,2000 1258 PM 
mlacy@att.com; bseigler@att.com; gpterry@att.com; eppsteiner@att.com; 
s haronnorris@att. com; brad bu ry @att.com; bo bi k@att.com; drei n ig @att. com; 
deberger@att.com; watersre@att.com; dobeck@broadband.att.com; 
smorrow@ broad ba nd. att-corn; wald badsaatt. corn; camp be kj@att. com; crcan non@att.com 
FW: LCSC backlog 

----- Original Message----- 
From: Jan .F l in t@br idge .be l Isouth .com 
[mailto:Jan.Flint@bridge.bellsouth.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2000 3 :27  PM 
To: Williamson, J i l l  R, NCAM 
C c :  Jan.Burrissl@bridge.bellsouth.com; 
Sandra.Jones5@bridge.bellsouth.com 
Subject: LCSC backlog 

Jill, 

I wrote this on Monday and thought I sent it to 
my 
out box -- sorry. 

~ O U  b u t  I j u s t  found it in 

I talked to Ron Moore today about the FOC b a c k l o g  that AT&T has experienced 
in 
the last two weeks. 

Ron attributed the MediaOne fall-out and backlog to a directory listings 
problem in our LEO system. There was a l s o  a problem w i t h  inappropriate 
usage 
of commas in Mediaone's LSRs that caused additional orders to fall-out for 
manual handling. The LCSC c o u l d  n o t  easily handle the large number of 
orders 
that requi red  manual  handling. 

This p a s t  week, order volume overwhelmed the center. After working this past 
Saturday, Ron feels t h a t  by close of business today  they will have recovered 
and will be current on their pending L S R s .  

To address the order  volume issues, the LCSC w i l l  add 20 service reps to its 
staff on November 13th and will add another 20 in December. 

I hope this information minimizes AT&T's concerns on recent FOC cycle-time. 

Thanks,  

Jan 
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Flow-Thruugh Measure 
Results Comparison 

Product 
Measure / 
Month 

CLEC Aggregate Data I AT&T Dab - Percent of Total Mechanized LSRs 

LPN UNE Business Residence 
CLECI AT&T CLECI AT&T CLECI AT&T CLECI AT&T 

Mav 44 I67 20 I 6 2  3310 5 /NA 
1 

June 43 174 
Julv 42 I81 

I 

16 I 6 0  32 / 30 61NA 
20 149 31 159 5 /NA 

August 
September 
October 

34 I84 17 181 26 / 83 81NA 
27 / 74 23 I76 2919 6/NA 
28 I 74 20 I 80  31 I 1 5  51NA 

May 2410 15/20 18/33 I 6 / N A  
June 
July 
August 

I 1 

2 0 1 0  16/20 1710 I 6/NA 
21 / o  15/33 1 6 / 0  51NA 
2910 1718 22 18 8 lNA 

September 
October 

3910  15 / 16 21 136 7 /"A 
36 t I 1517 20 I 15  6 INA 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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1 

May 
June 
July 

68 I67  35 J 82 51 133 I1  /NA 
63 174 32 I 8 0  47 I 3 0  12 I NA 
63 I 81 35 I 82  47 159 10 I NA 

' September 
October 

66 174 38 / 92 50 145 13 I NA 
64 / 74 35 t 87 51 130 11 I N A  

May 32 f 33 65 / 18 1 49 I67 I 8 9 /  NA 
' June 

I 

37 I 1 9  68 120 53 I 7 0  88 I NA 
July 37 / I 9  65 I 'I8 53 I 4 1  90 / NA 
August 
September 
October 

- - . - _ _  - 

37 116 66/11 52 I11 84 / NA 
34 I 2 6  6218 50 155 87 I NA 
36 I26 65 I13 49 / 70 89 / NA 



Flow-Through Measure 
Results Comparison 
Basic Flow-Throuq h 

Reflects the actual flow-through that occurs without regard to cause. 
Goes up and down with CLEC input errors. 
Goes up and down with requests BellSouth has “designed” to fallout. 
Goes up and down with failures of BellSouth’s system to perform. 

Basic Percent Flow-through = (tssued So’s) + (Total Mech LSR’s) X I00  

BellSouth Achieved Flow-Throuqh 

Reflects flow-through that would occur if CLECs make no input errors. 
CLEC input errors have no impact on the reported result. 
Goes up and down with requests BellSouth has “designed” to fallout. 
Goes up and down with failures of BellSouth’s system to perform. 
The difference between Basic and Achieved Flow-Through reflects the 
impact of CLEC input errors. 
The measure itself reflects the operational flow-through performance 
delivered by BellSouth’s interfaces as designed and operating. 

BellSouth Achieved Percent Flow-through = (Issued So’s) + 
1 Total Mech LSR’s) - [(Auto Clarification) + (CLEC Caused Fallout)] X I00 

System Potential Flow-Throug h 

0 Reflects flow-through that would occur if CLECs make no input errors and 
BellSouth eliminates designed fallout. 

CLEC input errors have no impact on the reported result. 
BellSouth designed fallout has no impact on the reported result. 
Goes up and down only with failures of BellSouth’s system to perform. 
The difference between Achieved and System Potential Flow-Through 
reflects what the performance could be if there were no design 
deficiencies. 
The difference between the result reported and 100% reflects the 
failure of the interfaces to perform as designed. 

