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TAMPA OFFICE 
400 NORTH TAMPA STREET, SUITE 2450 

TAMPA, FLORIDA 33602 
P. 0. BOX3350 TAMPA, FL 33601-3350 
(813) 224-0866 (an) 221-1854 FAX 

MCWHIRTER REEVES 
A'M'ORNEYS AT LAW 

P W E  REPLY To: 

TALLAHASSEE 

July 9, 2002 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
Betty Easley Conference Center 
4075 Esplanade Way 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870 

TALLAHASSEE OFFICE 
117 SOUTH GADSDEN 

@Sb, 850 222-5606 222-2525 FAX 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301 

Re: Docket No.: 960786-B-TL & 981834-TP 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Pursuant to the request contained in the Notice of Workshop dated June 28, 2002, 
enclosed are the original and 15 copies of DIECA Communications, Inc. d/b/a Covad 
Communications Company's (Covad) list of questions for the July 12 workshop. Covad's 
representative at the workshop will be Mr. William H. Weber, Senior Counsel for Covad. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosures 
cc: Beth Keating (w/enclosure) 

Lisa Harvey (w/enclosure) 
William Weber 

U 
Viclu Gordon Kaufman 

DOCUMt-kiT l4l'!qyc? --p!".-j-:. 
MCWHIRTER, REEVES, MCGLOTHLIN, DAVIDSON, DECKER, U U F M A N ,  A R  



BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Consideration of BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc. ’s entry into 
interLATA services pursuant to Section 271 of 
the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
(Third Party OSS Testing) 

DOCKET NO. 960786B-TL 

In re: Petition of Competitive Carriers for DOCKET NO. 981 834-TP 
Commission action to support local 
competition in Bells outh 
Telecommunications, Inc. ’s service territory. 

Filed: July 9, 2002 

QUESTIONS FOR KPMG CONSULTING FWGARDXNG ITS 
DRAFT FINAL RICPORT, 

BELLSOUTH OSS EVALUATION PROJECT 

Covad’s first questions concern problems with BellSouth’s manual processes in the Pre- 
Order, Order and Provisioning Functional Evaluation (TVV1) and Volume Evaluation 
(TVV2). 

These two test areas accounted for more than one third of d l  Exceptions logged 
during the evaluation process. Why did these test areas accounted for such a 
disproportionate share of all logged Exceptions? 

A large percentage of Exceptions opened in these areas concerned problems 
related to BellSouth’s manual processes involved in the Ordering and 
Provisioning of CLEC orders (i.e. Exceptions 70, 72, 90, 91, 92, 93, 116, 1 17). 
Why were manual processes so problematic in the testing? 

Is it fair to state that BellSouth had more problems with its manual and semi- 
mechanized processes involved in the Ordering and Provisioning portions of the 
test than it did with its h l l y  mechanized processes? Why or why not? 

Is it fair to state that Exceptions related to fully mechanized processes were 
generally closed more quickly than Exceptions related to partially mechanized or 
manual processes? Why or why not? 

Covad’s next questions concern KPMG’ s measurements of BellSouth’s OSS 
performance for Line Shared Loops (questions appear to relate to test areas PPRl, TW1,  
TVV2, TVV10, and TVVl1). 

( 5 )  Covad’s commercial experience indicates that BellSouth does not return a pseudo 
circuit number with a FOC for a Line Shared Loop order, and this prevents Covad 
from being able to validate BellSouth’s bills for that circuit without resorting to a 



time-consuming and costly process to obtain the pseudo circuit number manually 
from BellSouth’s CSOTS databases. This problem with BellSouth’s OSS has 
been classified as a “Defect” by BellSouth (see Change Request 62 1, available at 
hr 11) : / /~vww. in tcicoiirtcct i on. bcl I sorrl 11. corn/riiarlict s/lcc/ccp I ivc/docs/sta 1 uscs/changc rcqi ics t s h - 0  
E ~ ~ I . I I ~ I ) ,  yet KPMG’s testing did not identify or evaluate it. Why not? 

- 

BellSouth has delayed fixing this Covad-identified defect for more than six 
months. Does Covad’s commercial experience with this BellSouth OSS defect 
reflect some of the same concerm that KPMG has with BellSouth’s change 
management process as reflected in PPRl -4 (“not satisfied”) and the still-open 
Exception SS? 

KPMG states that the PPR1-1 standard has been “Satisfied,” but Covad’s 
commercial experience has been quite different. Covad submitted Change 
Request 62 1, described above, on January 18, 2002, and it took BellSouth until 
May 9, 2002, to even classify it as a Type 6 defect. Despite this classification, 
BellSouth has yet to repair the it. How is it that BellSouth has satisfied PPRI-l? 

How can BellSouth have satisfied PPR1-1 if Exception 123 is still open? 

A further defect in BellSouth’s OSS causes it to begin billing CLECs for orders 
before it has completed the provisioning of a loop (see Change Request 779, 
available at httl3://~~~v.iiitei.coilnection.bellsout~l.comll.lzill.kets/lec/ccp live/docs/ 
sti~ises/ch:iii,~e re4uests/crl)779.1,dC). Once again, KPMG’s test did not identify or 
evaluate this defect. Why not? 

Change Request 779 was filed on May 9,2002 and has been designated a Type 6 
defect, yet it still has not been repaired nor has repair even been scheduled. Did 
KPMG take this defect into account in reporting that BellSouth “Satisfied” PPRl- 
I? Why or why not? 

Covad’s next questions concern KPMG’s measurements of BellSouth’s performance with 
regard to the Unbundled Copper Loop - Nondesigned (UCL-ND) (questions potentially 
relate to test areas TVVl and TVV2). 

(1 1) Were test areas T W l  and TVV2 designed to include the testing of loops capable 
of supporting xDSL services? 

(I 2) Did KPMG do any testing related to the UCL-ND? 

(13) If the answer to question (4) was “no,” why not? 

(1 4) Since the ordering process for the UCL-ND is manual, would it be fair to say that 
any problems KPMG identified with manual pre-ordering and ordering processes 
would apply to ths  loop? Why or why not? 



(1 5) Would it be fair to say that KPMG simply did not do any testing at all specifically 
designed to evaluate BellSouth’s performance with regard to the UCL-ND in any 
test area? Why or why not? 

(1 6 )  Would it be possible for KPMG to conduct testing on this loop if the Florida 
Public Service Commission directed such testing? 

William Weber V 
Senior Counsel 
Covad Communications Company 
19& Floor, Promenade I1 
123 0 Peachtree Street, NE 
Atlanta, GA 30328-3473 
(404) 964-1 145 (telephone) 
(505) 300-7749 (fax) 

Attorneys for Covad Communications 
Company 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing the - 

Questions for KPMG Consulting Regarding its Draft Final Report, BellSouth OSS 
Evaluation Project has been hrnished by (*) hand delivery or by U. S. Mail on this 9th 
day of July, 2002, to the following: 

(*) Beth Keating 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

(*> Lisa Harvey 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 

Jeremy Marcus 
Blumenfeld & Cohen 
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington DC 20034 

NancyB. White 
c/o Nancy Sims 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 323 0 1 

lames Falvey 
e. spire Communications 
13 1 National Business Parkway, Suite 
100 
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701 

Michael Gross 
Florida Cable Telecommunications 
Assoc. 
246 E. 6th Avenue 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

Kim CaswelI 
GTE 
Post Office Box 110 
FLTC0007 
Tampa, Florida 3360 I 

Richard Melson 
Hopping Law Firm 
Post Office Box 6526 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 14 

Donna McNulty 
WorldCom 
325 John b o x  Road 
The Atrium, Suite 1 05 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 03 

Floyd Selfmoman Horton 
Messer Law Firm 
Post Ofice Box 1874 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 02 

Pete DunbarKaren Camechis 
Pennington Law Firm 
Post Office Box10095 
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 1 

.Susan S. Masterton 
Sprint 
Post Office Box 22 14 
MC: FLTLHOO107 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 I 6-22 14 

Ken Hoffman 
Rutledge Law Firm 
Post Office Box 55 1 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 02-05 5 1 



Matthew Feil 
Florida Digital Network, Inc. 
390 North Orange Avenue, Suite 2000 
Orlando, Florida 32801 

Angela Green, General Counsel 
Florida Public Telecommunications 
Assoc 
125 S. Gadsden Street, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 323 0 1 - I 525 

Patrick Wiggins 
Katz, Kutter Law Firm 
106 East College Avenue, 12th Floor 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 0 1 

S cheffel Wright 
Landers Law Firm 
Post Office Box 271 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 23 02 

Office of Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
11 1 W. Madison Street, Suite 812 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399- 1400 

Rodney E. Joyce 
Shook, Hardy & Bacon LLP 
600 14th Street, N.W., Suite 800 
Washington DC 20005-2004 

John Kerkorian 
m o w e r  
5607 Glenridge Drive, Suite 300 
Atlanta, GA 30342 

CWA (Orl) 
Kenneth Ruth 
21 80 West State Road 434 
Longwood, FL 32779 

ITC* DeltaCom 
Nanette S. Edwards 
4092 South Memorial Parkway 
Huntsville, AL 3 5802-4343 

Network Access Solutions Corporation 
Don Sussman 
Three Dulles Tech Center 
13650 Dulles Technology Drive 
Herndon, VA 20 17 1-4602 

Swidler & Berlin 
Richard RindlerMchael Sloan 
3000 K. St. NW #300 
Washington, DC 20007-5 1 16 

Virginia Daire 
AT&T Communications, Inc. 
1200 Peachtree Street, NE, Room 8068 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

John D. McLaughlin, Jr. 
KMC Telecom, Inc. 
175 5 North Brown Road 
Lawrenceville, GA 30043-8 1 19 

Andrew Klein 
Kelly D e Law Firm 
1200 19 Street, Nw, #SO0 
Washington, DC 20036 

7 

Brian Sulmonetti 
Six Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200 
Atlanta, GA 30328 

Lori Reese 
New South Communications 
Two North Main Street 
Greenville, SC 29609 

Henry Campen, Jr. 
Parker Law Firm 
P.0 .  Box 389 
Raleigh, NC 27602-03 89 

Suzanne F. Summerlin, Esq. 
13 1 1 -B Paul Russell Road, Suite 20 1 
Tallahassee, FL 3 23 0 1 



Carolyn Marek 
Time Warner Telecom 
Regulatory Affairs, Southeast Region 
Franklin, TN 37069 

U William H. Weber 