System Potential Percent Flow-through = (Issued So’s) + 1 Total Mech LSR’s) - 
[(Manual Fallout) + (Auto Clarification) + (CLEC Caused Fallout)J X 100 
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Flow-Through Measure 
Resu 1 ts Comparison 

Product 
Measure/ 
Interface 
Basic 
ED1 
May 
June 
July 
Auwst 

Actual Flow-Through Results ED1 Interface CLEC Aggregate / AT&T 

LPN UNE Business Residence 
CLEC AT&T CLEC AT&T CLEC AT&T CLEC AT&T 

22 0 14 1.6 16 44 59 NA 
25 0 34 3.1 19 50 56 NA 
28 0 26 I .2 14 18 57 NA 
25 0 49 3.2 16 0 46 NA 

September ' 26 
October 30 

I 

0 2 3.8 20 27 42 NA 
2 25 4.6 15 23 36 NA 

1 

Achieved 
ED1 

, May 25 0 19 2.0 18 57 69 NA 
June 27 0 40 3.7 27 62 67 NA 

August 28 0 55 3.5 18 0 60 NA 
September 28 0 2.3 4 22 38 55 NA 
October 33 3 29 4.8 g7 43 39 NA 

Potential 

July 31 0 31 1.4 16 23 67 NA 

May 
June 
July 

September 
October 

August 

I I 1 I I I I I I f 

45 0 38 a 54 57 76 NA 
51 0 58 13 64 I00  74 NA 
53 0 58 3.4 51 I00  76 NA 
45 0 89 29 53 0 65 NA 
40 0 26 19 66 43 513 NA 
46 67 87 40 69 60 56 NA 
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Flow-Through Measure 
Resu 1 ts Comparison 

Product 
Measure1 

Aggregated Interface and Product Results 

LPN UNE Business Residence 

Disaggregated Interface - Disaggregated Product Results 
May 2000 

Interface 
Basic 

ED1 22 
TAG 7 7  
LENS 

Achieved 

ED1 25 
TAG 13 
LENS 

Potential 
(91 1 

ED1 45 38 
TAG 52 
LENS 

Volumes 

. (76) 
14 16 59 
45 20 88 
37 37 79 - 

(84) 
I 9  18 69 

49 47 86 
59 24 93 - 

-- 
78 65 96 
64 63 92 - 

ED1 
TAG 

LENS 
Total 

5,263 1,901 1,360 3,076 
1,206 15,053 2,015 58,350 

6,469 19,173 9,899 200,586 
c 2,219 6,524 139,160 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Flow-Through Measure 
Results Comparison 

Product 
Measure/ 

Disaggregated tnterface - Disaggregated Product Results 
June 2000 

LPN UNE Business Residence 

t n terface 
Basic 
(73) 

ED1 25 
TAG 26 
L€NS 

Achieved 

ED1 27 
TAG 32 
LENS 

Po ten tia I 
(90) 

ED1 51 
TAG 73 
LENS 

Volumes 

34 I 9  56 
53 16 86 - 28 39 78 

(82) 
40 21 67 

38 51 84 
64 20 95 - 

58 64 74 
77 64 96 
55 65 92 - 

ED1 
TAG 

LENS 
Total 

6,688 2,630 1,250 3,992 
2,509 45,123 2,427 6 1,459 

9,197 49,839 10,416 211,118 
- 2,083 6,739 145,667 
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Flow-Through Measure 
Results Comparison 

Product 
Measure1 
Interface 

Disaggregated Interface - Disaggregated Product Results 
July 2000 

LPN UNE Business Res iden ce ’ 

Basic 
(70) 

ED1 
TAG 
LENS 

Achieved 
(82) 

ED1 
TAG 
LENS 

Potential 
(91) 

ED1 
TAG 
LENS 

Volumes 
ED1 
TAG 

28 26 14 57 
23 42 19 85 

34 41 79 - 

31 31 16 67 
27 56 24 93 

46 51 87 - 

53 58 51 76 
72 75 71 96 

61 67 93 - 

6,025 1,988 1,079 4,520 
2,015 36,221 2,224 57,961 

LENS 
Total 

I I I I I LEO Total = 252,925 1 Good= 194,950 1 Bad = 57,975 % Bad = 23% 

- 5,241 6,702 136,989 
8,040 43,450 10,005 799.470 
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Flow-Through Measure 
Results Comparison 

Product 
Measure/ 
Interface 

Disaggregated Interface - Disaggregated Product Results 
August 2000 

T 

LPN UNE Business Residence 

Basic 
(69) 

EDI 
TAG 
LENS 

25 49 16 46 
23 49 26 80 

30 35 72 - 

Achieved 
(77) 

ED1 
TAG 

~ 

28 55 18 60 
26 60 33 88 
- 

Docket No. 000731-TP 
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Potential 
(87) 

ED1 
TAG 
LENS 

Volumes 
ED1 
TAG 
LENS 
Total 

7 

45 -89 53 65 
52 74 66 96 

57 59 90 - 

9,153 3,085 1,619 7,036 
1,646 36,853 I,q82 57,865 

c 165,707 7,958 10,438 
47,896 13,239 230,608 10,799 



Flow-Through Measure 
Results Comparison 

Product ’ LPN UNE Business Residence 
Measure/ 
Interface 
Basic 

ED1 26 2 20 42 
, (69) 

Disaggregated Interface - Disaggregated Product Results 
September 2000 

TAG 
LENS 

I I 

I 47 28 1 84 
- 40 35 75 

1 I I I I 1 LEO Total = 256,381 I Good = 199,7A’l I Bad = 56,670 1 % Bad = 22% 
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Product 
Measure] 

Flow-Through Measure 
Results Comparison 

Business Residence ’ LPN UNE 

Disaggregated Interface Disaggregated Product Results 
October 2000 
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